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1. Discussion

As part of the CT Rel-7 Mp Work Item, CT4 discussed the current architecture choice where the Floor Control Server (FCS) is located in the MRFP. One company had concerns on such architecture, and considering that the IMS Conferencing architecture and protocol implementation are covered across multiple working groups, CT4 asked for more consideration in order to understand the reasoning behind the current architecture. 
Here after are the main considerations why the FCS must remain located in the MRFP:

1) According to RFC4582 that specifies the "Binary Floor Control Protocol (BFCP)", BFCP has been defined and can be used in low-bandwidth environments. The binary encoding used by BFCP achieves a small message size and fits delay-sensitive floor control requirement as per RFC 4376 "Requirement for Floor Control" and RFC 4582 aforementioned. 
BFCP has been designed as a transport plane protocol contrarily to a signalling plane protocol. Furthermore BFCP is used between floor participants and floor control servers, and between floor chairs (i.e., moderators) and floor control servers. Thus:

a) BFCP from its nature and as per the current architecture aims to terminate in the MRFP and,

b) FCS which is the function that terminates BFCP and maintains the floor (FCS is not responsible of the floor policy) is naturally located where BFCP terminates i.e. MRFP
For the eventuality where FCS would be located in the MRFC, BFCP will have to terminate in MRFC but this will raise several issues as  i) extra load on the MRFC, ii) extra TCP connections required, iii) management of the TCP (IP address & port number) by MRFC (new requirement) and finally iv) the need to specify a new reference point for the IM CN subsystem architecture (see consideration 5).
2) Back to BFCP, this is a protocol used to coordinate access to shared resources in a conference while keeping synchronous the floor control commands with the media stream. As per the current architecture, BFCP terminates close to the media termination and the management of the resource context. Media termination, BFCP and resource context management are all located in the MRFP. Again why should we consider another architecture that would spread out tightly and synchronous functions and protocols, and will require more resources and development for new co-ordination functions?
3) Now what if the conference is distributed across multiple FCSs? There is no requirement (and no application) to distribute one single IMS conferencing over multiple FCSs. One single FCS takes care of the floor control of one conference i.e. as per draft-ietf-xcon-framework-07, there is a one-to-one mapping between a conference object i.e. Conference instance and a Floor Control Server.
However multiple conferences can be distributed and balanced over multiple FCSs instances. How can conferences efficiently distributed/balanced if the FCS is located in the MRFC? The MRFC commonly is a centralized node (Controller function) therefore the distribution of conferences will be limited by the number of MRFCs. Furthermore the definition of a FCS co-ordination protocol would be required, which would again drain resources and delay the work.
Note: for scalability, reliability and network maintenance MRFPs (media soft switch) are distributed while MRFC (controller) are few and centralized.

4) Now looking at the Mp reference point and the required H.248 enhancement to provide MRFC/MRFP commands to implement BFCP/FCS in either node. ITU-T SG16 is progressing H.248 package (H.248.19 Amendment 2) to support FCS in MRFP option. The scheduled completion date is July 2007. ITU-T has based its work on the current 3GPP architecture (see consideration 7). Requesting ITU-T SG16 to develop a second solution would impact the completion date of the new H.248 package.
5) As per the current IM CN subsystem architecture there is no reference point defined to terminate BFCP in the MRFC. In the case BFCP terminates in MRFC and FCS is located in the MRFC, a new reference point will need to be defined and properly documented i.e. 3GPP TS 23.002. Given the speed of developments in this area we do not see it as desirable to introduce further delays. The time & resource left for this would be better utilized to ensure the quality of the current choice. 
Note the current reference point used for BFCP is Mb that terminates at MRFP.
6) With the FCS located in the MRFP and its related ITU-T H.248.19 Amendment 2 package, the MRFC remains responsible of the Charging and Floor Policy MRF functions. The MRFP will report floor control status modification to the MRFC only when relevant. This clears the concern raised earlier in Ericsson's document C4-070058.
7) Finally there is no essential reason or unmeet requirement that challenges the current location of the Floor Control Server being in the MRFP as per TS 23.002, TS 23.228 and TS 24.147. Changing the architecture without such essential reason at this stage of rel-7 jeopardizes the complete IMS conferencing work that has been done by SA WG1, SA WG2, CT WG1 (BFCP), CT WG4 and SA WG5.

2. Proposal

Following of the above considerations, we strongly recommend CT WG4 to finalize the Mp specification with the FCS located in the MRFP, within Rel-7, and according to the ITU-T current work in progress and the current 3GPP architecture. No essential reason has been given to challenge the current architecture as well as no use case has demonstrated the incorrectness of such current architecture.
Note that ITU-T will also benefit to be informed of the decision, hoping there will be one (
