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Introduction:

This contribution describes the recommendations for media server control and a proposal for the specification work for release 8.
Proposal:

It is proposed that the information provided below is agreed and transferred to 3GPP TR 24.880.

4
Media server control protocol study items

4.9
Recommendations
The above study gives the following conclusions for media server control:

· Both the delegation and protocol models described should be supported.

This study describes the two approaches and their differences in terms of command level and granularity, media execution state, network traffic, response times, support of cross network boundaries and programming models.

Both models are recommended to be supported as different media control mechanisms are appropriate for different service use cases and deployment architectures. Subclause 4.3.5 provides an example of the choice of model for different conferencing service use-cases.

· Netann (RFC 4240) [3] should be supported with the clarifications to VoiceXML invocation defined in the draft-burke specification [4].

Netann is a widely used, simple, quick, lightweight and easy way of invoking basic media processing capabilities as well as VoiceXML dialogs via SIP. There are some issues in the Netann specification for VoiceXML invocation which make it problematic to build interoperable standards from. These issues are fixed by the draft-burke specification.

· VoiceXML should be used to specify user all dialogs.

VoiceXML is the most widely adopted and supported, international standard available for user dialogs. Subclauses 4.3.1, 4.3.1.4 and 6.2.1 describe how it can be used for media server control.

· A dedicated control channel should be supported.

This study describes the problems, in subclause 4.3.2 with using SIP and SIP INFO to carry media server control commands.

· Mid-call media processing should be supported (subclause 4.3.4).
· The AS/MRFC functional split as described in subclause 4.4.1 should be supported with a top-level focus, notification server and conference policy on the AS and with media conference policy handling and low-level conference focus on the MRFC.

Subclause 4.4.1 describes the advantages of this functional split which is compatible with the SIPPING and XCON conferencing models.

· The media server control methods should support organization, registration and extension of capabilities (subclause 4.6).

· RTSP URLs should be used (subclause 4.7) for services which require the sourcing of streamed media.
For the detailed specification of media server control for release 8 the following is recommended:

· The creation of a Cr reference point that can be used for both delegation and protocol models.
This reference point would support the functions of both the Cr and Sr interfaces (delegation and protocol models) described in this study. One reference point (with the combined functions) is proposed so that from an architectural view there is only one reference point between the AS and MRFC functional entities.
· The use of the VoiceXML 2.1 standard or the VoiceXML 3.0 working draft is specified (the decision to be taken depending on availability of the VoiceXML 3.0 working draft).

· The use of netann RFC 4240 [3] and the draft-burke [4] is specified.

· The specification of the AS/MRFC conferencing split and a corresponding media conference policy that can be used by a media server control method.

· The use of a SCXML [29] or CCXML [7] profile to use with the delegation model is specified.

· For the protocol model to align requirements with and specify the use of the protocol that is the result of the IETF mediactrl working group. If this work will not be available in the release 8 timeframe then specify the use of the existing protocol MSCML (RFC 4722) [15].

5
MRFC deployment scenarios

5.7
Recommendations
The above study gives the following conclusions for media server control:

· From  subclause 5,2, the separation of the invoking, controlling and service data media control interfaces should be possible.
· From subclause 5.3, when crossing network boundaries the delegation model has advantages with respect to the protocol model.

· From subclause 5.4, the media server control must have mechanisms for resource isolation and privacy between requests from different applications and application servers.
