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1 Introduction

The IP UTRAN technical report [1] provides many advantages for mandating that IPv6 be used for IP hosts terminating UTRAN interfaces. This contribution proposes that it be agreed that IPv6 shall be mandated in the standard for IP UTRAN hosts.

2 Description

There are several advantages for specifying that IPv6 be used for IP hosts terminating IP UTRAN interfaces:

1. Later migration from IPv4 to IPv6 can be avoided. The techniques for interworking between IPv4 hosts and IPv6 hosts are complex and can impact the performance of user traffic. IP UTRAN hosts will be new and will only communicate with each other. The UTRAN interfaces are therefore a good place to deploy IPv6.

2. It allows an operator to use public addresses in IP UTRAN nodes. It is well known that IPv4 addresses are running out. This can particularly affect countries that do not currently have many IP addresses. 

Even if a private network is used, there is still a limit on the number of private addresses that can be used. The Internet Best Current Practice for the allocation of addresses for private Internets (RFC 1918) specifies a set of addresses that should be used for private networks. These addresses are reserved for private networks and will not be allocated as public addresses. This prevents an operator from using a public address that is not assigned to him in a private network and alleviates the problem of accidentally advertising a public address not owned by the operator over the public internet.

The IP network being used for UTRAN traffic will consist of a large number of hosts. It may also be used for other non-UTRAN traffic. The key is to provide the operator with the most flexibility. From a standardization standpoint, assumptions can not be made about how an operator will design their network.

3. IPv4 allows hop per hop fragmentation which can impact processing load on routers and affect performance. IPv6 only allows end to end fragmentation.

4. IPv6 provides improved autoconfiguration capabilities over IPv4.

5. IPv6 can provide better performance since there are fewer header fields and optional headers and there is no checksum in the IP header. In addition, the header fields are better aligned which facilitates implementation in hardware. Routing tables are reduced for IPv6 due to hierarchical routing.

6. Where only IPv4 networks are available, tunnels can be used to transport IPv6 traffic. This is straight forward and does not require any protocol or address translation. Tunneling will often be used anyway in IP UTRAN transport networks for trunking, security, and quality of service purposes.

7. While there are release ’99 interfaces that can use IPv4, such as the IuPS interface, this does not affect the benefits gained from using IPv6 on the Iub, Iur, and IuCS interfaces. For the IuPS interface, Core network nodes will most likely be updated before IP UTRAN nodes are deployed. The IuPS interface should be specified to only use IPv6 in release 4 and later releases.

For these reasons, IPv6 should be used in IP hosts terminating the IP UTRAN interfaces.

3 Proposals

8. Add the following text in section 7.15, ”IP Version issues”.

 “Only IPv6 shall be mandated in the standard for IP hosts terminating UTRAN IP interfaces”.

4 References

1.  “IP Transport in UTRAN Work Task”, TR 25.933, V0.4.2.
2. “Address Allocation for Private Internets”, RFC 1918.
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