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not specify an Internet standard of any kind. Distribution of this
meno is unlimted.
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Abst r act

Thi s docunent docunents the consensus reached by the Miltiprotocol
Label Switching (MPLS) Working Group within the IETF to focus its
efforts on "Resource Reservation Protocol (RSVP)-TE: Extensions to
RSVP for Label -Swi tched Pat hs (LSP) Tunnel s" (RFC 3209) as the MPLS
signalling protocol for traffic engineering applications and to
undertake no new efforts relating to "Constraint-Based LSP Setup
usi ng Label Distribution Protocol (LDP)" (RFC 3212). The
recomrendati ons of section 6 have been accepted by the | ESG

Conventions used in this docunent
The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMVENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this

docunent are to be interpreted as described in BCP 14, RFC 2119
[ RFC2119] .
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1. Introduction
1.1 vjectives of docunent

Thi s docunent documents the MPLS Wbrking group consensus to continue
to devel op RFC 3209 [ RFC3209] as the signalling protocol for MPLS
signaling for Traffic Engi neering applications.

Thi s docunent al so docunments the MPLS working group consensus to not
undert ake any new work related to RFC 3212 [ RFC3212], e.g., there are
no plans to progress RFC 3212 beyond proposed standard. No ot her
actions are taken relative the docunent status of RFC 3212 [ RFC3212]
or RFCs that specify extensions to RFC 3212

Section 6 sumari zes the consensus of the MPLS working group on this
i ssue. This consensus has been accepted by the ESG Al other
sections are docunentation of the consensus process.

1.2 Nonencl ature

Thi s docunent uses the term"CR-LDP rel ated working group drafts" to
refer to a group of Internet Drafts that specify changes or
extensions to [ RFC3212] and the term "CR-LDP rel ated RFCs" to di scuss
the group of RFCs that specify the protocol and the applicability of
[ RFC3212] .
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The CR-LDP rel ated working group drafts are:

"Multi Protocol Label Sw tching Label Distribution Protocol
Query Message Description” [ QUERY]

"I nmprovi ng Topol ogy Data Base Accuracy with Label Switched
Pat h Feedback in Constraint Based Label Distribution
Pr ot ocol [ FEED

"Signalling Unnunbered Links in CR-LDP" [ UNNUM

"Fault Tol erance for the Label Distribution Protocol
(LDP)" [FT]

"Generalized MPLS Signaling - CR LDP Extensions" [RFC3472]

"Generalized Miulti-Protocol Label Switching Extensions for
SONET and SDH Control " [ SONET]

"CGeneralized MPLS Signalling Extensions for G 709 Opti cal
Transport Networks Control" [Gr09]

"CGeneralized Miultiprotocol Label Switching Extensions to
Control Non-Standard SONET and SDH Features" [ SDH|

CR-LDP rel ated RFCs

The CR-LDP rel ated RFCs are:
RFC 3212, "Constraint-Based LSP Setup using LDP"
RFC 3213, "Applicability Statenent for CR-LDP"
RFC 3214, "LSP Mdification Using CR-LDP"

No further updates of the CR LDP related RFCs, beyond their current
statuses are planned within the MPLS Wirki ng G oup.

2. Background

Very early (1997) in the MPLS standardi zation it was clear that a
protocol woul d be needed that woul d enabl e providers to setup LSPs
that took other information (e.g., various QoS paranmeters) into
account .

Devel opnent of this type of signalling protocol took two different
tracks:

- extensions to RSVP for setting up MPLS tunnels [ RFC3209]

- extensions to LDP for setting constraint based LSPs [ RFC3212]

The notivation for the choice of protocol in both cases was
straightforward. Extending RSVP-TE to do in an MPLS environment what
it already was doing (handling QS information and reserving

resources) in an I P environment is conprehensible; you only have to
add the label distribution capability. Extending a native MPLS
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protocol like LDP, which was designed to do | abel distribution, to
handl e sone extra TLVs with QoS information is al so not
revol utionary.

The MPLS group never reached a consensus on which way to go. Both
protocol s were progressed to proposed standard.

3. CCAMP inpl ementation study
An i npl enmentation survey of GVPLS i npl enentations was published in
June 2002 [GWPLS]. The survey includes responses from 22 different
i npl emrenters. Twenty-one of 22 inplenmentations include the GWLS
signal li ng based on [ RFC3209], while only 3 include signalling based
on [ RFC3212].

4. WMPLS Wbrking Goup discussion

4.1 Phase 1

The GWPLS inpl ementation report pronpted questions asking if it was
reasonabl e to have two different protocols for the same thing. The
di scussi on was brought to the MPLS Wirking Group at the neeting in
Yokohama in July 2002. After discussion at the neeting it was
decided to "bring this to the list" and also invite comments fromthe
ot her Sub-1P Area Wrking G oups.

The foll owi ng question sent to the mailing lists:

"As there are issues with having two simlar standards (potentially
diverging), and it generates duplicate work in several |ETF working
groups, the question was asked whether we shoul d nmake CR-LDP

i nformati onal (which still make it availabl e and possible to work
wi th) and progress only RSVP-TE on the standards track."

The response to this question was |argely positive, but sone problens
were i nmedi ately pointed out:

- there are non-1ETF standards which reference RFC 3212. Taking
CR-LDP off the standards track woul d cause un-necessary problens
for those organi zati ons and shoul d be done only after co-
ordinating with those organizations

- there is, e.g., in RFC 2026 [ RFC2026], no documented process
according to which a docunent on the standards track nmay be nove
to a status that is non-standards track
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Each of these argunents is by thenmselves strong and would have led to
some reformul ati on of the proposal to nmove CR-LDP to infornmational
Moreover, in conbination it was clear that the original proposal was
not vi abl e.

On the other hand the support for doing additional devel opment of
CR-LDP as an | ETF standards track alternative to RSVP-TE was
extrenely smal | .

4.2 | ETF process
The current | ETF process for managi ng changes in RFC status does not

i nclude any information on how to nove an existing standard track RFC
to a non-standard track status, nor does it include a prohibition of

such an action. 1t has been shown that such actions have been
previously taken e.g., RFCs 2673 and 2874 were noved from Proposed
Standard to Experinmental. Though the cases are not exactly parall el

to the MPLS signalling case it shows that the | ETF and | ESG are
prepared to take such decisions given that the argunents are
sufficiently strong.

4.3 Relationship to other standards organi zations

The rel ationship with other standard organi zations is an inportant
part of |IETF work. W are dependent on their work and they make use
of our technol ogy; each organi zati on has their own area of expertise.
It is therefore necessary that both sides handl e their standards
docunentation in such a way that no unnecessary updates or revisions
are introduced sinply by sloppy handling of docunents.

Consequently we need to keep CR-LDP referenceable, i.e., on the
standards track, for the foreseeable future. The inplication of this
is not that we need to progress it further, or need to undertake
further work in the area. One inplication however is that standards
organi zati ons which reference the docunent, need to be notified of
our decision so that they (at their own pace) can change their
references to nore appropriate docunents. It is also expected that
they will notify us when they no | onger have a need to normative
reference to CR-LDP

4.4 Phase 2

Based on the feed back fromthis first discussion the question to the
wor ki ng group were refornul ated as:

"Should the MPLS WG focus its efforts on a signalling protocol for

traffic engineering applications on RSVP-TE, and hence the WG effort
with CR-LDP be discontinued? This would not involve any change in
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docunent status for CR-LDP, nor would it hinder continued individual
contributions in the CR-LDP space. It would involve a change in the
MPLS WG charter to reflect this."

It was pointed out that "nor would it hinder continued individual
contributions” is too weak. W actually discourage, while it is not
prohi bited, continued work in the CR-LDP area. That is the whole
point with taking this decision.

It was also pointed out that while it is quite acceptable to not
accept further working group docunents, it would al so be appropriate
to take the existing CRLDP related working group Internet Drafts
through the process to proposed standard or informational as
intended. This is applicable to the follow ng docunents, since nuch
of the work has al ready been conpl eted on them

- in MPLS WG

-- Multi Protocol Label Switching Label Distribution Protocol
Query Message Description

-- I nproving Topol ogy Data Base Accuracy with Label Switched Path

-- Feedback in Constraint Based Label Distribution Protocol

-- Signalling Unnunbered Links in CR-LDP

-- Fault Tolerance for the Label Distribution Protocol (LDP)

- in CCAMP WG

-- Generalized MPLS Signaling - CR-LDP Extensions

-- Ceneralized Miulti-Protocol Label Switching Extensions for
SONET and SDH Contr ol

-- Ceneralized MPLS Signalling Extensions for G 709 Opti cal
Transport Networks Control

-- Ceneralized Multiprotocol Label Swtching Extensions to
Control Non-Standard SONET and SDH Feat ures

Sone of the documents |isted above are not in thensel ves extensions
to CR-LDP, but in one way or another are deened to be "equally
applicable to CR-LDP*. For those docunents it will be fully
appropriate to progress them beyond proposed standard in the future
if they meet the requirenents.

RFCs that are extensions to CRLDP, e.g., RFCs 3213 and 3214, will
remai n proposed standard docunents.

After this conpronmi se was proposed a good consensus quickly forned
supporting the proposal. Cose to 90% of the people participating
di scussion said that they support or at |east accept this outcone of
the wor ki ng group di scussion.
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5. MPLS Wirking Group consensus

In a nessage to the working group (date) the working groups chairs
stated that consensus had been reached on:

- that the MPLS WG needs to focus its efforts on RSVP-TE (RFC 3209)
as protocol for traffic engineering signalling.

- that the Wrking G oup will undertake no new work related to
CR- LDP.

- that the WG charter should be updated to reflect this.

- that the We will recomend that CR-LDP (RFC 3212) remain a
proposed st andar d.

- that the We will recommend that RFCs 3213 and 3214, which are
closely related to CR LDP, remrai n proposed standard.

- that existing Wirking Goup drafts related to or updating/changi ng
CR-LDP wi |l be progressed through the standards process to
proposed standard or informational RFCs as appropriate.

that "the existing cr-1dp working group docunents" are:

-- Multi Protocol Label Switching Label Distribution Protocol
Query Message Description

-- I nproving Topol ogy Data Base Accuracy with Label Swi tched Path
Feedback in Constraint Based Label Distribution Protocol
Signal ling Unnunbered Links in CR-LDP

-- Fault Tol erance for the Label Distribution Protocol (LDP)

-- Generalized MPLS Signaling - CR-LDP Extensions

-- Ceneralized Miulti-Protocol Label Switching Extensions for SONET
and SDH Contr ol

-- Ceneralized MPLS Signalling Extensions for G 709 Opti cal
Transport Networks Control

-- Ceneralized Multiprotocol Label Sw tching Extensions to Control
Non- St andard SONET and SDH Feat ur es

- that the MPLS working group will take on no new Working G oup
docunents related to CR-LDP.

- that the MPLS working group will entertain no efforts to pronote
CR-LDP beyond proposed standard.

- that individual contributions related to CR-LDP area are not
prohi bited, but discouraged.
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- that a nessage will be sent to the rel evant standards
organi zations notifying themof this change of focus on MPLS
signal ling protocols.
6. Recommendation to the | ESG

Based on the consensus in the MPLS working group we reconmend the
| ESG t o:

- confirmthe MPLS Wbrki ng Group consensus to undertake no new
work on CR-LDP and focus on RSVP-TE as signalling protocol for
traffic engineering applications for MPLS, as described in this
docunent

- adopt as an IETF policy to refrain fromentertai ning work that
intends to progress RFC 3212 or rel ated RFCs beyond proposed
st andard

- adopt as an IETF policy to refrain fromentertaining new
wor ki ng group docunments that are extensions to RFC 3212

- reviewthe | ETF process with respect to nanagenent of docunents
that needs to be noved from standards track to any ot her status

- publish this docunent as I|nformational RFC
7. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent only discusses a refocusing of the MPLS Worki ng G oup
wor k and consequently brings no new security considerations.

8. | ANA Consi derati ons

Thi s docunent brings no | ANA consi derations.
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11. Full Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2003). All R ghts Reserved.

Thi s docunent and translations of it may be copied and furnished to
others, and derivative works that comment on or otherwi se explain it
or assist in its inplenentation my be prepared, copied, published
and distributed, in whole or in part, without restriction of any

ki nd, provided that the above copyright notice and this paragraph are
included on all such copies and derivative works. However, this
docunent itself may not be nodified in any way, such as by renoving
the copyright notice or references to the Internet Society or other
I nternet organi zations, except as needed for the purpose of
devel opi ng I nternet standards in which case the procedures for
copyrights defined in the Internet Standards process nust be
followed, or as required to translate it into | anguages ot her than
Engl i sh.

The Iimted perm ssions granted above are perpetual and will not be
revoked by the Internet Society or its successors or assigns.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein is provided on an
"AS |S" basis and THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG
TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M5 ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG
BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF THE | NFORMATI ON
HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED WARRANTI ES OF
MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE
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