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Abst ract

This draft identifies criteria to be used by the LMAP WG in

eval uating and selecting Control and Reporting Protocols described by
[I-D.ietf-Imap-framework] and identified as W5 deliverables in the
LMAP charter. It is not intended for use for any other purpose or by
any other party. This draft will not be mmintained after LMAP
completes its selection of these protocols. The authors of this
draft do not intend to ask for working group adoption or formal
publication by |ETF.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance 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 http://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 Septenber 2, 2015.
Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2015 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunment authors. All rights reserved.

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

This draft identifies criteria to be used in evaluating and sel ecting
Control and Reporting Protocols described by
[I-Dietf-lmap-framework]. Both mandatory and conparative criteria
are identified for these protocols.

2.

2. 1.

Control Protocol Criteria

Mandatory Criteria

Following is a list of criteria that a Control Protocol is required
to support. Protocols that do not support these criteria will not be
consi dered appropriate for selection by LMAP W5 as a Contr ol

Protocol. Although it is nandatory that the described nechani sns
have been defined for a protocol (in order for the protocol to be
consi dered by LMAP as a candi date Control Protocol), the mechani sms
do not need to be mandatory to inplenment per the protocol

speci fication.

CP- MUST-1 There nust be a nmechanismthat allows a Controller to

cause a session to be established with a MA. Identify
thi s nechani sm and where it is defined.

CP- MUST-2 There nust be a mechanismthat allows a MA to cause a

session to be established with a Controller. Identify
this mechani smand where it is defined.
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CP- MJUST-3 The protocol session nust be capable of being secured
usi ng secure credentials, as described in
[I-D.ietf-Imap-framework]. The security nechani sm nust be
useful for privacy protection, nman-in-the-m ddl e defense,
and protection against replay. Identify this nmechani sm
and where it is defined.

CP- MUST-4 The protocol nust be versionable. Identify the process
for extending the protocol.

2.2. Conparative Criteria

Following is a list of criteria that can be used to differentiate
anong Control Protocol candidates. For each criterion, it is also
i ndi cated what is considered "better"” for a candidate protocol to
support.

CP-DI FF-1 How rmany exchanges are required to send a conplete
instruction set? (less is better)

CP-DI FF-2 How many exchanges are required to send a status update?
(less is better)

CP-DI FF- 3 Is it possible to provide partial updates? (yes is
better)

CP-DI FF-4 Are there any special mechani sms (ot her than STUN TURN
| CE or using port forwarding pinholes, PCP, UPnP I GD
etc.) for NAT/firewall traversal? (if subsequent
eval uati on of such a nmechani smsuggests it is useful and
usabl e, yes is better)

CP-DI FF-5 How many bytes of overhead (rough estimate or brief
description of the source of overhead is acceptable) are
required to send a conplete instruction set? (less is
better)

CP- DI FF- 6 How many bytes of overhead (rough estimate or brief
description of the source of overhead is acceptable) are
required to send a status update? (less is better)

CP-DI FF-7 How wi dely used is the protocol and/or its protoco
el ements in nmass narket devices? (widely is better)

CP-DI FF-8 What nechani sns exist to ensure interoperability of MA

and Controller inplenmentations (e.g., test tools,
pl ugfests, certification prograns, test plan or scripts,
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reference inplenentations to test against)? (existence of
something is better)

CP-DI FF-9 Are the conponents of the protocol avail able as open
source? (yes is better)

CP-DI FF- 10 What ecosystem of tools exists for devel opers
i mpl ementing the protocol (e.g., conpilers, tutorials,
sampl e and open source inplementations; include tools for
data nodel creation)? (existence of useful tools is
better)

CP-DIFF-11 |Is the protocol versionable? (yes is better, or is this
mandat or y?)

CP-DIFF-12 If yes, what is the process for extending the protocol ?
(for information)

CP-DI FF-13 What are the encodi ngs supported by the protocol (SQAP,
JSON, XM, etc.)? (sinple is better; |ower overhead is
better; other aspects still to be determ ned and
di scussed may be better)

3. Report Protocol Criteria
3.1. Mandatory Criteria

Following is a list of criteria that a Report Protocol is required to
support. Protocols that do not support these criteria will not be
consi dered appropriate for selection by LMAP W5 as a Report Protocol
Al'though it is mandatory that the described mechani sms have been
defined for a protocol (in order for the protocol to be considered by
LMAP as a candi date Report Protocol), the mechanisns do not need to
be mandatory to i nplenment per the protocol specification

RP-MJST-1 There nust be a nechanismthat allows a MA to cause a
session to be established with a Collector. Identify this
mechani sm and where it is defined.

RP- MUST-2 The protocol session nust be capabl e of being secured
usi ng secure credentials, as described in
[I-Dietf-lImap-framework]. The security mechani sm nust be
useful for privacy protection, man-in-the-m ddl e def ense,
and protection against replay. Identify this nmechani sm
and where it is defined.

RP- MUST-3 The protocol nust be versionable. Ildentify the process
for extending the protocol.
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3.2. Conparative Criteria

Following is a list of criteria that can be used to differentiate
anong Report Protocol candidates. For each criterion, it is also
i ndi cated what is considered "better" for a candidate protocol to
support.

RP- DI FF- 1 What transport protocols (TCP, UDP, other) can be used
with the protocol? (W5 to decide what is better)

RP- DI FF- 2 I's a congestion control mechani sm supported? (yes is
better)

RP- DI FF- 3 How many exchanges are required to send a report? (less
is better)

RP- DI FF- 4 Does it allow for sending nultiple reports in a session?
(yes is better)

RP- DI FF-5 Is there a capability for long-lived sessions. (yes is
better)

RP- DI FF- 6 I s conpression supported? (yes is better, or is this
mandat ory?)

RP- DI FF- 7 How many bytes of overhead (rough estimate or brief
description of the source of overhead is acceptable) are
required to send a report? (less is better)

RP- DI FF- 8 How wi dely used is the protocol and/or its protoco
el ements in mass narket devices? (widely is better)

RP- DI FF-9 What nechani sns exist to ensure interoperability of MA
and Col l ector inplenentations (e.g., test tools,
pl ugfests, certification prograns, test plan or scripts,
reference inplenentations to test against)? (existence of
sonething is better)

RP-DI FF-10 Are the conponents of the protocol avail able as open
source? (yes is better)

RP-DI FF- 11 What ecosystem of tools exists for devel opers
i mpl erenting the protocol (e.g., conpilers, tutorials,
sampl e and open source inplementations; include tools for
data nodel creation)? (existence of useful tools is
better)
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RP-DI FF-12 What are the encodi ngs supported by the protocol (SOAP,
JSON, XM, etc.)? (sinple is better; lower overhead is
better; other aspects still to be determ ned and
di scussed may be better)
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