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NI CRWEN

This is a reminder of IETF policies in effect on various topics such as patents or code of conduct. It is only meant to point you in the
right direction. Exceptions may apply. The IETF's patent policy and the definition of an IETF "contribution" and "participation" are set
forth in BCP 79; please read it carefully.

As a reminder:

By participating in the IETF, you agree to follow IETF processes and policies.

If you are aware that any IETF contribution is covered by patents or patent applications that are owned or controlled by you
or your sponsor, you must disclose that fact, or not participate in the discussion.

As a participant in or attendee to any |IETF activity you acknowledge that written, audio, video, and photographic records of
meetings may be made public.

Personal information that you provide to IETF will be handled in accordance with the IETF Privacy Statement.

As a participant or attendee, you agree to work respectfully with other participants; please contact the ombudsteam
( ) if you have questions or concerns about this.

Definitive information is in the documents listed below and other IETF BCPs. For advice, please talk to WG chairs or ADs:

(Internet Standards Process)
(Working Group processes)
(Anti-Harassment Procedures)
(Code of Conduct)

(Copyright)
(Patents, Participation)

(Privacy Policy) SO0+

1 ETF



https://www7.ietf.org/contact/ombudsteam/
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp9
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp25
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp25
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp54
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp78
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp79
https://www.ietf.org/privacy-policy/

Note Really Well

e |ETF meetings, virtual meetings, and mailing lists are intended for professional collaboration and
networking, as defined in the IETF Guidelines for Conduct (RFC 7154), the IETF Anti-Harassment
Policy, and the IETF Anti-Harassment Procedures (RFC 7776). If you have any concerns about
observed behavior, please talk to the Ombudsteam, who are available if you need confidentiality to
raise concerns confident about harassment or other conduct in the IETF.

e The IETF strives to create and maintain an environment in which people of many different
backgrounds and identities are treated with dignity, decency, and respect. Those who participate in
the IETF are expected to behave according to professional standards and demonstrate appropriate
workplace behavior.

e |ETF participants must not engage in harassment while at IETF meetings, virtual meetings, social
events, or on mailing lists. Harassment is unwelcome hostile or intimidating behavior—in particular,
speech or behavior that is aggressive or intimidates.

e If you believe you have been harassed, notice that someone else is being harassed, or have any
other concerns, you are encouraged to raise your concern in confidence with one of the

Ombudspersons.
:wm:

1 ETF




Welcome Aris as ROLL co-chairl!! :-)

BIG Thanks Dominique for the AMAZING job!! :-)
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Resources - Remote Participation

This session is being recorded

o Meetecho:
https:/meetings.conf.meetecho.com/interim/?group=0d39da70-fd41-40fd-al0e-b6
40b5e6f26b

m Make sure your audio and video are off unless you are chairing or presenting
during a session
m Use of a headset is strongly recommended

o Note taking: https:/notes.ietf.org/notes-ietf-interim-2024-roll-03-roll

m  Minute takers: Please volunteer, thank you :)

o Zulip: https://zulip.ietf.org/#narrow/stream/roll

o All material:
https://datatracker.ietf.org/meeting/interim-2024-roll-03/session/roll



https://meetings.conf.meetecho.com/interim/?group=0d39da70-fd41-40fd-a10e-b640b5e6f26b
https://meetings.conf.meetecho.com/interim/?group=0d39da70-fd41-40fd-a10e-b640b5e6f26b
https://notes.ietf.org/notes-ietf-interim-2024-roll-03-roll
https://zulip.ietf.org/#narrow/stream/roll
https://datatracker.ietf.org/meeting/interim-2024-roll-03/session/roll

ROLL Agenda - interim-2024-roll-03

Time (UTC)
14:00 - 14:05
14:05 - 14:30
14:30 - 14:40
14:40 -14:48
14:48 -14:58

14:58 -15:00

Duration

5 min

25 min

10 min

8 min

10 min

2min

Draft/Topic
WG Introduction

Status: draft-ietf-roll-rnfd-03

Status: draft-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority-11

Status: draft-ietf-roll-mopex-07

Status: draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension-12

Open Floor

Presenter

Chairs
Chairs/Authors

Chairs/Authors

Chairs/Authors

Chairs/Authors

Everyone


https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-rnfd/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-mopex/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension/

Draft status

Supporting Asymmetric Links in Low Power Networks: AODV-RPL
draft-ietf-roll-aodv-rpl-18

Root initiated routing state in RPL draft-ietf-roll-dao-projection-34

Common Ancestor Objective Function and Parent Set DAG Metric Container
Extension
draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension-12

Controlling Secure Network Enrollment in RPL Networks
draft-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority-11

Mode of Operation extension draft-ietf-roll-mopex-07

RNFD: Fast border router crash detection in RPL_ draft-ietf-roll-rnfd-03

RPL Capabilities draft-ietf-roll-capabilities-09

RPL Storing Root-ACK draft-jadhav-roll-storing-rootack-03

AD Evaluation

Submitted to the IESG for publication

Issues being addressed, in progress

New version today

Addressing Open Issues

WGLC?

waiting for attention

waiting for attention


https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-aodv-rpl/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-dao-projection/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-mopex/
http://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-rnfd/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-roll-capabilities/
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-jadhav-roll-storing-rootack/

Milestones

Date ¥ Milestone v Associated documents v
Dec 2024 Recharter WG or close

iraft-ietf-roll-dis-modifications

o)

Nov 2024 Initial submission of a proposal to augment DIS flags and options to the IESG

Jun 2024 Initial submission of Capabilities for RPL to the IESG

raft-ietf-roll-capabilities

o)

Mar 2024 Initial submission of Fast Border Router Crash Detection in RPL to the IESG iraft-ietf-roll-rnfd

o)

Feb 2024 Initial submission of Mode of Operation extension for RPL to the IESG

Jan 2024 Initial submission of Controlling Secure Network Enrollment in RPL networks draft to the

IESG
Done milestones
Sea
Date ¥ Milestone v Associated documents v
€D Initial submission of a root initiated routing state in RPL to the IESG draft-ietf-roll-dao-projection
@ Initial submission to the IESG of mechanism to turn on REC8138 compression feature draft-ietf-roll-turnon-rfc8138

within a RPL network

m Initial submission of Common Ancestor Objective Functions and Parent Set DAG Metric  draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension
Container Extension to the IESG

€D 'nitial Submission of a proposal with uses cases for RPI, RH3 and IPv6-in-IPv6 draft-ietf-roll-useofrplinfo
encapsulation to the IESG

€D Initial submission of a reactive P2P route discovery mechanism based on AODV-RPL draft-ietf-roll-aodv-rpl
protocol to the IESG

€D Initial submission of routing for RPL Leaves draft to the IESG draft

oll-unaware

€D Initial submission of a solution to the problems due to the use of No-Path DAO Messages draft-ietf-roll-efficient-npdao
to the IESG



Open Issues in Github - https://github.com/roll-wg/

MOPEX: 2 Tickets
e  #11: Alvaro Review - Major and Minor Issues
e #12: Old values in new Tables - how to address them

RNFD: 4 Tickets
e #1: Routing Directorate Review -- Addressed in vO3
e  #2:Security Directorate Review - small nits --Addressed in vO3
e #3: Anand Review -- Addressed in vO3
e  H#4: Carlels Review -- Addressed in vO3

Nsa-extension: 2 Ticket
° #28: "SHOULD be set to MAX_PATH_COST..MUST NOT select"
e  #59: clarification needed on select the candidate neighbor - MRHOF

enrollment-priority: 2 Ticket
e  #18: Security Directorate Review-- Addressed in V11
e  #19: Routing Directorate Review-- Addressed in v11
o #20: Review of Dave Thaler-- Addressed in V11



https://github.com/roll-wg/mopex/issues/11
https://github.com/roll-wg/mopex/issues/12
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-rnfd/issues/1
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-rnfd/issues/2
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-rnfd/issues/3
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-rnfd/issues/4
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension/issues/28
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension/issues/59
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority/issues/18
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/review-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority-10-rtgdir-early-bonica-2024-01-31/
https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority/issues/20

REGULAR Meetings

Regular Interim Meetings: every two months
o Next Interim Meeting: June, September ? - Doodle to follow

o |ETF1207
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Why consider LBR crashes?

An LBR:

* plays a central role in an LLN
(DODAG root),

* |s typically more involved than a
constrained node,

* usually requires a tethered power
supply (hard to back up in many
deployments).



What happens in RPL under an
LBR crash?

All links to the dead LBR have to be detected as down by the
LBR's neighbors.

* Otherwise, the LBR's neighbor with such a link may incorrectly
advertise a valid path.

Link crash detection is typically reactive:

* |n low-data-rate applications, it may take a while.

Learning by all nodes that none of their links may contribute to
a path to the LBR is slow and requires traffic:

* repeated parent changes due to local repair attempts,
* routing loops due to inconsistencies between nodes,
* Trickle timer resets upon parent changes and loop detection.



RNFD Design Principles

Explicitly coordinating LBR monitoring

between nodes.

Avoiding probing all links to the dead
Proactive checking for a possible LB

LBR.

R crash

when some nodes suspect such a failure may

have taken place.
Maximizing independence of RPL.



Node Roles in RNFD

— DODAG root's neighbor that
monitors the DODAG root's status.

* There are typically multiple of them.
* Not every neighbor of the root has to be Sentinel.

— any node that is not Sentinel and
only accepts their observations.

 The DODAG root itself is also Acceptor.



Principal ldeas behind RNFD

* |Individual sentinels detect crashes of their
links to the DODAG root.

* This information Is exchanged in a new option
In link-local RPL messages (DIOs and DISs).

* Based on the number of sentinels having their
links with the DODAG root down, all nodes
consent that the DODAG root has crashed.




Reviews of version 02

Version 02 of the draft recelved reviews from:
* S.V.R. Anand (16/11/2023)
e Carles Gomez Montenegro (27/11/2023)

e Victoria Pritc

nard, RtgDir (27/11/2023)

e Chris Lonvic

K, Secdir (02/12/2023)



Reviews of version 02

Version 02 of the draft received reviews from:
* S.V.R. Anand (16/11/2023)

e Carles Gomez Montenegro (27/11/2023)
* Victoria Pritchard, RtgDir (27/11/2023)

* Chris Lonvick, Secdir (02/12/2023)

Thank you!



Addressing the comments

* Done In replies to the reviews (mailing list, all
on 20/03/2024).

* Resulted in changes to the draft (Version 02 -
Version 03):

https://author-tools.ietf.org/diff?doc_ 1=draft-
letf-roll-rnfd-02&doc_ 2=draft-ietf-roll-rnfd-03



2.

Addressing the comments

4, Minimizing changes to RPL's existing algorithms by operating in
parallel and largely independently (in the background}, and
introducing few additional assumptions.

While these principles do improve RPL's performance under a wide
range of LBR crashes, their probabilistic nature precludes hard
guarantees for all possible corner cases. In particular, in some
scenarios, RNFD's operation may result in false negatives, but these
situations are peculiar and will eventually be handled by RPL's own
aforementioned mechanisms. Likewise, in some scenarios, notably
involving highly unstable links, false positives may occur, but they
can be alleviated as well. In any case, the principles also
guarantee that RNFD can be deactivated at any time, if needed, in
which case RPL's operation is unaffected.

Terminology

The key words "MUST", "MUST WNOT", “REQUIRED", “SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
“SHOULD"™, “SHOULD NOT®, “RECOMMENDED", “MOT RECOMMENMDED", “MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this document are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 [RFC2119] [RFCA174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capitals, as shown here.

The Terminology used in this document 1s consistent with and
incorporates that described in “Terms Used in Routing for Low-Power

1l3l
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4, Minimizing changes to RPL's existing algorithms by operating in
parallel and largely independently (in the background), and
introducing few additional assumptions.

While these principles do improve RPL's performance under a wide
range of LBR crashes, their probabilistic nature precludes hard
guarantees for all possible cormer cases. In particular, in some
scenarios, RNFD's operation may result in false negatives, but these
situations are peculiar and will eventually be handled by RPL's own
gforementioned mechanisms. Likewlse, 1in some scenarilos, notably
involving highly unstable links, false positives may occur, but they
can be alleviated as well. In any case, the principles zlso
guarantee that FENFD can be deactivated at any time, 1f needed, 1in
which case RPL's operation 1s unaffected.

Other Solutions

Given the conseguences of LBR failures, if possible, it is also worth
considering other solutions to the problem. More specifically, power
outages can be alleviated by provisioning redundant power sources or
emergency batteries. Likewise, RPL's so-called wvirtual DODAG roots
can help tolerating some failures of individual LBRs.

As mentioned previously, REMFD has been designed to be largely
independent of those solutions, that 1is, rather than aiming to be
their replacement, it can complement them. In particular, the
operation of RNFD with different variants of wvirtual DODAG roots is
covered in Section 6.2.

Terminology

The key words “"MUST™, “MUST WOT", "REQUIRED", “SHALL", “SHALL NOT",
“SHOULD®, “SHOULD MNOT™, “RECOMMENDED"™, “NOT RECOMMEMDED®™, “MAY", and
“OPTIOMAL" in this document are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 [RFC2119] [RFCB174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capitals, as shown here.

The Terminology used in this document 1s consistent with and
incorporates that described in “Terms Used in Routing for Low-Fower



Addressing the comments

ceases to be considered reachable via its link-local IPv6 address.

Finally, while having its LORS already egqual to "LOCALLY DOWN", a
node may make an observation confirming that its link with the DODAG
root i1s actually up. In such a case, i1t SHOULD set its LORS back to
“UP" but MUST MNOT do this before the previous conditions 2—4
necessary for a node to change its role from Acceptor to Sentinel all
hold.

To appropriately account for the node’s observations on the state of
the DODAG root, the aforementioned LORS transitions are accompanied
by changes to the node’s local CFRCs as follows. Changes between
"UP" and “SUSPECTED DOWN" do not affect any of the two CFRCs. During
a switch from "UP" ar "SUSPECTED DOWN" to “LOCALLY DOWM™, in turn,
the node MUST add itself to its MNegativeCFRC, as explained
previously. By symmetry, a transition from “LOCALLY DOWN™ to “UP"
REQUIRES the node to add itself to its PositiveCFRC, again, as
explained previously.

Disseminating Observations and Reaching Agreement

Nodes disseminate their observations by exchanging CFRCs in the RMNFD
Options embedded in link-local RPL control messages, notably DIOs and
DISs. When processing such & received option, a node—acting as
Sentinel or Acceptor-MUST update its PositiveCFRC and MNegativeCFRC to
respectively newpe = merge{oldpc, recvpc) and newnc = mergeloldnc,
recvnc), where oldpc and oldnc are the values of the node's
PositiveCFRC and NegativeCFRC before the update, while recvpc and
recvnc are the received values of option fields PosCFRC and NegCFRC,
respectively.

ceases to be considered reachable via its link-local IPv6 address.

Finally, while having its LORS already equal to “LOCALLY DOWM", a
node may make an observation confirming that its link with the DODAG
root 1s actually up. In such a case, it SHOULD set its LORS back to
“UP" but MUST NOT do this before the previous conditions 2-4
necessary for a node to change its role from Acceptor to Sentinel all
hold (see Section 5.1).

To appropriately account for the node’'s observations on the state of
the DODAG root, the aforementioned LORS transitions are accompanied
by changes to the node's local CFRCs as follows. Transitions between
“UP" and "SUSPECTED DOWN" do not affect any of the two CFRCs. During
g switch from "UP" or “SUSPECTED DOWMW™ to "LOCALLY DOWN", in turn,
the node MUST add itself to its NegativeCFRC, as explained
previously. By symmetry, & transition from “LOCALLY DOWN"™ to “UP”
REQUIRES the node to add itself to its PositiveCFRC, again, as
explained previously.

Such changes to a node's local CFRCs, if performed repeatedly due to
incorrect decisions regarding the status of the node's link with the
DODAG root, may lead to those CFRCs becoming saturated. A&n
implementation SHOULD thus try to minimize false-positive transitions
from "UP" and "SUSPECTED DOWN® to "LOCALLY DOWN". The exact approach
depends on the specific solutions employed for assessing the state of
a4 link. For instance, one can utilize additional mechanisms for
increasing the confidence of individual decisions, such as during the
aforementioned verification in the “SUSPECTED DOWM" state, or can
limit the number of transitions per node, possibly in an adaptive
fashion.

.3. Disseminating Observations and Reaching Agreement

Nodes disseminate their observations by exchanging CFRCs in the RNFD
Options embedded in link-local RPL control messages, notably DIOs and
DISs. When processing such 3 received option, a node — acting as
Sentinel or Acceptor — MUST update its PositiveCFRC and NegativeCFRC
to respectively newpc = mergel(oldpc, recwpc) and newnc = mergel(oldnc,
recvnc), where oldpe and oldnc are the values of the node’s
PositivelFRC and NegativeCFRC before the update, while recvpc and
recync are the received wvalues of option fields PosCFRC and MegCFRC,
respectively.



Addressing the comments

cnntaining-the RNFD hptian with no CFRCs to a message from a neighbor cantalning'tne FMFD ﬁptian with no CERCs to a message from a neighbor
that contains the option with some CFRCs, as such a neighbor appears that contains the option with some CFRCs, as such a neighbor appears

explained previously. Finally, the node MUST perform merges of explained previously. Finally, the node MUST perform merges of

its local CFRCs and the ones received in the option [see its local CFRCs and the ones received in the option (see

Section 5.3) and MAY reset its Trickle timer. Section 5.3) and MAY reset its Trickle timer.
In contrast, if the node is unable to extend its local CFRCs, for In contrast, if the node 1s unable to extend its local CFRCs, for
gxample, because it lacks resources, then it MUST stop participating example, because it lacks resources, then it MUST stop participating
in FNFD, that is, until it joins a new DODAG Version, it MUST NOT in RMFD, that is, until it joins a new DODAG Version, it MUST NOT
send the RNFD Option and MUST ignore this option in received send the RMFD Option and MUST ignore this option in received
messages, MESSAQes.

A DODAG root node can be reguested to increase the bit length of its
CFRCs externally, as part of the management policies (see

Section 6.1). If it cannot fulfill such a reguest, then it is MUST
MOT stop participating in RFND and SHOULD return an error to the
requester instead. 0Otherwise, since it is always Acceptor, the above
rules reguire it to extend both CFRCs to the reguested length and to
set them both to either zerol() or infinity(}, depending on whether
its LORS is, respectively, different from or egual to "GLOBALLY
DOWN". In the latter case, given the earlier rules governing the
root’s behavior upon reaching the “GLOBALLY DOWN® state (cf.

Section 5.4), the root is also bound to eventually set its CFRCs to
zerol) and, in addition, generate a new DODAG Version and change its
LORS back to "UP". Therefore, these two steps can be optimized into
one, meaning that effectively, irrespective of its LORS, when
increasing the bit length of its CFRCs in response to an external
request, the root also sets the CFRCs to zerol).

5.7. Summary of BNFD's Interactions with RPL 5.7. Summary of ENFD's Interactions with RPL

In summary, RMFD interacts with RPL in the following manner: In summary, FMFD interacts with RPL in the following manner:

# While having its LORS equal to "GLOBALLY DOWN", RNFD prevents RPL * While having its LORS egual to "GLOBALLY DOWN®, RMFD prevents RPL
from routing packets and advertising upward routes in the from routing packets and advertising upward routes in the
corresponding DODAG (see Section 5.3). corresponding DODAG (see Section 5.3).

# In some scenarios, BNFD triggers RPL to issue a new DODAG Version * In some scenarios, BNFD triggers RPL to i1ssue a new DODAG Version
(see Section 5.4). isee Section 5.4).



5.4.

Addressing the comments

Summary aof RNFD's Constants

The following is a summary of RNFD's constants:

RMFD_SUSPICIOM_GROWTH_THRESHOLD A threshold concerning the value of
fraction value(MegativeCFRC)/value(PositiveCFRC). If the walue at
a Sentinel node grows at least by this threshold since the time
the node’s LORS was last set to “UPY, then the node's LORS 1is set
to "SUSPECTED DOWM" or “LOCALLY DOWM®, which implies that the node
suspects or assumes a crash of the DODAG root (see Section 5.2).
The default value of the threshold is @.12. The higher the value
the longer the detection period but the lower risk of increased
traffic due suspicion verification.

RMFD_COMSENSUS_THRESHOLD A threshold concerning the value of
fraction value(NegativeCFRC) /value(PositiveCFRC). If the walue at
a Sentinel or Acceptor node reaches the threshold, then the node's
LORS is set to "GLOBALLY DOWN", which implies that consensus has
been reached on the DODAG root node being down (see Section 5.3).
The default value of the threshold is @.51. The higher the value
the longer the detection period but the lower the risk of false
positives.

The means of configuring the constants at individual nodes are
outside the scope of this document.

Manageability Considerations
RNMFD is largely self-managed, with the exception of protocol

activation and deactivation, as well as node role assignment and the
related CFRC size adjustment, for which only the aforementioned

5.8.
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Summary of RNFD's Constants
The following is a summary of BNFD's constants:

RMFD_CONSENSUS_THRESHOLD A threshold concerning the wvalue of
fraction valueiNegativeCFRC)/value(PositiveCFRC). If the value at
a Sentinel or Acceptor node reaches the threshold, then the node's
LORS is set to “GLOBALLY DOWN®, which implies that consensus has
been reached on the DODAG root node being down (see Section 5.3).
The default value of the threshold is 8.51, which indicates that a
majority of Sentinels must consider the root to be down to reach
the consensus. In general, the higher the wvalue the longer the
detection period but the lower the risk of false positiwves.

FMFD_SUSPICION_GROWTH_THRESHOLD A& threshold concerning the value of
fraction valueiNegativeCFRC) /value(PositiveCFRC). If the wvalue at
g Sentinel node grows at least by this threshold since the time
the node's LORS was last set to "UPY, then the node’s LORS is set
to "SUSPECTED DOWN™ or “LOCALLY DOWN", which implies that the node
suspects or assumes 3 crash of the DODAG root (see Section 5.2).
The default value of the threshold is @.12. The higher the value
the longer the detection period but the lower risk of increased
traffic due to suspicion verification.

RNFD_CFRC_SATURATION_THRESHOLD A threshold concerning the percentage
of bits set to 1 in a CFRC, c. If the percentage for ¢ is egual
to or greater than this threshoeld, then saturated(c) returns TRUE,
which hints the DODAG root to generate a new DODAG Version or
increase the bit length of the CFRCs (see Section 5.4). The
default value of the threshold is 8.63. The higher the value 1is,
the higher the probability of bit collisions, and hence the more
erratic the results of function valueic) may be.

The means of configuring the constants at individual nodes are
outside the scope of this document.

Manageability Considerations

FNFD 1is largely self-managed, with the exception of protocol
gctivation and deactivation, as well as node role assignment and the
related CFRC size adjustment, for which only the aforementioned

Ve



Status of the draft

 Got back confirmation from S.V.R. Anand and Carles
(both on 14/05/2024).

— One small remark from Carles to address.
- Will do that in a subsequent version.
* Next steps?



Controlling Secure Network Enrollment in RPL networks

draft-ietf-roll-enrollment-priority
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Enrollment-priority -

Controlling Secure Network Enrollment in RPL Networks

e TodayvVvIl.
e Security Directorate Review: Has Issues, Ticket #18 :
o Addressed in vll
e Routing Directorate Reviews: Ready with nits. Ticket #19:
o Addressed in vll
e Review of Dave Thaler: Ticket #20
o Addressed in vll
e Next Steps:
o Chairsto call WGLC
o Shepherd to publish write-up

o Comments/Suggestions?



MOPEX: Mode of Operation extension

draft-ietf-roll-mopex

14



MOPEX

Mode of Operation extension

e Work in Progress:

©)

Open Issues: https:/aithub.com/roll-wa/mopex/issues

e \We need contributors
o Dominigue provided some text on MOPEX values 0..6
o Pascal suggested a better use of bits, essentially using MOPEX as a
version number for existing MOP values
o thoughts? what next?
e Next Steps, when new version is ready:

©)

O O O O

chairs to ask for WG Internal Review: at least 2 reviews
chairs to ask for Routing and Security Directorate Reviews
chairs to issue WGLC

shepherd to publish write-up

Additional Comments/Suggestions?


https://github.com/roll-wg/mopex/issues

Common Ancestor Objective Function and Parent Set
DAG Metric Container Extension

draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension

16



NSA-extension

Common Ancestor Objective Function and Parent Set DAG Metric Container Extension

e -12 was published right before IETF118 ROLL session
e 6 comments (2 IANA, 4 Alvaro) were addressed in last version.
o AtIETFIS8, ticket #28: https/aithub.com/roll-wa/draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension/issues/28

prompted suggestion to rewrite this draft and remove
dependency on RFC6719 or on any specific metric

e Aristo look at it, to suggest text in new branch on GitHub.

e No progress yet


https://github.com/roll-wg/draft-ietf-roll-nsa-extension/issues/28

Open Floor

e Additional Comments or Questions?



	Slide 1
	Slide 2
	Slide 3
	Slide 4
	Slide 5
	Slide 6
	Slide 7
	Slide 8
	Slide 9
	Slide 10
	Slide 11
	Slide 12
	Slide 13
	Slide 14

