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INTRODUCTION

There is no doubt to adopt IPv6 in the AIPN. Following is not a complete list of reasons.
1) The number of terminals will increase greatly since Machine to Machine (M2M) communications and Multiple UEs Belong to a Single user (MUBS) will be quite popular.

2) The requirements for an IP address will increase, too. In the AIPN, all the services are based on IP, which means that you cannot enjoy any service without an IP address.
3) The duration of retaining IP address will also increase. ‘Always on line’ will come into realities along with services like PUSH, IM, and Presence.
For some operators, there are already huge gaps between requirements and possessions of IP addresses. The IP addresses may be less than 1/150 of their subscribers today. The whole world will be running out of IP addresses if 2G to 3G migrations success or M2M communications grow.
Besides the scarcity of IP addresses, there are many other reasons for preferring MIPv6 over MIPv4.
1) There is no need to deploy Foreign Agent (FA) and the Care-of Address can be configured automatically as usually.
2) Enhanced security and authentication. Route optimisation can operate securely.

3) Home Agent can also be discovered automatically. This makes it possible to provide HA redundancy and load-sharing.

4) It is possible to provide mobility to users in multicast sessions.

PROPOSAL

It is proposed to encourage discussion on MIPv6 more than MIPv4 when designing mobility management protocols and to encourage considering IPv6 capabilities such as address auto-configuration, routing header and mobility support when designing other protocols. The following text should be added to the TR as a High level requirement:
IPv6 capabilities such as address auto-configuration, routing header and mobility support should be considered when designing architecture and protocols. As MIPv6 has many advantages over MIPv4, it is more suitable for mobility management than MIPv4.
If we cannot decide to prefer MIPv6 over MIPv4, I propose to add an open issue in Annex A as follows:
If Mobile IP is chosen as the mobility management protocol, e.g. between 3GPP and non-3GPP accesses systems, should MIPv6 or MIPv4 be used as a basis for discussion? How to support IPv4 users if using MIPv6 and how to support IPv6 users if using MIPv4?
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