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Abst ract

When an | Pv6 prefix assigned to a |ink changes, hosts may not be
explicitly notified about the change. Simlarly, in some scenario a
link attachenent for the host may change without the host detecting
it. In both cases the host does not receive any signals to trigger
the network stack configuration refresh, so it nmay continue to use
"ol d' addresses which are not valid for the link. This leads to
packet |oss and service disruption. This docunent proposes a
mechanismto mtigate this issue. Routers are advised to send Router
Advertisements containing distinct Prefix Information Options (Pl Os)
fromdifferent link-local addresses. This, in conjunction with
RFC6724 (Default Source Address Selection) Rule 5.5 and RFC8028
(first-hop sel ection requirenents), enables hosts to detect prefix
changes nore rapidly and sel ect the correct source address, thereby
i mproving the robustness of SLAAC

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full confornmance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunments of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (IETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng docunents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunments valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and may be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress."
This Internet-Draft will expire on 4 Septenber 2025

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunment authors. All rights reserved.

Li nkova Expi res 4 Septenber 2025 [ Page 1]



I nternet-Draft gulla March 2025

Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these docunents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent. Code Conponents
extracted fromthis docunment nust include Revised BSD License text as
described in Section 4.e of the Trust Legal Provisions and are

provi ded without warranty as described in the Revised BSD License.
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1. Introduction

| Pv6 Statel ess Address AutoConfugration (SLAAC, [RFC4862] provides

I Pv6 hosts with a nechanismto configure their |1Pv6 stack based on
the informati on (such as an I Pv6 prefix and the default router
address) received fromthe on-link routers. |[If that information
changes (e.g. a prefix assigned to the link is changed), the routers
need to explicitly invalidate the outdated information (e.g. by
sendi ng a Router Advertisenment packet which deprecates the old
prefix). 1In the absence of an explicit signal the host would be
using the outdated information until its lifetime expires. |If the
host selects a source | Pv6 address froma prefix which is not
assigned to the link anynore, packets night be dropped either due to
anti-spoofing policies on the routers, or just because the return
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traffic can not reach the host. This |leads to degraded user
experi ence.

Mul tipl e docunents di scuss the SLAAC so-called flash renunbering
probl em and proposed various inprovenents to the host and router
behavi our (see [ RFC9096] and [I-D.ietf-6man-slaac-renuni).

The problem of selecting "a correct” source address is not unique for
flash renunbering scenarions. In nultihomed (nore specifically,
multi-prefix multi-router) network, where different prefixes are
signalled to hosts by different routers, a host need to choose both a
first-hop router and a source address for a given packet. Rule 5.5
of the default source address selection algorithm][RFC6724] instructs
hosts to prefer a source address froma prefix, advertized by the
chosen first-hop router. Additionally, [RFC8028] requires hosts to
sel ect default routers for each prefix it is assigned an address in.

As a result, when there are two routers on a link, and each router
advertizes its own PI O, hosts supporting Rule 5.5 and [ RFC8028] woul d
be capabl e of selecting the correct {source address, next-hop} pair,
and send packets froma source belonging to a given prefix to the
router which adverized that prefix in RAs.

If, when the link is renunebered, the old and new prefixes are seen
as advertized by two different routers, the renunbering scenario
becones a specific corner case of a nultihom ng: the host has
addresses in multiple prefixes, advertized by different routers, and
needs to select a correct address (one froma prefix whichis
currently assigned to the link). Therefore, the nechanisns (Rule 5.5
of the source address sel ection and ones proposed by [ RFC8028]) can
be used for both nultihonming and flash renunering scenari os.

To ensure that during the renunbering each prefix is seen as
advertized by a different first-hop router, this docunent suggests
that routers sent Router Advertisenents with different Prefix
Information Options (PIGs) fromdifferent |ink-1ocal addresses. That
allows the hosts to select the source address fromthe prefix
advertized by the reachabl e next-hop and recover from a renunbering
or network segnent change events much faster

2. Requirenents Language

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "NOT RECOMMENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunment are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 [ RFC2119] [ RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in al
capitals, as shown here

Li nkova Expi res 4 Septenber 2025 [ Page 3]



I nternet-Draft gulla March 2025

3. Termi nol ogy

DHCPv6- PD: DHCPv6 Prefix Del egati on [ RFC8415]; a nechanismto
del egate 1 Pv6 prefixes to clients.

Fl ash renunbering: a network renunbering event, when an old prefix,
used to address hosts, becones invalid and is replaced by a new
prefix (or just rempoved, wi thout any replacenent). Before the flash
renunbering only the old prefix provides connectivity, and after the
flash renunbering only the new one can be used. In other words,
there is no period of tine when addresses from both prefixes provide
connectivity. Exanples of flash renunbering include, but are not
limted to a change of prefix del egated via DHCPv6-PD, or remnpval of
one prefix fromthe router configuration and replacing it with
another. See [RFC8978] for nore detail ed discussion of various

fl ash-renunberi ng scenari os.

LLA: Link-Local Address, Section 2.5.6 of [RFC4291].

PIO Prefix Information Option, [RFC4861].

RA: Router Advertisenent, [RFC4861].

SLAAC. | Pv6 Statel ess Address Aut oConfugration, [RFC4862].
SLAAC host: a host which uses SLAAC to configure addresses.

SLAAC Router: a router which advertizes at |least one prefix in a PIO
with the Aflag set to 1, so that prefix can be used for SLAAC

VRRPv3: Virtual Router Redundancy Protocol verion 3, [RFC9568].

4. Benefits of Subnet-Specific Link-Local Addresses in Renunbering
Scenari os

4.1. Subnet Change Scenari os
In various scenarios, an | Pv6 subnet assigned to a host’s connected
link can change without explicit notification to the host. This can

result in outdated | Pv6 address configurations, leading to
connectivity disruptions and a degraded user experience.
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One comon scenario is flash renunbering, where a host’'s connected
I'ink undergoes a change in its assigned prefix. For exanple, a

Cust omer Prem ses Equi pnent (CPE) router might receive a new prefix
via DHCPv6-PD wi t hout deprecating the old prefix. Consequently,
hosts may use addresses fromboth the old and new prefixes until the
old prefix’s lifetime expires. Flash renunbering scenarios are

di scussed in detail in [RFC8978].

Anot her situation arises when a host changes its |link attachnent.
Even wi thout changes in prefixes assigned to |links, a host may nove
fromone link to another w thout detecting the disconnection. For

i nstance, a host connected to a wired port may experience a VLAN (and
its corresponding | Pv6 subnet) change wi thout detecting it. This
often occurs when a switch port is reconfigured to nodify the
assigned VLAN (e.g., manually by an admi nistrator or by an automated
provi sioning systen), and the host does not reset its interface
configuration. Simlarly, if the VLANis configured via 802.1X or
MAC- based aut hentication (e.g., provided by RADI US), an 802.1X

reaut hentication event can |ead to VLAN assi gnment changes. Sone
802. 1X supplicants do not consistently reset the I Pv6 stack when the
wired interface’s 802.1X state changes (e.g., between

"unaut henticated’ and 'authenticated' ), potentially causing the host
to retain I Pv6 configurations fromthe previous VLAN.

A further exanple involves a host roam ng between wirel ess access
poi nts advertising the sane SSID but different |1 Pv6 subnets.

The Detecting Network Attachment (DNA) al gorithm [RFC6059] all ows
hosts to deternmine the validity of their network stack configuration
after a link attachnent change. However, DNA relies on the
assunption that the conbination of the link-layer address and the
link-1ocal 1Pv6 address of a router is unique across links. This
assunption often fails to hold. For exanple, network adm nistrators
may configure the sane, easily renenbered link-1ocal address (e.g.,
"fe80::1') on router interfaces on different links. Furthernore,
some router inplenentations use the virtual router MAC address to
generate Modified Extended Unique Identifier (EU)-64 identifiers for
VRRPv3 virtual |ink-1ocal addresses, which violates Section 7.4 of

[ RFC9568]. As a result, all links with the same VRRP ID (and thus
the sane virtual router MAC address) would al so share the sane
virtual link-local address.

In all those scenarios a host might nove between | Pv6 subnets without
compl ete di sconnecti on and wi thout detecting the network change. As
a result the follow ng sequence of events may occur, |eading to
broken connectivity:
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4.

2

*  The host is connected to a network A, receives an RA fromthe
router with a PIO containing pref_a, forms |Pv6 addresses from
that prefix using SLAAC

* The host attachnment changes fromnetwork A to network B or an | Pv6
prefix configured on the network changes frompref_a to pref_b.
The host doesn’ t detect the network change and doesn’ t clear the
| Pv6 stack.

* The host receives an RA fromthe router with a new PIO for pref_b
and forns new addresses fromthat prefix.

*  Now the host has two sets of |Pv6 addresses - one frompref_a and
one frompref_b. Addresses frompref_a are unusable: even if the
out goi ng packets are not dropped by anti-spoofing filters,the
return traffic wouldn’ t be able to reach the host. So if the host
sel ects an address frompref _a as a source address for outgoing
conmmuni cation (as per RFC6724 or by using any other custom
algorithms), the traffic would be dropped, causing user-visible
out ages.

Renunbering with Subnet-Specific Link-Local Addresses

Rule 5.5 of the Default Source Address Sel ection ([RFC6724]) requires
the host to prefer addresses in a prefix advertised by the next-hop
It allows the multihoned host to select the source address correctly:
when two routers advertize different prefixes, the host will be
sendi ng packets with source address froma given prefix to the router
the prefix was received from

In case of renunbering if both old and new prefixes are advertized by
the sane router (received froma router with the same |ink-1oca
address), then Rule 5.5 doesn’t help selecting the correct (working)
source address. However, if the prefix change also |leads to the
default router address change, then a host inplenenting Rule 5.5
coul d recover fromthe renunbering quickly, i.e.

* The host receives a Router Advertisenment (RA, [RFC4861]) fromthe
router (link-1ocal address LLA A) with a PI O containing pref_a,
forns | Pv6 addresses fromthat prefix using SLAAC

* An IPv6 prefix configured on the link changes frompref_a to
pref _b. The host does not receive any explicit signal about the
prefix change and does not clear stale IPv6 configuration fromits
i nterface.
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* The host receives an RA fromthe router (link-local address LLA B)
with a new PIO for pref_b and fornms new addresses fromthat
prefix. The host adds the LLA B to the Default Router List.

* The host changes the network attachenent or the router interface
on the link doesn’t have the original pref_a confgured (so LLA A
is not used by the router anynore). Nei ghbor Unreachability
Detection ([ RFC4861]) detects that the next-hop is no | onger
reachable. As per Section 6.3.6 of [RFC4861], the default router
LLA B is now preferred over the unreachable default router LLA A

* The host is using LLA B as a next-hop for outgoing traffic, so, as
per Rule 5.5 of [RFC6724] addresses fromthe pref_b are selected,
whi | e addresses from pref_a are not used anynore.

It should be noted that [ RFC6724] does not require al

i npl ementations to support Rule 5.5, limting the support to systens
whi ch track which router advertized which prefix. However
[I-D.ietf-6man-rfc6724-update] el evates Rule 5.5 support to MIST for
all systens.

The proposed solution can still benefit hosts without Rule 5.5
support, as they can use DNA to validate their |Pv6 address
configuration after a change in link attachment.

4.2. 1. RFC8028 and Default Router Selection

[ RFC8028] requires that "a host SHOULD sel ect default routers for
each prefix it is assigned an address in" and that "Routers that have
advertised the prefix in their Router Advertisement nessage SHOULD be
preferred over routers that do not advertise the prefix, regardless
of Default Router Preference. " However it should be noted that as
per Section 6.3.6 of [RFC4861], the host can still select default
routers even if the router is not reachable (its Nei ghbor Cache entry
is | NCOWPLETE). Selecting such router would be undersirable, as it
woul d prevent elimnating unreachabl e nexthop and defeating the whol e
pur pose of per-prefix link-local addresses. Therefore this docunent
updat es [ RFC8028]

OLD TEXT:

Rout ers that have advertised the prefix in their Router Advertisenent
message SHOULD be preferred over routers that do not advertise the
prefix, regardl ess of Default Router Preference.
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Routers that that are reachable or probably reachable (i.e., in any
state other than | NCOWLETE) and have advertised the prefix in their
Rout er Advertisenment nessage SHOULD be preferred over routers that do
not advertise the prefix, regardl ess of Default Router Preference.

If the host conplies with [ RFC8028], including the proposed
nmodi fi cati ons descri bed above, then the proposed nechani sm woul d work
even better, and woul d provide fast recovery froma renunbering
event:

* The host selects a default router with link-local address LLA A
for pref_a

* The prefix on the link changes frompref_a to pref_b.

* \When the host receives an RA fromLLA B, containing a PIO for
pref b, the host selects another default gateway, LLA B.

* Nei ghbor Unreachability Detection detects that LLA A is not
reachabl e, and renoves it fromthe nei ghbor cache table, so the
host can not use it as a default gateway anynore. The host
switches to using LLA B as a default gateway and, in accordance
with Rule 5.5, starts using addresses from pref _b.

Qut age Duration During Renumbering Event

When the |1 Pv6 subnet changes (either because the given |link has been
renunbered, or because the client has noved to another link), there
are two factors contributing to the duration of the outage:

* Tinme required for the host to receive new configuration
i nformati on (RAs contai ning new Pl Cs).

* Time required for the host to deprecate the old configuration
i nformation.

Wt hout changes proposed in this docunent, a host m ght be using the
outdated prefix for the duration of the PIO preferred lifetime. As
per [ RFC4861], the default value for preferred lifetime is 604800
secs (7 days). Wiile [I-D.ietf-6man-slaac-renun] proposes to reduce
that value to 14400 seconds (4 hours), it still nuch |onger than can
be consi dered accept abl e.
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The sol ution proposed in this docurment all ows hosts which inplenent
Rule 5.5 of the source address selection ([RFC6724]) to stop using
the outdated prefix nmuch faster. The tinme required for the host to
detect that the old prefix shouldn't be used for initiating new
session is the tine required for Nei ghbor Unreachability Detection
(NUD, [RFC4861]) to renmobve an unreachable entry for the old Iink-

| ocal address of the default router. The default value would be
(wi t hout taking random sation factors into account): Reachabl eTi me
mlliseconds (to nove from REACHABLE to STALE) +

DELAY_FI RST_PROBE_TI ME + MAX_UNI CAST_SOLI Cl T*RetransTi mer = 30
seconds + 5 second + 3*1 = 38 seconds.

5. Generating Subnet-Specific Link-Local Addresses for Router
I nterfaces

Prefix-specific link-local addresses, as described above, allow hosts
to quickly identify renunbering or changes to the prefixes advertised
in PlIGs, inproving SLAAC robustness to renunbering. Routers

supporting prefix-specific |ink-local addresses functionality SHOULD:

* Support multiple Iink-1ocal addresses per interface.

* Cenerate (using [RFC7217] algorithmbut with Prefix set to the
prefix in question) or allowi ng the adm nistrator to configure a
dedi cated link-1ocal address for each prefix in AdvPrefixLi st
([ RFCAB61] ) ;

* Send a PIO for each prefix in a separate RA, using that dedicated
link-1ocal address as a source. Wen populating fields in each RA
as per Section 6.2.3 of [RFC4861], AdvPrefixList is treated as
cont ai ni ng one specific prefix only. Wen the AdvPrefixLi st
contains nultiple prefixes, so multiple RAs need to be sent, the
router SHOULD minimze the time interval between them Doing so
reduces the energy consunption of battery-powered devices that
must awaken to receive those RAs. Ideally, all RAs shall be sent
together, as a bundle, so MaxRtrAdvinterval and M nRtrAdvlnterva
are applied to the whol e bundl e.

* Renove the prefix-specific |ink-local address fromthe interface
when the corresponding prefix is no |longer advertized in a PIO
sent fromthat interface. The router SHOULD al so fol |l ow
recommendations from Section 6.2.8 of [RFC4861] to inform hosts of
thi s change

When interface subnets are configured statically, network

adm nistrators can also configure link-1ocal addresses statically.

In sone cases, it nmay be feasible to derive the interface ID directly
fromthe global subnet prefix. For exanple, if a router has two
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interfaces configured with the subnets 2001:db8:1:1::/64 and
2001: db8: 2: 2:: /64, respectively, the link-I1ocal addresses
fe80::2001: db8:1:1 and fe80::2001: db8: 2: 2 could be configured for

those interfaces. It is inportant to note that this approach assunes
a single router per link; otherw se, duplicate |link-local addresses
will result. 1In deploynments enploying first-hop redundancy with
VRRPv3, static link-local interface addresses are not required.
Instead, the virtual |ink-local address SHOULD be confi gured.

As discussed in Section 6.2.8 of [RFC4861], using nultiple link-1oca
address for the sanme router on the sanme |ink may prevent hosts from
processing | CMPv6 redirects sent by the router. Therefore, if a
router has prefix-specific link-local addresses enabled on its
interface, the router needs to select the correct source |ink-1loca
address when sending I CMPv6 redirects on that interface. In
particular, if the source address of the invoking packet belongs to a
prefix advertized in a PO on that interface, the router MJST use the
Iink-1ocal address specific to this prefix as a source address for
the 1 CvPv6 redirects.

5.1. Subnet-Specific and Stabl e Li nk-Local Addresses

In many cases it mght be beneficial for a router to have a stable
link-1ocal address (e.g. if that address is advertized as a DNS
server, or for managenent purposes. Router MAY generate prefix-
specific link-l1ocal addresses in addition to a stable Iink-Ioca
addr ess.

It should be noted that the proposed nmechani sm assunes that the
router does not use the nmodified EU -64 format for generating
interface ID. As per Section 3 of [RFC8064], nodes SHOULD NOT use
the nmodified EU -64 format, and SHOULD use the algorithmdefined in
[ RFC7217] i nst ead.

6. Solution Applicability

Wil e the proposed solution enables hosts to detect |Pv6 subnet
changes nore rapidly, it also has some drawbacks, particularly if the
router interface has multiple prefixes configured and advertised in
Pl Cs:

* The router sends an RA for each prefix, increasing the total
nunber of RAs sent within MaxRtrAdvlinterval by a factor of the
nunber of prefixes. |In some topologies, this can significantly
i npact host battery life.
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* The solution requires the router to support multiple Iink-Ioca
addresses per interface. While [ RFC4861] does not explicitly
prohibit this (and any router with VRRPv3 enabl ed needs to support
multiple link-l1ocal addresses), sonme inplenentations are known to
assune that only one link-local address is permtted per
i nterface.

Sone depl oynments (e.g. residential networks where CPEs obtain
prefixes via DHCPv6-PD, or enterprise netwirks where hosts can nove
bet ween VLANs) benefit fromthe proposed solution nore than others.
Therefore the nechani sm described in this docunent is considered
optional and is not required to be supported by all routers. If the
router supports prefix-specific link-1ocal addresses, that
functionality SHOULD be configurable and MAY be enabl ed by default
only on interfaces susceptible to flash renunbering, e.g., if
AdvPrefixList contains prefixes obtained dynam cally from DHCPv6- PD.
In all other cases, prefix-specific link-local addresses MJST be

di sabl ed by default and MAY be enabl ed by the adm nistrator

7. Updates to RFC4861

Thi s docunent al so nodifies Section 6.2.8 of [RFC4861]:

Using the link-local address to uniquely identify routers on the |ink
has the benefit that the address a router is known by shoul d not
change when a site renumnbers

Using the link-local address to uniquely identify routers on the |ink
has the benefit that the address a router is known by shoul d not
change when a site renunmbers and the renunbering event is explicitly
signall ed and properly propagated to all hosts. However, in case of
flash renunmbering without explicit signalling the router SHOULD be
abl e change the link-1ocal address of an interface follow ng
renunbering events, to help hosts detect prefix changes and update
their configuration accordingly.
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8. Security Considerations
To be added.
9. Privacy Considerations
Thi s docunent does not introduce any privacy considerations.
10. | ANA Consi derations
This meno does not introduce any requests to | ANA
11. References
11.1. Normative References

[ RFC2119] Bradner, S., "Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate
Requi rement Level s", BCP 14, RFC 2119,
DA 10.17487/ RFC2119, March 1997,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc2119>.

[ RFC4291] Hinden, R and S. Deering, "IP Version 6 Addressing
Architecture", RFC 4291, DO 10.17487/ RFC4291, February
2006, <https://www. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4291>.

[ RFC4861] Narten, T., Nordmark, E., Sinpson, W, and H Soliman,
"Nei ghbor Di scovery for IP version 6 (IPv6)", RFC 4861,
DA 10. 17487/ RFC4861, Septenber 2007,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4861>.

[ RFC6724] Thaler, D., Ed., Draves, R, Matsumpto, A, and T. Chown,
"Default Address Sel ection for Internet Protocol Version 6
(IPvB)", RFC 6724, DO 10.17487/ RFC6724, Septenber 2012,
<https://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6724>.

[ RFC6877] Mawatari, M, Kawashima, M, and C Byrne, "464XLAT:
Conbi nati on of Stateful and Statel ess Translation”,
RFC 6877, DO 10.17487/ RFC6877, April 2013,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6877>.

[ RFC7050] Savol ai nen, T., Korhonen, J., and D. Wng, "D scovery of
the 1Pv6 Prefix Used for I Pv6 Address Synthesis",
RFC 7050, DO 10. 17487/ RFC7050, Novenber 2013,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7050>.

Li nkova Expi res 4 Septenber 2025 [ Page 12]



I nternet-Draft gulla March 2025

[ RFC7217] GCont, F., "A Method for Generating Semantically Opaque
Interface ldentifiers with IPv6 Statel ess Address
Aut oconfi gurati on (SLAAC)", RFC 7217,
DA 10.17487/ RFC7217, April 2014,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7217>.

[ RFC8028] Baker, F. and B. Carpenter, "First-Hop Router Selection by
Hosts in a Multi-Prefix Network", RFC 8028,
DA 10.17487/ RFC8028, Novenber 2016,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8028>.

[ RFC8174] Leiba, B., "Anmbiguity of Uppercase vs Lowercase in RFC
2119 Key Words", BCP 14, RFC 8174, DO 10.17487/ RFC8174,
May 2017, <https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8174>.

[ RFC8415] Mugal ski, T., Siodelski, M, Volz, B., Yourtchenko, A,
Ri chardson, M, Jiang, S., Lenon, T., and T. Wnters,
"Dynam ¢ Host Configuration Protocol for |Pv6 (DHCPv6G)",
RFC 8415, DO 10. 17487/ RFC8415, November 2018,
<https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8415>.

[ RFC8781] Colitti, L. and J. Linkova, "Di scovering PREF64 in Router
Advertisenments", RFC 8781, DO 10.17487/ RFC8781, April
2020, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8781>.

[ RFC8925] Colitti, L., Linkova, J., Richardson, M, and T.
M ugal ski, "IPv6-Only Preferred Option for DHCPv4",
RFC 8925, DA 10. 17487/ RFC8925, Cctober 2020,
<https://www. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8925>.

[1-D.ietf-6man-sl aac-renuni
Gont, F., Zorz, J., Patterson, R, and J. Linkova,
"I mprovi ng the Robustness of Statel ess Address
Aut oconfiguration (SLAAC) to Fl ash Renunbering Events",
Work in Progress, Internet-Draft, draft-ietf-6man-slaac-
renum 09, 3 March 2025,
<https://datatracker.ietf.org/api/vl/ doc/docunment/draft-
i etf-6man-sl aac-renum >.

[1-D.ietf-6man-rfc6724-updat €]
Buraglio, N., Chown, T., and J. Duncan, "Prioritizing
known-1 ocal |Pv6 ULAs through address sel ection policy",
Work in Progress, Internet-Draft, draft-ietf-6man-rfc6724-
updat e- 17, 27 January 2025,
<https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/htm/draft-ietf-6nman-
rfc6724-updat e- 17>.

11.2. Infornmtive References

Li nkova Expi res 4 Septenber 2025 [ Page 13]



I nternet-Draft gulla March 2025

[ RFC4862] Thomson, S., Narten, T., and T. Jinmei, "IPv6 Stateless
Addr ess Aut oconfiguration", RFC 4862,
DA 10.17487/ RFC4862, Septenber 2007,
<https://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4862>.

[ RFC6059] Krishnan, S. and G Dal ey, "Sinple Procedures for
Detecting Network Attachment in |IPv6", RFC 6059,
DA 10.17487/ RFC6059, Novenber 2010,
<https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6059>.

[ RFC7084] Singh, H., Beebee, W, Donley, C., and B. Stark, "Basic
Requirenments for | Pv6 Custonmer Edge Routers", RFC 7084,
DO 10.17487/ RFC7084, Novenber 2013,
<https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7084>.

[ RFC8064] Gont, F., Cooper, A, Thaler, D., and W Liu,
"Recommendation on Stable IPv6 Interface ldentifiers",
RFC 8064, DO 10.17487/ RFC8064, February 2017,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8064>.

[ RFC8978] Cont, F., or, J., and R Patterson, "Reaction of |Pv6
St at el ess Address Autoconfiguration (SLAAC) to Fl ash-
Renunberi ng Events", RFC 8978, DO 10.17487/ RFC8978, March
2021, <https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8978>.

[ RFC9096] ¢Cont, F., or, J., Patterson, R, and B. Vol z, "Ilnproving
the Reaction of Custoner Edge Routers to | Pv6 Renunbering
Events", BCP 234, RFC 9096, DO 10.17487/RFC9096, August
2021, <https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc9096>.

[ RFC9568] Lindem A and A Dogra, "Virtual Router Redundancy
Protocol (VRRP) Version 3 for |IPv4 and | Pv6", RFC 9568,
DO 10.17487/ RFC9568, April 2024,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc9568>.

Acknowl edgenent s
Thanks to Dale W Carder, Brian Carpenter, Lorenzo Colitti, Fernando
Gont, Al exandre Petrescu, Mark Smith, O e Troan, Eduard Vasil enko,
Eric Wncke, TimWnters for the discussions, the input and all
contri bution.

Aut hor’ s Addr ess

Li nkova Expi res 4 Septenber 2025 [ Page 14]



I nternet-Draft gulla March 2025

Jen Li nkova

CGoogl e

1 Darling Island Rd
Pyrmont NSW 2009
Australia

Email: furryl3@nuil.com furry@oogle.com

Li nkova Expi res 4 Septenber 2025 [ Page 15]



