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Changes in -01

• Updated with many comments during adoption
• Added a 4th migration option: Dual Plane

• Now: SITN, Dual Plane, Overlay, Interworking

• Need feedback on 3 topics (next slides)



1. Ships-in-the-Night

• Questioning of the term came up yet again during the adoption call.
• Is it a commonly understood term? 
• It’s a metaphor so can be confusing.
• It’s used in several RFCs.
• Options:

a. Leave it as is and define it (we do).
b. Change it to dual stack or coexistence.



2. Operator use cases

• Should we provide an Appendix with details on operator service 
deployments?

• Or separate use case draft?



Gradual vs Direct Migration

A phased, progressive migration approach would involve first transitioning to 
SR-MPLS before moving to SRv6. Doing so may reduce risks, simplify 
operations, and ensure a smooth migration. 

If a network is already IPv6 ready it may make sense to move directly to SRv6 
and leverage an overlay solution for portions of the network net yet ready for 
an upgrade. 



3. Gradual vs Direct Migration Discussion
Arguments for including migration from MPLS to SR-MPLS

• Moves closer to SRv6 in terms of control plane protocols, simplification and service models. 
• The control plane and design model is then aligned with SRv6. 
• The IGPs, controllers, automation systems will already understand SR. 
• The transition to SRv6 then becomes largely a dataplane migration, not a full architectural rework.
• This is an Informational draft, not a BCP, and all migration strategies should be documented.

Arguments against including migrating to SR-MPLS

• We should be encouraging people to migrate to SRv6, not SR-MPLS.
• Migrating to SR-MPLS doesn’t move a customer any closer to SRv6 at least with dual-plane approach.
• Migrating to SR-MPLS adds unnecessary complexity and unnecessary step.
• Migrating to SR-MPLS prolongs the process to get to SRv6 and years can go by to get there. 
• Simple migration from MPLS to SRv6 so there is no reason to migrate to SR-MPLS.

Added: “In most environments it may be best to instead skip SR-MPLS and migrate directly to SRv6.”



Next steps

• Keep making progress on comments already received.

• Update based on today’s feedback.


	Slide 1:   draft-ietf-srv6ops-srv6-deployment-01   Mike McBride, Yisong Liu, Robin Li, Mehmet Durmus, Ersin Erdogan,  Gyan Mishra, Jakub Horn  Montreal 124  
	Slide 2: Changes in -01
	Slide 3: 1. Ships-in-the-Night
	Slide 4: 2. Operator use cases
	Slide 5: Gradual vs Direct Migration
	Slide 6: 3. Gradual vs Direct Migration Discussion
	Slide 7: Next steps

