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Abstract

This nmeno reclassifies RFC 4148, "I P Perfornance Metrics (I PPM
Metrics Registry", as (bsolete, and withdraws the | ANA | PPM Metrics
Registry itself fromuse because it is obsolete. The current
registry structure has been found to be insufficiently detailed to
uniquely identify IPPMnetrics. Despite apparent efforts to find
current or even future users, no one responded to the call for
interest in the RFC 4148 registry during the second half of 2010.

Status of This Meno

Thi s docunent is not an Internet Standards Track specification; it is
publi shed for informational purposes.

Thi s docunent is a product of the Internet Engineering Task Force
(IETF). It represents the consensus of the |IETF comunity. It has
recei ved public review and has been approved for publication by the
Internet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG. Not all docunents
approved by the IESG are a candidate for any |evel of Internet

St andard; see Section 2 of RFC 5741.

I nformati on about the current status of this docunent, any errata,

and how to provide feedback on it nay be obtained at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6248.
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Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2011 I ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunment. Please review these documents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunent. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunent nust
include Sinplified BSD Li cense text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.

Tabl e of Contents

1. INntroduCti ON ... 2
2. Action to Reclassify RFC 4148 and the Correspondi ng | ANA

Registry as Qbsol ete ... ... 3
3. Security Considerati Ons ... .. ... ... 4
4. TANA Considerati ONS ... ..ot e e 4
5. Acknow edgemBnt S . ... ... e 4
6. Ref erenCeS ... o o e 5

6.1. Normative References ... ...... ... i 5

6.2. Informative References . ...... ... .. i 5

1. Introduction

The I P Performance Metrics (I PPM framework [RFC2330] descri bes
several ways to record options and netric paraneter settings, in
order to account for sources of neasurenment variability. For
exanpl e, Section 13 of [RFC2330] describes the notion of "Type P" so
that netrics can be specified in general, but the specifics (such as
payl oad Il ength in octets and protocol type) can replace P to

di sanbi guate the results.

VWhen the 1 PPM Metrics Registry [ RFC4148] was desi gned, the
variability of the "Type P" notion, and the variability possible with
the many nmetric paraneters (see Section 4.2 of [RFC2679]), were not
fully appreciated. Further, sonme of the early netric definitions
only indicate Poisson streans [ RFC2330] (see the nmetrics in

[ RFC2679], [RFC2680], and [ RFC3393]), but later work standardi zed the
met hods for Periodic Stream neasurenments [ RFC3432], adding to the
variability possible when characterizing a metric exactly.
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It is not believed to be feasible or even useful to register every
possi bl e conbi nati on of Type P, nmetric paraneters, and Stream
paraneters using the current structure of the | PPM Metrics Registry.

The I PPM Metrics Registry is believed to have very few users, if any.
Evi dence of this was provided by the fact that one registry entry was
syntactically incorrect for nmonths after [ RFC5644] was published.

The text ":=" was used for the metrics in that docunent instead of
"::=". It took eight nonths before soneone offered that a parser
found the error. Even the original registry author agrees that the
current registry is not efficient, and has subnmtted a proposal to
effectively create a new registry.

Despite apparent efforts to find current or even future users, no one
responded to the call for interest in the RFC 4148 registry during
the second half of 2010. Therefore, the | ETF now decl ares the
registry Cbsolete without any further reservations.

When a registry is designated hsolete, it sinply prevents the | ANA
fromregistering new objects, in this case new netrics. So, even if
a registry user was eventually found, they could continue to use the
current registry, and its contents will continue to be avail abl e.

The nost recently published nmeno that added netrics to the registry
is [RFC6049]. This neno updates all previous nenos that registered
new netrics, including [ RFC4737] and [ RFC5560], so that the
registry’s Obsolete status will be evident.

2. Action to Reclassify RFC 4148 and the Correspondi ng | ANA Regi stry as
Obsol ete

Due to the anmbiguities between the current nmetrics registrations and
the metrics used, and the apparent minimal adoption of the registry
in practice, it is required that:

o the IETF reclassify [RFC4148] as (bsol ete.

o the 1ANA withdraw the current | PPM Metrics Registry fromfurther
updates and note that it too is (Cbsol ete.

It is assuned that parties who wish to establish a repl acenent
registry function will work to specify such a registry.
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3. Security Considerations

This menmo and its reconmmrendati ons have no known inpact on the
security of the Internet (especially if there is a zonbi e apocal ypse
on the day it is published; hunans will have nmany nore security

i ssues to worry about stemming fromthe rise of the un-dead).

4. |1 ANA Consi derations
Metrics defined in the | ETF have been typically registered in the
| ANA | PPM Metrics Registry as described in the initial version of the
registry [RFC4148]. However, areas for inprovenent of this registry
have been identified, and the registry structure has to be revisited
when there is working group consensus to do so.

The current consensus is to designate the |PPM Metrics Registry,
originally described in [ RFC4148], as (bsol ete.

The DESCRI PTION of the registry MB has been nodified as follows, and
the first two sentences should be included on any | ANA-mai nt ai ned web
page describing this registry or its contents:

DESCRI PTI ON

"Wth the approval and publication of RFC 6248, this nodule is
desi gnat ed Obsol ete.

The registry will no |onger be updated, and the current contents
will be maintained as-is on the day that RFC 6248 was publi shed.

The original Description text foll ows bel ow
Thi s nodul e defines a registry for |IP Performance Metri cs.
5.  Acknow edgenent s
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