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Motivation:
H.248.19 (Chapter 5: Conferencing Architecture) offers options how to model multiple context conferences.

 Quote:

“ As a result of the support of multiple context conferences, a conference bridge may be modelled as a central context with a side context for each call leg to a participant.”

   
3GPP TS 23.205 specifies ( as example ) a multi-party connection model, which relies on the seizure
of a multi-party ( or conference ) context, and the seizure of  peripheral contexts for each conference participant.

When using this model, it is quite obvious that the central context (the conference context ) requires special resources such as a conference bridge. As a consequence, there must exist some characteristics which make that context a conference context, enabling an MGW to assign required resources.
 One thinkable approach is to derive the conference characteristics from topology information. More precisely, one could define a context to be a conference context, when there exist three or more terminations in a context which are fully meshed. This approach, however, seems to be ambiguous.

First, H.248.19 defines different modes how to run a conference, the ‘lecture mode’ and the ‘multipoint mode’. The lecture mode is characterized by ‘oneway’ associations between terminations, and this does not seem to be sufficient for to recognize the configuration as a conference.

Second, a conference may develop gradually. Terminations may be consecutively added to a context, so that there are one or  two terminations residing in a context at a certain point in time, but it is already known (by the MSC server) that this context is to become a conference context. A proposal which requires to add three or more terminations within one action/transaction into a context would be very restrictive, because it excludes the capability of gradual conference development . Moreover it assumes that an MSC server is able to handle multiple commands in one transaction, which is a coupling of different capabilities.

And third, a bit academic, one may think of conference configurations, including multiple streams, where the role of the conference parties varies. Some could be speakers and listeners, some could be only listeners, some could be temporarily isolated.
Regardless of what connection model is used, the given examples try to make clear that it is very difficult (or even impossible) to uniquely conclude from any given topology information, whether or not the scenario implies a conference. There are scenarios, for instance  mere traffic duplication scenarios, which have a topology quite similar to that of a conference, but which do not require conference equipment. 

Proposal:

To avoid ambiguities, and for the sake of a straight forward solution, it is proposed to define a context related attribute ‘conference indicator’. This context property indicates whether a context shall represent a conference or not, and hence will enable an MGW to decide, whether or not conference equipment needs to be assigned. 
The property shall be optional. If omitted, the default value ‘no conference’ shall be assumed. 
The new property should be introduced with a new package in 3GPP TS 29.232

Remark:

The alternative would be to modify H.248.1, chapter 6.1.1 (Context attributes and descriptors).which it is not the preferred.



