3GPP TSG SA WG2 #28
S2-023340
Bangkok, Thailand, 11 – 15 November 2002

Source:

Siemens, Alcatel

Title:


Considerations on the Pen Reference Point

Agenda item:

9.4 (Presence)

Document for: 
Discussion 

1. Introduction

In the Presence architecture in TS23.141 the Pen reference point has been identified as the functional interface between the presence network agent, which receives the presence information from the network, and the presence server, which collects, combines and receives the presence information. Considering the protocol, TS 23.141 clearly states "to provide the all the functionalities required on this reference point, a combination of multiple protocols may be used." This contribution provides some further considerations on the Pen reference point.

2. Discussion

2.1 General considerations
The presence network agent has been defined as a presence functional entity, which receives the presence information from the network entities, while the presence server composes and distributes the presence information. However it seems highly unlikely that it will ever be implemented as a stand-alone entity. 

In general, providing a standardised interface between functional entities provides a lot of benefits when it is likely that these different sub-parts:

· belong to different operators or different administrative entities of the same operator

· or need to be located in different places in an operator’s network (e.g. one sub-part should be where the user plane is handled while the other one is located together with other control or OAM functions)

· or require processing power that differ by an order of magnitude

· or can be split-up between sub-parts that need to be centralized where other need to be distributed (e.g. in places where the UE may be located)

· None of the above criteria applies for the separation between network agent and presence server.

But standardising a reference point in a situation where the above criteria are not met means

· a lot of standardization effort, 

· a lot of IOT and conformance test effort,

· reduced performance (need to go through external interfaces),

· increased complexity, as some basic functions (e.g. protocol processing, data bases) are implemented in two places rather than one,

· increased complexity through protocol translations,

· high risk of reduced inter-operability, as different vendors may co-locate different functions resulting, which means that all vendors provide some but not all of the standardised reference points.

While the Network agent has been defined a functional entity, it seems highly unlikely that it will ever be implemented as a stand-alone entity, given that none of the criteria applies. Thus there is the risk that over-engineering of the standard would result in added standardisation effort, increased complexity, reduced performance, and lack of inter-operability.

2.2 Specific Considerations

· It has already been decided that the Pen reference point is an internal reference point in case of pure IMS implementations (S2-023082). Thus the natural solution is to apply the same principle for the Pen reference point as a whole. 

· It seems that everybody understands that there is no standalone network agent. Leaving it vague which reference points are considered internal and which need to be realised by standardised protocols, raises risks for inter-operability.

· The Ph reference point supports the possibility to activate and deactivate the reporting of mobility management events from the MSC/VLR and/or the SGSN and/or the IMS-specific reports from the S-CSCF, as approved in S2-023087. As discussed in SA2#27, this feature requires support at the Pen reference point, as the decision to turn reporting on or off would be based on information in the presence server (e.g. whether or not there is watcher active for that presentity). This is just one specific example for the unnecessary added complexity. And, by the way, it clearly illustrates that Pen is more than just a copy of Peu. Again, the easiest and straightforward way to ensure that all required functionality can be provided without added complexity is to consider Pen an internal interface rather than duplicating functionality (like database of watched presentities) in the network agent and the presence server.

3. Conclusion

It is proposed that the Pen reference point is considered an internal reference point, i.e. protocols for the Pen reference point are not standardised.

The companion contribution S2-023341 contains the CR to implement the proposal to 23.141.

