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1 Introduction
SCTP/IP was found as a good candidate for the signalling transport control plane.

However, several variants for using SCTP have been proposed. Two candidates remain for identification of the connections: 
· use of an application part S1AP identifier,

· use of the PPI field within SCTP

This paper compares them and gives the preference of Alcatel-Lucent.

2 Discussion
At last RAN3 meeting, the use of stream id to identify a signalling transport connection over S1 has been ousted. 

However, two variants of using SCTP remain possible: 

· identify the signalling connection with the existing embedded PPI field of SCTP (1),

· identify the signalling connection with an application part identifier used as communication context id in the messages (2).

The difference between these two variants have been a lot elaborated already. In fact many similarities can be drawn between the two. The PPI field can be used also directly by the application part for identifying the connection by including it in the SCTP signalling message as a reference id. This reference id is thus carried in every message in the SCTP header like in the other variant the application id is carried in every message in the SCTP payload part. Therefore, by so using the SCTP PPI field, this one can also be seen and considered as an application identifier as well. The two variants are therefore very similar.
In fact, the differentiation between the two variants can be summarized as follows:
The advantage of variant (1) is that it saves some bandwidth by including the application identifier within the SCTP PPI field. However, this is four bytes in every control plane message and not in the user plane messages. For example, for a control plane message of 100 bytes (counting both SCTP header plus payload), this represents 4%. Considering that signalling activity express in a few kbit/s, 4% of a few kbits/s can be neglected thinking of the 10 or 20 Mbits average bit rate of an LTE cell.
The advantage of variant (2) is that it is fully owned by the S1AP protocol. Therefore, it can be trusted that it can use the full range of values without any interpretation issue, now and in the future. On the contrary in variant (1), the PPI field as part of the SCTP which is not owned by 3GPP could be seen as less future-proof. There is always the risk that some values part of the range be one day used by another application that would co-exist, and be falsely interpreted as a S1AP connection identifier. Even if the probability of such external use of values and of a bad implementation is low, it should be considered in the absence of other major differentiator between the two candidates.
3 Conclusion
This paper has summarized the remaining pros and cons of the two variants in competition for the identification of S1AP connections. It has found that the two variants are very similar and both valid but the variant (2) may be seen as more future-proof. 
Therefore, Alcatel-Lucent preference goes for the variant (2) with an application id fully owned by S1AP. 
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