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2303.0406.2014


Version 8.0: fixed a few minor issues. 
Version 9.0: answered issue 148
Version 10: some items answered.












	No
	Test Case
	Comment
	Status

	1
	001
	Q1: Since none of the RCS test cases has as purpose the test of Presence we would like to simplify the HTTP component (HTTP_PTC) defined in the LTE project.
  We suggest to remove the XCAP port and it's functionalities from HTTP_PTC.
OMA: It could be removed for now but might be needed in future (RCS5.1)

Q2: We also propose to use a more simplified HTTP Type System in the RCS Test  Suite because the HTTP Type System and functions developed for the LTE Test Suite  are too complex for the needs of RCS.
OMA: We would prefer to reuse the existing type system not to define a new type system as this would just result in new codec development.

	DONE

	2
	004
	See issue 1
	

	3
	020
	
	

	4
	030
	
	

	5
	031
	
	

	6
	032
	
	

	7
	033
	
	

	8
	034
	
	

	9
	035
	
	

	10
	040
	
	

	11
	041
	Q1: In step 1 of „Test Procedure“, please clarify “condition B4 in D.1.4”, because D.1.4 is the 200OK answer of the SUT and not what is sent by the test tool. Shall condition B4 be used for D.1.3 (SIP OPTIONS) instead?
IOP-MEC-2013-0096
Q2: To verify pass-criteria 3: Add an additional step to the test procedure to trigger User A to store User X information as a new address book entry?
IOP-MEC-2013-0096

For step 2 content type of message body has to be defined, please see issue 106.
	DONE

	12
	050
	Q1: In step 1 it is stated that User A initiates a voice call to user B at User A’s device. Does “voice call” mean a “CS voice call”?
IOP-MEC-2013-0096
	DONE

	13
	051
	Q1: In step 1 it is stated that User A accepts a voice call from User B at User A’s device. Does “voice call” mean a “CS voice call”?
IOP-MEC-2013-0096
	DONE

	14
	052
	See issue 12
IOP-MEC-2013-0096
	DONE

	15
	053
	Q1: In preconditions: shall User A initiate a “CS voice call” and should "Mobile Originated Capability Exchange" (C.1.1) be executed?
IOP-MEC-2013-0096
	DONE

	16
	100
	See issue 106
Q2: Detailed message bodies for all received and sent SIP messages preferable. Transferred to D.1.14
	TBD OMADONE

	17
	101
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 16/Q2 
	

	18
	102
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 16/Q2
	

	19
	103
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 16/Q2
	

	20
	104
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 24/Q2
. Transferred to D.1.14
	TBD OMADONE

	21
	105
	Q1: What to do in step 7 of Test Procedure which is marked as FFS? 
IOP-MEC-0101
TT: the issue was clarified but there is a problem in the TC description from OMA-ETS-RCS_CON-V1_2_2-20140306-D.doc
Step is C.7.1 but is should be C.7.2 (in the change request document is ok OMA-IOP-MEC-2013-0101-CR_RCS_con_105_clarification.doc)
OMA: No,  C.7.1 is correct
Q2: See issue 106 and  issue 16/Q2
	DONE
Q1: DONE

	22
	106
	How to send “Hello B”? -> see issue 67
Q2: See issue 24/Q2
Transferred to issue 67
	TBD OMADONE

	23
	107
	Q1: How to send “Hello B”? -> see issue 67
Q2: Please specify message body of sent INVITE and received 200 OK (C.2.11)?  cpim and/or sdp?
Q3: See issue 24/Q2
OMAv5: http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/IOP/ID/14/OMA-IOP-2014-0025-CR_RCS_1to1_chat_default_message_body.zip
	DONE

	24
	120
	See issue 106
Q2:  Content for SDP message bodies in sent INVITE and received 200 OK (1-to-1 Chat) preferable.  cpim and/or sdp?
OMAv5: http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/IOP/ID/14/OMA-IOP-2014-0025-CR_RCS_1to1_chat_default_message_body.zip
	DONE

	25
	121
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 24/Q2
	

	26
	122
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 24/Q2
	

	27
	123
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 24/Q2
	

	28
	124
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 24/Q2
	

	29
	125
	See issue 106
Q2: See issue 24/Q2
	

	30
	126
	Q1: See issue 106
Transferred to issue 106
Q2: Please specify message body of sent INVITE and received 200 OK (C.2.12) as well as for received SIP MESSAGE?  cpim and/or sdp?
Transferred to D.1.13
	TBD
OMADONE

	31
	130
	Q1: in step 2 of Test Procedure: does subject “Test” mean to expect a SIP Subject header in the received SIP INVITE message?
OMA: Yes it should be in the SUBJECT header
Q2: also in step 2 of Test Procedure: If the participants list is carried as xml body in the SIP INVITE message, please provide the xml content (do we have to expect additionally an SDP body)? Please specify the message body content.
OMA: Yes XML and SDP will be there. See issue 71
See issue 70
	DONE

	32
	131
	See issue 31
	

	33
	132
	See issue 31
	

	34
	140
	See issue 71
	


	35
	145
	Q1: RCS-1.2-con-145 Step 3: Connectivity with the device under test is restored by reestablishing the cellular signal from the Test Tool? 

OMA:
-OMA thinks that the IPCan component is needed to control 2G, 3G, etc
-TT ask for assistance on how to use this component
-OMA suggested taking the whole component rather than discomposing it.
-TT will check and will come back with further questions.
OMA: A similar solution will be needed as in issue 120
type record SetRFPowerReq
{
    RANTech ranTech,  
    integer CellId,     //for each RAT, start counting from 0
    integer PowerLevel  //PowerLevel: 1 High ; 2 Low; 3 OFF;
}

type record SetRFPowerCnf
{
    Status status
}
OMA will come back regarding the re-establishment.
OMAv5: http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/IOP/ID/14/OMA-IOP-2014-0020-INP_RCS_TTCN_proposal_for_RF_loss_.zipSee issue 120
See issue 71
See issue 72
	DONE

	36
	146
	See issue 71
	

	37
	147
	See issue 71
	

	38
	148
	Q1: when re-starting the Group Chat Session in step 1 of Test Procedure, is it required to establish the original session in the Preconditions part?
OMA: under reviewNo – RIG: "ID_4_21_3 Clarification on a group chat re-start",  states:
"It may happen that more than one participant in a Group Chat that was closed because of inactivity will restart the Group Chat at the same time, resulting in two or more conference foci being allocated using the same Contribution-ID."
In this test case, the two participants that both re-start (one after the other) the Group Chat are "B" and "C" – both of which are part of the Test Tool. They are the only participants that have to "know" that there ever was an original session and therefore that they should use the same Contribution-ID. It does not seem necessary for this test case that participant A actually knows there ever was an original session with that Contribution-ID. (But we might find otherwise during Verification!)
See issue 71
	TBD OMADONE 

	39
	200
	Please refer to the questions from reference 116
Q2: Content for SDP message bodies preferable (file transfer)
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	40
	201
	Same as for issue 39/Q2
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	41
	210
	Please refer to the questions from reference 116
Q2:  Content for SDP message bodies in sent INVITE and received 200 OK (file transfer) preferable
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	42
	211
	See issue  41/Q2
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	43
	212
	See issue  41/Q2, at least the file size must be present in the INVITE (is it set in a=file-selector SDP attribute?)
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	44
	213
	Same as for issue 43
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	45
	250
	Please refer to the questions from reference 116
Q2: Wrong reference in Test Procedure step 6: C.3.1 instead of C.4.1?
MEC-2013-0113
Q3: Detailed message bodies for all received and sent SIP messages preferable (Image Share)
 OMAv5: OMA-IOP-MEC-2013-0113-CR_RCS1.2.2_referenced_procedures_update.doc
	DONE

	46
	251
	Same as for issue 45/Q3 (partly)
	DONE

	47
	270
	Please refer to the questions from reference 116
Q2: Complete specification of message body for sent SIP INVITE/ received 200 OK preferable
OMA: Is D.1.1 not sufficient?
	TT

	48
	271
	
	

	49
	300
	Q1: Wrong reference in Test Procedure step 6: C.3.1 instead of C.4.1?
TODOOMA:  Already done (C.3.1 is correct)
Q2: Detailed message bodies for all received and sent SIP messages preferable (Video Share)
OMA: Is D.1.1 and following not enough?
Q3: Add RTP Video Receive step. How to check received video (Pass-Criteria 1.)?
OMA: FFS please implement an MMI message for the moment
	Q1: DONETBD OMA

Q2: TT

Q3: DONE

	50
	301
	Same as for issue 49/Q2
Same as for 49/Q3
	

	51
	302
	Same as for issue 49/Q2 (partly)
	

	52
	320
	Q1: Step with RTP Video Transfer is missing.
OMA: assumed that MSRP session is initiated & RTP is transferred
Add MMI command, that video is received by User A?
Q2: See issue 116/Q1
Q3:  Complete content for message bodies in sent INVITE and received 200 OK (video sharing) preferable
OMA: Is D.1.1 and following not enough?
	Q1: DONE 

Q2: DONE 

TBD OMA

Q3: TT

	53
	321
	Q1: Same as for test case 320
Q2: Wrong reference in Test Procedure step 6: C.3.1 instead of C.4.1?
TODOOMA:  Already done (C.3.1 is correct)

Q3: See issue 53/Q3
OMA: You mean 52/Q3?
	Q1:DONE 
Q2:DONE 

Q3: TTTBD OMA

	54
	322
	Same as for issue 49/Q2 (partly)
	




	No
	Procedure
	Comment
	Status

	55
	C.1.1
	
	

	56
	C.1.2
	
	

	57
	C.2.1
	Q1: Should step C.4.1a be replaced with C.2.1a?
Q2: Is the “ims mode” only required for video share?
OMA: MEC-2013-0111 – yes only for video share
	DONE

	58
	C.2.1a
	
	

	59
	C.2.2
	
	

	60
	C.2.3
	
	

	61
	C.2.4
	
	

	62
	C.2.5
	Q1: Should  PRACK/UPDATE from f_IMS_MOCallSetup_AnnexC21_Steps5To9 be used?

OMA:  Both cases are need. With and without precondition
Q2: Is the “ims mode” only required for video share? Same as C.2.1/Q2
OMA: Yes only needed for video-share
	DONE

	63
	C.2.6
	
	

	64
	C.2.7
	
	

	65
	C.2.8
	Same as C.2.5
	DONE

	66
	C.2.9
	Q1: Step 6, is MSRP session establishment needed or not?
OMA: Remove point 6.

OMA replied:  For the moment no session is needed.
Q2: Could you please confirm if the session establishment is really not needed?
	DONE

	67
	C.2.10
	Q1: Where is message “Hello B” included? In SIP INVITE (cpim message body required?)? Or is sending of SIP MESSAGE required? See issue 22 and 23
OMA: See new change to D.1.1 in CR XXXX
	TBD OMATT

	68
	C.2.11
	
	

	69
	C.2.12
	Q1: Reference to C.2.5 is wrong (check if C.2.6 is right)
OMA: MEC-2013-0111
	DONE

	70
	C.2.13
	Q1: In some SIP INVITE and/or SIP NOTIFY messages it is not clear if an XML message body has to be received/sent or/and a SIP SUBJECT header (e.g. in C.2.13, C.5.1, C.5.2) 

OMA:
-OMA indicated that the main message body is needed. 
-OMA will provide further information.
OMAv5:
http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/IOP/IOP-MEC/ID/14/OMA-IOP-MEC-2014-0006R01-CR_RCS_Conference_XML_Body_defaul_messages.zip
	DONE

	71
	C.2.14
	Q1: Should RFC 4826 or RFC 5366 be considered for the participant list in the MIME message body? Please specify if the participant list has to be sent in the SIP INVITE message body or/and in the SIP NOTIFY message body.
OMA: participants list should only be in NOTIFY but not in INVITE
SIMPLE IM 2.0 TS 7.1.1.3: RFC 5366
TT: as stated in RFC 5366 also in Invite must be the participants list added
OMA: We agree. See latest version of ETS, D.1.1 now has list in condition B5.
Q2: Do we have to add a SIP Replaces header to the sent SIP INVITE message? If required, what is the content for this header?
OMA: There is no replaces header for a group chat.
	DONETT


	72
	C.2.15
	Q1: More details required for the expected INVITE. Will the received INVITE also contain a message body?
SIMPLE IM 2.0 TS 7.1.1.9: Yes it should include a SDP body
	DONE

	73
	C.2.16
	Same as for C.2.15
	

	74
	C.2.17
	Q1: 403 response needs value for "WarnAgent"
OMA: What is a WarnAgent? Do you have a reference?
TT: 
The function f_C_2_17_IMS_Group_Chat_restart_403_Forbidden from module RCS_IMS_Functions, is implementing the steps for C.2.17.
At step2: "The test tool responds with a 403 Forbidden with the warning text set to “127 Service not authorised” (D.1.8) towards User A’s RCS client"
the message v_MessageHeader_InviteResponse_403 is created and for the warning field a WarnAgent parameter is required.

Please see in the module LibSip_SIPTypesAndValues the declaration of this type

type union WarnAgent
{
 HostPort        hostPort,
 charstring      pseudonym
}
OMA: Use: "conference.oma.org"
We also see that:
v_MessageHeader_InviteResponse_403.warning := cs_Warning({{127, c_WarnAgent,"Service not authorized"}});

should be:
v_MessageHeader_InviteResponse_403.warning := cs_Warning({{399, c_WarnAgent,"127 Service not authorized"}});

according to IM 2.0 section 5.6

Q2: Same as for C.2.14
	TTTT

	75
	C.2.18
	Q1: Wrong reference in OMA test plan: C.2.3 -> should be C.2.13
OMA: MEC-2013-0111
	DONE

	76
	C.2.19
	Q1: Please clarify what is meant with "new session ID". Is it a new SIP session or session ID in the SDP body or session id? Or is it in the SDP body the MSRP path (a=path:msrp://bob.example.com:8888/9di4eae923wzd;tcp -> in this case: requires second TCP port or reuse of same port?)? 
OMA: It is a new SIP conference session identity see RFC 4579, section 5.2. In effect the contact header of the mobile-terminated INVITE contains a new Conference session identity

Q2: Same as for C.2.14
	TBD OMATT

	77
	C.2.20
	
	

	78
	C.2.21
	
	

	79
	C.3.1
	
	

	80
	C.3.2
	
	

	81
	C.3.3
	Q1: Not used in tests. Should it be removed from the RCS Test Plan?
OMA: No
	DONE

	82
	C.3.4
	Q1: Not used in tests. Should it be removed from the RCS Test Plan?
OMA: No
	DONE

	83
	C.4.1
	Same as for C.2.5
	

	84
	C.4.2
	
	

	85
	C.5.1
	Same as for C.2.13
	

	86
	C.5.2
	Q1: Shouldn’t be the response to SIP REFER message 202 ACCEPTED instead of 200OK?
OMA: Yes 202 should be used
MEC-0111
Q2: Same as for C.2.13
	DONE

	87
	C.6.1.1
	Q1: a XSD or DTD is needed for the Message-Body of the message D.2.
OMA:  Please refer to DTD:  http://msdn.microsoft.com/en-us/library/bb737266.aspx
	DONE

	88
	C.7.1
	
	

	89
	C.7.2
	
	

	90
	C.7.3
	
	

	91
	C.7.4
	
	

	92
	C.7.5
	Removed step 3 and 4 from C.7.5 (and used C.3.2 in test procedure -> see test case 106 and 107).
OMA: MEC-0111
TT: Step 3. in the Change Request is correct (C.3.2 ) but in the OMA-ETS-RCS_CON-V1_2_2-20140306-D.doc is (D.3.2)
OMA: IOP-2014-0056
	DONEDONE

	93
	C.7.6
	
	




	No
	Message Content
	Comment
	Status

	94
	D.1.1
	Q1: Given ac-value and feature-param for B1 and B2 have to be interchanged in test plan.
MEC-2013-0097
TT: The field Content-Length: for the CPIM message is not specified in rfc 3862. This field is necessary for D.1.1 condition B4.
For the moment we just ignore this field. Please specify if there is another approach.
OMA: We agree. Content-Length shouldn't be there. See CR XXX.
	DONETT

	95
	D.1.2
	Same as for issue 94
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	96
	D.1.3
	Q1: SDP message body in SIP OPTIONS message is not stated as optional, but in RCS and IR.74 specification it is. Remove it from SIP OPTIONS message which is sent by test tool?
OMA: It is needed for video share capability
TT: The content of message D.1.13 was not declared See issue 106. Transferred to D.1.13
Q2: Same as for issue 94
MEC-2013-0097
	Q1: DONE



Q2: DONE

	97
	D.1.4
	Q1: Complete specification of SDP message body is preferable.
MEC-2013-0097
Q2: Same as for issue 94
MEC-2013-0097
	DONE

	98
	D.1.5
	
	

	99
	D.1.6
	
	

	100
	D.1.7
	
	

	101
	D.1.8
	
	

	102
	D.1.9
	
	

	103
	D.1.10
	Q1: Some SIP messages are not sufficiently described in OMA test plan: e.g. D.1.10, D.1.11, D.1.14 (e.g. in C.2.13) 
OMA: suggests creating templates modified from 34229 templates in TTCN code that can be used to make reference if needed. In this way it will easier to make changes by just modifying the templates.
OMAv5: http://member.openmobilealliance.org/ftp/IOP/IOP-MEC/ID/14/OMA-IOP-MEC-2014-0007R01-CR_RCS_SUBSCRIBE_NOTIFY_default_content_for_conference.zip
TT: The content of the message D.1.14 is missing ( transferred to D.1.14)
	DONEDONE

	104
	D.1.11
	
	

	105
	D.1.12
	
	

	106
	D.1.13
	Q1: SIP headers and message bodies of SIP MESSAGE are not specified, e.g. which content-type shall be used, text plain or CPIM or anything else? In 3GPP TS 34.229-1 only a SIP MESSAGE with SMS message body is defined.
OMA: See new detail in CR XXX
	TBD OMATT

	107
	D.1.14
	TT: The content of the message D.1.14 is missing
OMA: We don't believe any specific content needs to be defined
	TT

	108
	D.1.15
	Q1: More message content for REFER preferable
OMAv5: Nothing special to check
	DONE

	109
	D.2.1
	
	

	110
	D.2.2
	
	

	111
	D.2.3
	
	

	112
	D.2.4
	
	

	113
	D.2.5
	
	

	114
	D.3.1
	Q1: MSRP Send message content is missing. Please provide us the message content.
	TBD OMA

	115
	D.3.2
	Q1. MSRP 200 message content is missing. Please provide us the message content.
	TBD OMA





	No
	Common Issue
	Comment
	Status

	116
	Shared file/image/video
	Q1: Are the files/images/videos which shall be shared predefined?
       In this case we are kindly ask you to provide them to us?
Q2: In the case the files and images to be shared are predefined should the TTCN-3 templates include the content of the given files converted in bytes or this should be done by an external function?
R&S: External function would be preferred
	DONE

	117
	Authentication Mechanism
	Q1: Is the authentication mechanism important for the RCS test cases?
Since no test case has as purpose testing of the authentication mechanism and the ATS is playing the network part,
then the ATS could send directly a 200 OK as reply to the User's A Register message without using the authentication mechanism.
OMA. Authentication is important as Clients may not continue if network is not authenticating itself against UE.
	DONE

	118
	IMS Notification and Subscribe messages
	Q1: Are IMS Notification and Subscribe (used by the LTE IMS Test Suite) also necessary in the preamble of the RCS test cases?
     Because we haven't found any information about this in "RCS-e - Advanced Communications: Services and Client      Specification Version 1.2.2 04 July 2012"
OMA: RCS is built on top of IMS and hence SUBSCRIBE/NOTIFY is needed
	DONE

	119
	Structure of RCS Test  Suite 
	Q1: As discussed in the RCS Kickoff Meeting, RCS project will be based on the LTE IMS project version    3GPP_34_229_LTE_IMS_D13wk15 but ulterior improvements of LTE IMS won't be introduced in the RCS project.

At the moment we have removed the DHCP component because it is not needed and for the final release we will also remove all LTE IMS functionalities which are not used by the RCS test cases.

We were wondering if the LTE IMS functionalities (templates, functions, folders) which will be adapted for the RCS needs, should be renamed with meaningful names concerning RCS or the original names should be kept?
OMA: the assumption was that later ETSI 34.229 delieries and improvements can be merged into RCS ATS
	DONE

	120
	IPCAN Component
	Q1: Some open questions regarding IPCAN component and CS calls remained.
As suggested by Michael Siggelkow in the telephone conference we had a look to the test cases 12.12 and 12.13 from the LTE test suite.
Unfortunately it's not so evident if these test cases are using the CS voice call or not. In our opinion the two test cases are not using CS calls or are we wrong?

We have understood that we definitely need the IPCAN component for the Image and Video sharing test cases but for setting a CS-Voice-Call is not so clear which functionalities from the LTE test suite are necessary. 
We assume that only a small part is needed.

Could you please provide us more information regarding the above issues respectively suggestion regarding the implementation?
Please see the following ASPs that should be added to the IPCan port to trigger and release CS voice calls:
type record ReleaseCSCallReq 
{
    boolean moInitiated
}

type record ReleaseCSCallCnf
{
    Status      status
} 

type record MOCSCallReq 
{}

type record MOCSCallCnf
{
    Status      status
}

type record MTCSCallReq 
{}

type record MTCSCallCnf
{
    Status      status
}
	DONE

	121
	PICS parameter
	Q1: Add a module parameter “ics_imChat”? Or is it not required because IM Chat functionality is mandatory? 
OMA: IM Chat is Mandatory.
Is a “ics_groupChat”module parameter required, because Group Chat is optional functionality? 
OMA: IM Group Chat is Mandatory.
	TBD OMATT

	122
	Missing 
RCS2-OMA-SIMPLE-ENDORS
	Q1: In the RCS v.1.2 specification(RCS-e - Advanced Communications: Services and Client Specification Version 1.2.2 04 July 2012) the following document is many time referenced:

[RCS2-OMA-SIMPLE-ENDORS] (Rich Communication Suite Release 2 Endorsement of OMA SIP/SIMPLE IM 1.0 Version 2.0 14 February 2011)

Unfortunately this version of the document was nor on http://www.gsmworld.com  neither somewhere else to be found.
Could you please provide  us this document.  
http://www.gsma.com/rcs/wp-content/uploads/2012/10/Release-2.zip  Release 2\RCS Release 2 UpdatesFebruary 2011
	DONE

	123
	TTCN delivery
	DTD import
The following import statement is used in HTTP_Discover_Types.ttcn3
    import from MSROV language "DTD" all with{extension "File:MSROV.dtd"};
Such an import statement is not according to the TTCN-3 standard.
Proposal: Transform DTD to XSD or manually define the types for this XML structure.
	TT

	124
	TTCN delivery
	 HTTPs ports
There are two HTTPs ports additionally defined. One on HTTP component and one on system interface. However the ports are never mapped.
Further according to the 34.229-3 test model the information if it is HTTP or HTTPS traffic can be derived from the Routing info information element in the HTTP_DATA_IND.
Proposal: Delete the HTTPS ports and derive secure information from routing info
	TT

	125
	TTCN delivery
	RTP functions
There are functions defined for RTP handling (startSendVideo, stopSendVideo, startReceiveVideo, stopReceiveVideo), however they are never used. One can only find commented calls to the start functions.
Proposal: Incorporate the functions correctly into the code and also call the stop functions.
	TT




Status:
TBD OMA = To be done by OMA
TBD TT = To be done by TT
Still needs doing or new question raised

