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Problem of Network Mobility

* Problem of network mobility in a PMIP domain:
— PMIP allocates a /64 prefix HNP to a Mobile Host
— HNP topological correctness only on MH-MAG iface
— HNP connected route on MAG
— LFNs need addresses
— MAG would need a classical non-connected route for
parts of HNP, towards MH interface

* Need allocation of a MNP (Moving Network
Prefix) to a MR
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Design Considerations of
Delegating a Prefix in a PMIP context

Should MNP be allocated by whom?
— DHCP?
— PMIP?
— Derived from HNP?
Should LMA allocate a prefix?
— or should it accept a prefix allocated by DHCP?
Should have support for shared links?
— or for ptp links?
Should LMA be co-localized with a DHCP Server?
— orshould it be separated?
« Proxy »
— should use proxy Neighbor Discovery on MR?
— should
— should avoid use of proxies and bridges?
How to auto-configure LFNs out of MNP?
— will /65 work with SLAAC and LFNs?



PMIPv6-NEMO with DHCPv6-PD (1/2)

e Extension of I-D PD-PMIP?

e What’'s different?

— Prefix delegation ensured by DHCPv6-PD (vs. ensured by LMA)
* Hints supported
* Multiple PDs in request supported (vs. only a single one, PBU MNP=0)

— Mobility mgmt of delegated prefixes ensured by PMIPv6
* Prefixes are imposed by DR to LMA (vs. imposed by LMA to DR)

— DHCP DelgRtr can be separated from LMA (vs. DR MUST be co-
located with LMA)

— MAG changes DHCPv6’s DUID to PMIPv6’s MNID

* MNID is a common identifier between PMIP and DHCP databases (vs.
no link betwen DR and LMA’s databases)

— Bit Q (vs. Bit R)
— Lifetime management is necessary (vs. permanent)



PMIPv6’s MNID
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* Similar Prefix Division concepts

— draft krishnan-intarea-pd-epc-00, « alluded to in:
DEI6BIHON i EPC Networks », 2010.  prefix

— draft-arkkB-RBmN BB HETiR, 2010.
« Prefix _ .01,

o Ther@%ignment in a Home Network », 2011.



* Questions to the group:

* |QURSINVISIE the’reuive way of creating

deployments



