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Abstract

In this paper, we compare the performance of proposals for route optimization handover, which provides optimized
communication to mobile node, presented in IETF (Internet Engineering Task Force). For comparison, we consider the
architecture with two MAGs (Mobile Access Gateways) and single LMA (Local Mobility Anchor), and analyze the
signaling cost, handover latency, and packet loss. Evaluation results show that they are changed depending on the

involved component, the number of route optimization messages and performance factor that each proposal targets.
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Fig. 2. PMIPv6 Route Optimization Procedure.
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