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1. Reason for Change
There are a number of editor's notes that should have been removed when a number of pCRs were agreed in previous meetings.

------------------------------------ in 6.2.2 -------------------------------

Editor's note: The exact details of queueing state machine is FFS. The state machines may be merged.

This EN should have been removed when queueing was introduced in Belgrade.

------------------------------------ in 7.2.3.1 -----------------------------
Editor's note: The figure below is very preliminary and is included to show the state transitions so far in the following subclauses.

This EN should have been removed when 7.3.2.1 was updated in Belgrade.
------------------------------------ in 7.2.3.2 -----------------------------
Editor's note: Other actions in this state are FFS.

This EN should have been removed when 7.2.3.3 was updated in Belgrade.
------------------------------------ in 7.2.3.4 -----------------------------
Editor's note: Other actions in this state are FFS.
This EN should have been removed when 7.2.3.4 was updated in Belgrade.
------------------------------------ in 7.2.3.5 -----------------------------
Editor's note: Other actions in this state are FFS.

This EN should have been removed when 7.2.3.5 was updated in Belgrade.
------------------------------------ in 7.2.3.6 -----------------------------
Editor's note [CT1#94, C1-153853-4]: Other actions in this state are FFS.

This EN should have been removed when 7.2.3.6 was updated in Belgrade.
------------------------------------ in 8.2.1 -----------------------------
Editor's note:
Some of the parameters of the message are directly imported from OMA and have little meaning in the MCPTT context. For example, the P-count is usually useless as it is not possible to have an accurate assessment of the number of participants in a broadcast context. The timestamp are not a standalone value, but a part of the location information (see 3GPP TS 22.179 [5]). The number of priority level is making the PTT not interoperable with legacy systems (like TETRA which has 4 values or P25 which is using a 3-bit field). In the case off-network, 8 levels of priorities are proposed by RAN 2. See 3GPP TS 23.179 [5] subclause 10.9.1.6. The details of parameters are FFS.
This EN can be removed since we removed all OMA parameters from all messages. Editor's notes within clause 8 are enough.
Editor's note: Any differences between off-network and on-network messages and the content of messages are FFS. The difference will be indicated wherever a difference is identified.

Differences between off-network and on-network are at the moment clearly indicated so this EN can be removed.

2. Summary of Change
Removed above editor's notes without a solution, since the solution is already implemented in TS 24.380.
3. Consequence if not approved

4. Comments
4. Proposal

It is proposed to agree the following changes to 3GPP TS 24.380 0.3.1.
* * * First Change * * * *

6.2.2
Floor participant procedures at MCPTT call release

The MCPTT call release (whether it is initiated by the floor participant or floor control server) is a two-step procedure.

In the first step, the floor participant stops sending floor control messages and the MCPTT client stops sending RTP media packets.

In the second step, when the application and signalling plane has determined that the MCPTT call is released, the corresponding instance of the 'Floor participant state transition diagram for basic operation' as specified in subclause 6.2.4 is terminated and the floor participant releases all the used resources.


The user plane can initiate the release step 1, but the application and signalling plane always initiates the release step 2.
7.2.3.1
General

The floor participant shall support the state diagram and the state transitions specified in this subclause.
Figure 7.2.3.1-1 show the 'Floor participant state diagram – basic operation'.
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Figure 7.2.3.1-1: 'Floor participant state diagram – basic operation'

State details are explained in the following subclauses.

If an RTP media packet or a floor control message arrives in a state where there is no specific procedure specified for the RTP media or the received floor control message, the floor participant shall discard the floor control message or the RTP media packet and shall remain in the current state.

NOTE:
A badly formatted RTP packet or floor control message received in any state is ignored by the floor participant and does not cause any change of the current state.
7.2.3.3
State: 'O: silence'


7.2.3.4
State: 'O: has no permission'

7.2.3.5
State: 'O: has permission'


7.2.3.6
State: 'O: pending request'


8.2.1
Introduction

The floor control protocol is based on the RTCP Application Packets (RTCP: APP), as defined in IETF RFC 3550 [3], but the floor control messages do not conform to the rules for compound RTCP packets or RTCP packet transmission.

Each floor control message shall be one RTCP: APP packet. These RTCP: APP packets shall not be sent in compound RTCP packets, but more than one floor control message may be sent in a single IP packet. The structure of each floor control message is defined below.

Editor's note:
The transport of the floor control messages should be multicast for off-network. The transport of the floor control messages may be unicast, in which case UDP transport is appropriate, but it may also be broadcast (see 3GPP TS 23.179 [5] subclause 10.9.1.6). The impact on the coding and this specification from the broadcast is FFS.

Editor's note:
The use of SSRC as provided in the description is not compatible with the multiplexing which may occur both on broadcast channels (several call may share the same TMGI) and on unicast (when there is a NAT traversal for the media, a session is pre-established and several calls may share the same 5-tuple (IP addresses and port numbers).  Various techniques may be foreseen for the multiplexing, for example using the SSRC as a multiplexing index, or adding a MIS header extension in the RTCP packet. The impact on the coding from the multicast and NAT traversal is FFS.


Editor's note:
As the floor control messages may carry location info or identity information, they must be able to be encrypted. In that case SRTCP should be used. The impact on the coding is FFS.
The same floor control messages are used for on-network and off-network floor control.


NOTE:
In case of off-network, the floor participant that has the floor acts as the floor control server in the following subclauses.

* * * End Change * * * *
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