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Backward Compatibility of FEC 
Resolution with RFC 5036/5283 

q  Current version of LDP IPv6 draft ties the FEC types resolved over a given link to the type of 
adjacency over that link. Misinterprets section 2.7 in RFC 5036. 

Ø  IPv4 (IPv6) FEC require an IPv4 (IPv6) adjacency before being advertised and resolved (Ref. Section 7) 

Ø  This resulted in the draft requiring to maintain a separate Hello adjacency for each of IPv4 and IPv6 over 
same interface between two LSRs while bootstrapping a single LDP session (IPv4 or IPv6)  

q  This violates RFC 5036 which allows any FEC type (unicast IPv4, unicast IPv6, mLDP FEC) 
over a link regardless of the address family of the Hello adjacency is IPv4 or IPv6. 

q  In RFC 5036, a Hello adjacency over a link is an assertion that a link is associated with the LDP 
session with the peer, meaning FECs exchanged over the session can be programmed over those 
links, irrespective of FEC types. Multiple adjacencies on an interface to same peer is violation. 

q  The control of which FEC type is resolved over which interface should be controlled by other 
means like: LDP capability and/or LDP FEC policies 
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LDP FEC Resolution with RFC 
5036/5283 
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R1: LDP   
  1. Look-up Peers that advertised address N1, N2, N4 (could be 
       same ipv6 link local). Found peers R2 and R4. 
   2. Do I have hello adjacencies with R2 on link 1 and 2? 
   3. Do I have hello adjacency with R4 on link 4? 

Route Next-hop = (i/f, nh) 
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Proposal To Move Forward 
q  We propose to make the following changes to keep FEC resolution compatible with 

RFC 5036 

Ø  Each LSR sends both IPv4 and IPv6 Hello messages over a P2P or Broadcast interface but 
only a single Hello adjacency must be established on each link to a peer (IPv4 or IPv6) 

Ø  User configuration can cause an implementation to send IPv4 only or IPv6 only Hello 
messages on a P2P interface  

Ø  If the single adjacency on the link came up using an IPv4 (IPv6) Hello, it then bootstraps an 
LDP Session using an IPv4 (IPv6) transport address  

q  The control of which FECs can be resolved to a link can be achieved separately via 
the support of a new LDP adjacency capability negotiation 

Ø  Allows user to configure fate sharing or fate separation in the data path of unicast IPv4 
FECs and unicast IPv6 FECs on a link by link basis 

Ø  FEC next-hop resolution remains compatible with RFC 5036 

Ø  http://www.ietf.org/id/draft-pdutta-mpls-ldp-adj-capability-00.txt 


