3GPP TSG-RAN WG3

TSGR3#23(01) 2170 

IP Adhoc #4

Helsinki, 23rd – 24th of August, 2001

Title: 
RNL Signalling Bearer Analysis

Agenda Item:
3.2

Source:
IP Adhoc Rapporteur

Document for:
Approval

Proposal

As an effort to make to not lose the progress made as a result of an analysis study effort done comparing M3UA vs SUA that took quite much time at the IP Adhoc #4, it is proposed to include the following text of a new section (6.7.4) within the study area of the IP Tranport TR, TR 25.933.

6.7.4

This section captures an analysis study effort done during the IP Adhoc #4 that attempted to do a comparison in the major areas between choices of SCCP/M3UA vs SUA as RNL Signalling Bearer options for RANAP and RNSAP.

The analysis was captured using a spreadsheet table format with 3 columns identified of:

“Area” – technical aspect serving as basis for the comparison

“Advantage (SUA, M3UA, neither)” – indication if either SUA or M3UA or neither had a clear advantage over the other technology.

“Weighting (0 – no advantage, 1 - low, 2 - medium, 3 - high most affecting)” – relative weighting of the indicated advantage.

The areas in black were items that were treated during the analysis effort which were also areas that were covered in contributions presented at the IP Adhoc #4 session.  It was also argued that this list of areas was incomplete.

The areas in red were items that were suggested and agreed as important areas to be considered but were acknowledged not to be covered as they were not in the contributions presented at IP Adhoc #4 session.

	Area
	Advantage (SUA, M3UA, neither)
	Weighting (1 - low, 2 - medium, 3 - high most affecting)

	Routing Efficiency
	SUA - one step mapping (as opposed to two step for M3UA,national boundary)
	2

	Addressing Flexibility
	SUA -  SUA does not mandate use of point codes
	3

	Standardisation Maturity
	Neither - M3UA has gone thru last call but requested to go thru last call again and SUA in last call to end 8/24/01
	0

	Protocol Complexity
	SUA - M3UA has other obligations in its support that SUA not needed
	2

	Management Complexity
	SUA - If M3UA is already there, management is more complex, in all other cases simpler (e.g. DNS, ENUM server address management & not needed management of SCCP and M3UA layer) with SUA.
	1

	Interworking
	Neither - Requirement of sigtran on M3UA and SUA is to interwork with SS7 cleanly.
	0

	Backward Compatibility
	M3UA - SUA alone not backward compatible with M3UA. It leads to additional SG and increased network complexity however SCCP/M3UA and SUA are peers thru use of SG, as defined in IETF SUA draft.
	3

	Testing Maturity
	M3UA - Neither candidate is RFC (preventing any multi-vendor implementation from existing) M3UA has done interoperability testing and  issues found in earlier version, SUA has not done inter-operability testing.
	1

	
	
	

	Weighted Total (SUA = 8, M3UA = 4)
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	

	Areas not covered in either contribution on RNL Signalling Transport
	
	

	Operational Cost
	
	

	Iub Applicability
	
	

	Scalability
	
	


