CoreSim

A Simulator For Evaluating Locator/ID
Separation Protocol Mapping Systems

Uy

Florin Coras®, Lorand Jakab*, Albert Cabellos-Aparicio*, Jordi Domingo-Pascual*, Virgil Dobrota®

"Technical University of Cluj-Napoca
*Universitat Politecnica de Catalunya

-

Example LISP Scenario
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* LISP separates the current addressing namespace into

Routing LOCators (RLOCs) and Enpoint IDentifiers (EIDs)

* RLOCs used mainly in transit networks

 EIDs used in edge networks
* A mapping system is introduced for EID-to-RLOC lookups
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 Trace file has one packet/line, with the fields:

<ts_64> <dst_ip> <proto> <size>

* Output files are post-processed for aggregate statistics observed in practice by us)

filtering

Latency, hop
count and

node load
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* iPlane provides the DFZ prefix list, AS connectivity and
latency between arbitrary IPs (~65-80% coverage

* We only use non-overlapping prefixes =» 112.233 after

- 2N Y
Our proposed LISP+ALT topology LISP-DHT topology
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* No description in the ALT draft and no consensus on the mailing list about
how ALT should be deployed on global scale
e L1 - fully meshed root layer * Modified Chord
« L2 - /8 aggregation layer (no peering) * One logical node per prefix / several logical nodes per AS
e L3 — Map-Servers (based on current BGP prefix allocation) * Iterative and recursive modes
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Simulation results
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