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1    General 

The location of the floor control server function and the handling of BFCP have been discussed since the #35 meeting in Beijing. Several solutions are discussed in this paper.
2    Solutions
Considering interaction with other logical entities, performance etc, there are mainly three solutions:
(1) The 1st one, terminating BFCP in MRFP and locating the FCS at MRFP;

(2) The 2nd one, terminating BFCP in MRFC and locating the FCS at MRFC;

(3) The 3rd one, terminating BFCP in MRFP and locating the FCS at MRFC.
Comparing the 3 solutions, the merits and demerits of the solutions are listed in the table below:
	
	merits
	demerits

	1st one
	· High performance during floor control processing. The corresponding media operation can be executed directly on the MRFP or based on the indication from the MRFC.

· Reasonable load balance between the logic entities.

· Good extensibility for Floor Control Protocol transport. The floor control message can be transported with TCP or RTCP etc.
	· Extra work needed for distribution of conference. The FCS of floor control for different media types may be centralized on one MRFP, or the floor control message may be distributed through related MRFC or between MRFP.

	2nd one
	· Less extension while implementing the floor control with the IMS architecture.

· Better support for floor control for distributed conference within the same MRFC.
	· More load for the MRFC comparing with terminating BFCP in MRFP. It is usual to connect several MRFPs with one MRFC.

· Function of connection management for the MRFC. The MRFC needs to manage extra TCP (or other) connections for each user.

· Limited extensibility for BFCP transport. 

	3rd one
	· Reasonable load balance between the logic entities.

· Good extensibility for Floor Control Protocol transport. The floor control message can be transported with TCP or RTCP etc.

· Better support for floor control for distributed conference within the same MRFC.
	· A little lower performance during floor control processing. Each BFCP message between user and FCS should be relayed by MRFP.


3    Conclusion
As floor control is a means to manage joint or exclusive access to shared resources, it is required in a conferencing environment. The 1st solution is proposed to be supported to keep aligned with SA2 specification TS 23.002 and TS 23.228 and CT1 specification TS 24.147. Technically, the 3rd solution is the solution with more merits but fewer demerits. As per the 2nd solution, there are more demerits than merits, so it’s not proposed to implement the floor control this way.
