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1    General 
The paper analyses the solution for the issues with floor control discussed in the last CT4 meeting. Some issues for the FCS located in the MRFC are discussed also.
2    Analysis for the issues
-Interaction with other logical entities such as policy control and charging. In some situations it is expected that the FCS would need to interact with both these functions, which today is located in AS/MRFC.
Analysis: Terminating BFCP in MRFP and locating the FCS at MRFP, MRFP shall notify MRFC the alteration of floor status on specific terminal after completing floor control related operations. So the interaction of relative information can get through between the logical entities. 
-Distribution of conference. A session may involve several floors, possibly distributed over more than one MRFP or MRFC. A split among MRFCs is mentioned in 24.880 v.1.1.0. In such situations the FCS would benefit from a central position where it can coordinate several floors. If for example a conference user in a conference using white board asks for both floors at the same time the FCS shall according to RFC 4582 treat these requests as an atomic package.
Analysis: Terminating BFCP in MRFP and locating the FCS at MRFP can support distribution of conference well. The FCS and the media terminal are treated separately. A request in a BFCP connection is an atomic package. Considering a session with several floors distributed over more than one MRFP, there are mainly two scenarios for requesting more than one floor:
(1) One BFCP request with several FLOOR-IDs. One connection is established. The request is treated as an atomic package, the MRFP is the central position to coordinate several floors, the alteration of floor status is reported to MRFC, and MRFC shall indicate MRFP to synchronize corresponding media streams.
(2) Several BFCP requests, each with one FLOOR-ID. Corresponding number of connections are established and every request is treated as an atomic package, the MRFP(s) report(s) every related alteration of floor statue to MRFC, then MRFC(s) indicate(s) MRFP(s) to synchronize corresponding media streams.

-Performance. It is not clear how the location of FCS would affect the performance. The interaction with other functional entities located in the AS/MRFC must be determined in order to understand the performance issues.
-BFCP termination. Terminating BFCP in the same physical entity as the FCS seems most efficient, however this should not be the only driving factor for location of FCS. If BFCP and FCS need to be in different entities, it has to be decided how to transport BFCP to FCS. Either tunnelling or using H.248 specific packages are possible.
Analysis: Compare two solutions: the solution of terminating BFCP in MRFP and locating the FCS at MRFC, and the solution of terminating BFCP in MRFP and locating the FCS at MRFP. In the first solution, each BFCP message to FCS should be transported to MRFC, and each BFCP message from FCS should be relayed by MRFP. On the other hand, in the second solution, only result of BFCP session should be reported to MRFC. More message interaction is needed in the first solution.

3    Issues with the BFCP terminating in MRFC
Terminating BFCP in MRFC and locating the FCS at MRFC, the solution seems reasonable, but a number of issues should be taken into consideration:
-Extra load for MRFC. If the BFCP/TCP connection is established between the client and MRFC, MRFC needs to maintain BFCP/TCP connections for every client, the load is more heavy for MRFC since it is usual to connect several MRFPs with one MRFC.
 -Extra function for MRFC. Resources reside in MRFP according to IMS architecture, if BFCP/TCP is terminated at MRFC, the MRFC shall support function of BFCP/TCP connection management, which is also a kind of resource management. 
4    Conclusion
There are no technical issues with the solution of terminating BFCP in MRFP and locating the FCS at MRFP, on the other hand, there are some technical issues with the solution of terminating BFCP in MRFC.  
The Stage 2 TS 23.228 has specified the requirement that FCS should be terminated in the MRFC. The CT meeting has agreed to shift the FCS requirement from the R7 to R8.  So the solution of FCS terminated in the MRFP should be specified in R8 specification. 
