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Abstract

Thi s docunment provides specification for an optional conpressed BW
Feed froma router to BMP station.

Requi renent s Language

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOVMENDED', "NOT RECOMVENDED', "NAY", and
"OPTI ONAL" in this docunent are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 RFC 2119 [RFC2119] RFC 8174 [RFC8174] when, and only when, they
appear in all capitals, as shown here.

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 docunents of the Internet Engi neering
Task Force (I1ETF). Note that other groups may al so distribute
wor ki ng docunents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted 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 April 17, 2020.
Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2019 I ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

Thi s docunment is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’s Legal

Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(https://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
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publication of this docunment. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunent. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunent nust
include Sinplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided wthout warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.
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1. I nt roducti on

The BGP Monitoring Protocol (BMP) allows nonitoring of Rib-in RFC7854
[ RFC7854], Loc-Rib,BGP local-rib [I-D.ietf-grow bnp-local-rib] and
Rib-in and R b-Qut nonitoring allows pre-policy and post-policy view
of the prefix. Thus, for a scaled setup, with all these kinds of
nonitoring enabled, BMP will get a |ot of back pressure in the
protocol as it needs to dunp a huge data for its nonitored peers,

t hrough a single socket towards BMP station. BGP update PDU which is
part of the BMP Route-nonitoring (RM nessage is also increasing. It
is nonore limted to 4K as noted in draft-ietf-idr-bgp-extended-
messages-21. Essentially, BWMP is heading towards becom ng |/ O bound
nmonitoring protocol. This docunent proposes conpression of BW feed
towards BMP station. Conpression will ease the pressure on TCP
socket between a router and BMP station. Such a schene would be
useful if a route can spare sone extra CPU for BMP operation.

As it must be obvious, this scheme will require conpressor nechani sm
at the BMP speaking router and a deconpressor on the BWMP station.

The conpression nmechani smused at the BMP speaking is an

i mpl enentation specific detail and is beyond the scope of this

speci fication.
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2.

2.

2.

1

2.

Procedur es
Starting Conpressor Capability

BMP conpression feature on the router and BMP deconpressor feature on
the BMP station has to be present at the sane tinme. Enabling
conpression feature at router end only will lead to inconprehensible
data at the BMP station end. Also sane techni que should be used to
conpress and deconpress the data on wire. Using different technique
to conpress and deconpress would |l ead to i nconprehensi ble data at the
BMP station end.

BMP conpression feature on the router and BMP deconpressor feature on
the BMP station can be enabled via configuraton. Once this feature

i s enabl ed between router and BMP station, the nonitored router
shoul d indicate this to the BMP Station using new Conpression

I nformation TLV as described in foll ow ng section.

From that point onwards, the router would send the conpressed BWP
feed towards BMP station. BM session needs to be bounced every-tine
this feature is enabled on a current active BMP session.

Conpression Information TLV

As noted in RFC7854 [ RFC7854], the initiation nessage provides a
means for the nonitored router to informthe nonitoring station of
its vendor specific details. It can carry Information TLVs

contai ning i nformati on about the nonitored router.

The nonitored router MJST conmmuni cate the conpression capability to
BMP staton using Conpression Information TLV described bel ow.

01234567890123456789012345678901

o m e e e e e e e e e e e m - o m e e e e e e e e e e e m - +
| I'nformation Type (2 octets) | Length (2 octets) |
Fommmmeeeeeeiaceaieiacacaeaaaaa- Fommmmeeeeeeiaceciaiacecaeaaaaa- +
| CM| CM NFO | Reser ved |
g +

Figure 1. Conpression Information TLV
o Type = TDB1 (2 COctets): Conpression Information TLV type.
o Length (2 Cctets): indicates the length of the value field of the

Conpression Information TLV. The value field further consists of
t he Conpression string.
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2.

2.

2.

3.

4.

5.

o CM (4 bits): CMindicati ng DEFLATE conpressed format val ue as
speci fied in RFCL950.

0 CINFO (4 bits): INFO as specified in RFC1950. Invalid val ues MJST
lead to the capability being ignored. The conpressing peer MJST
use this value for the paranetrization of its algorithm

Conpressed BMP Messages

Fol I owi ng rul es should be follow ng for achi eving BWP feed
conpr essi on:

1. A new nessage type, Conpressed Route Monitoring (CRM, MJIST be
used. This is to ensure backward conpatibility with BMP stations
that do not support the conpression capability. The nessage type
is sane in structure as described by TLV support for BMP Route
Moni toring and Peer Down Messages [I-D.ietf-grow bnp-tlv].
Conpression is to be applied only to this nessage type, all other
BMP nessage types shall not be conpressed.

2. Conpression is applicable to all the payload follow ng the Conmmon
Header, described in Section 4.1 of [RFC7854]. This allows to
read the total BMP nessage length, i.e. to performsanity checks
agai nst socket and conpressor information.

3. Each conpressed BMP nessage MUST be sent as a block, i.e. the
deconpressi on MIUST be able to yield deconpressed results of the
wi thout waiting for further conpressed updates. This is
different fromthe normally used stream conpressi on node.

4. The conpressed nessage MAY exceed the maxi num nessage size but in
such case conpressor overflow per Section 2.4 MJST be invoked.

Conpr essor Overfl ow

This should be handled in sanme was as described in draft-przygi enda-
i dr -conpressed-updates [|-D. przygi enda-i dr-conpressed- updat es] .

Error Handling

If the deconpression on the BMP station fails for any reason, it
needs to bring down the BMP session.

If the conpression on the nonitoring router fails for any reason, it
is at the discretion of the router to handle it. It may try it few
nore tines. In the worse case it MAY bring down the BMP session
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2.6. Processing of Conpressed Route Mbonitoring nessages

A BMP station receiving a conpressed nessage SHOULD process it as
foll ows:

1. Decode the BMP Conmpbn Header where nessage length is specified

2. Deconpress remai nder of the Conpressed Route Mnitoring nessage
and determ ne the deconpressed nessage size fromthe deconpressor

3. Decode the BMP Per-peer header

4. Decode the BGP UPDATE PDU header to infer the presence of
trailing TLVs

5. Decode the BWP nessage TLVs

6. Decode the actual BGP UPDATE PDU
3. Acknow edgenents

TBD.
4. | ANA Consi derations

Thi s docunent requests that | ANA assign the foll ow ng new paraneters
to the BWMP paraneters nanme space.

4.1. BMP Conpression Information TLV

Thi s docunent defines the BMP Conpression Information TLV Header with
Type = TBD (Section 2.2).

4.2. BMP Conpression Route Mnitoring nessage type

Thi s docunent al so defines the BWMP Conpressed Route Mnitoring
message type with Type = TBD (Section 2. 3).

5. Security Considerations

It is not believed that this docunent adds any additional security
consi derati ons.

0. Nor mat i ve Ref erences
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