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1 Reason for Contribution

The note comments on the choice of interface protocols for supporting PoC floor control functions.
2 Summary of Contribution

This revision presents the arguments and options for transporting floor control in RTP.  
3 Detailed Proposal

A key feature of PoC design is that it must conserve radio resources while optimising performance.  The design should:

· Minimise radio activations on unproductive activity, also minimising battery drain.

· Minimise bandwidth requirements (e.g. single-slot CS1 uplink in GPRS, fundamental channel in CDMA).

· Minimise packetisation and transmission delays across the airlink.

· Minimise use of network resources, e.g. IP addresses

The PoC design should also allow effective implementation on handsets with limited memory and processing resources.

A core function of the PoC Architecture is to provide floor control.  No standard exists for this purpose, so it is necessary to define a standard protocol.  This floor control protocol should meet certain basic requirements:
· It should provide the functionality required for PoC

· It should be easily extensible to allow support of additional functionality which may be identified in the future

· It should be compatible with existing protocols, notably SIP and RTP, reusing existing mechanism where possible, consistent with the need to conserve radio resources

· It should have a well-defined and controlled relationship to RTP voice packets.

· It should be efficiently encoded and focussed on the needs of PoC.
An example protocol is based on SIP INFO packets.  However, this protocol is verbose, and is only loosely couple to voice, since it must be routed through SIP infrastructure.  It is inherently too inefficient for the purpose.

Contribution OMA-MAG-POC-2003-0007 proposes basing the floor control protocol on use of RTCP APP packets.  This proposal is a significant improvement on SIP INFO.  However, it still has certain disadvantages for floor control in very narrow bandwidth channels such as those used for PoC.  
· RTCP is still rather verbosely encoded for supporting PoC floor control queuing functions, e.g. through use of CNAMES and SSRCs.  This results from the original intent to use RTCP for general conferencing.  
· RTCP packets are packetised separately from RTP packets and in principle routed independently from them.  Unlike SIP INFO, RTP and RTCP packets are subject to a common routing discipline.  However, it is still possible that they will not arrive synchronously with voice.

· RTCP requires a separate UDP port from RTP.  This is a scarce resource in many current handset implementations, particularly low-end handsets. While this restriction is in principle easy to remedy, it may prove to be a practical limitation in some circumstances.  

An alternative to RTCP that meets all these objectives is to signal floor control with a lightweight protocol multiplexed inband with RTP packets.  The floor control messages could be accessed through a Dynamic RTP Packet Type, or through the RTP extension header.

Togabi has demonstrated a highly efficient floor control solution based on extensible TLV-encoding which shows very short floor transfer times, of the order of a few hundred ms.  This protocol currently uses RTP for transport.  Compared to RTCP-based protocols, this protocol has the following advantages:

· More efficiently encoded than RTCP, especially for queuing features 

· More closely focussed on the needs of PoC

· Can be concatenated with RTP voice packets in UDP/IP, giving synchronicity at no bandwidth cost
· Improved responsiveness of PoC floor control for this reason.

· Reduced impact on voice jitter when floor control is signalled concurrently with voice.

· Ability to support advanced floor control features, such as signalling floor queue status, at minimal cost.  

If this approach to the problem is acceptable to PoC WG, Togabi will submit a detailed proposal to PoC WG based on this solution. 
4 Intellectual Property Rights Considerations

None known
5 Recommendation

PoC Floor Control Protocol signalling be transported within RTP, e.g. through RTP Dynamic Packet Types or RTP extended headers.
NO REPRESENTATIONS OR WARRANTIES (WHETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED) ARE MADE BY THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE OR ANY OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE MEMBER OR ITS AFFILIATES REGARDING ANY OF THE IPR’S REPRESENTED ON THE “OMA IPR DECLARATIONS” LIST, INCLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED TO THE ACCURACY, COMPLETENESS, VALIDITY OR RELEVANCE OF THE INFORMATION OR WHETHER OR NOT SUCH RIGHTS ARE ESSENTIAL OR NON-ESSENTIAL.

THE OPEN MOBILE ALLIANCE IS NOT LIABLE FOR AND HEREBY DISCLAIMS ANY DIRECT, INDIRECT, PUNITIVE, SPECIAL, INCIDENTAL, CONSEQUENTIAL, OR EXEMPLARY DAMAGES ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNECTION WITH THE USE OF DOCUMENTS AND THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THE DOCUMENTS.

USE OF THIS DOCUMENT BY NON-OMA MEMBERS IS SUBJECT TO ALL OF THE TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF THE USE AGREEMENT (located at http://www.openmobilealliance.org/UseAgreement.html) AND IF YOU HAVE NOT AGREED TO THE TERMS OF THE USE AGREEMENT, YOU DO NOT HAVE THE RIGHT TO USE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS DOCUMENT.

THIS DOCUMENT IS PROVIDED ON AN "AS IS" "AS AVAILABLE" AND "WITH ALL FAULTS" BASIS.

© 2003 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 1 (of 2)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20030824]

© 2003 Open Mobile Alliance Ltd.  All Rights Reserved.
Page 2 (of 2)
Used with the permission of the Open Mobile Alliance Ltd. under the terms as stated in this document.
[OMA-Template-InputContribution-20030824]

