TCP Mai ntenance and M nor Extensions (TCPM WG A.  Zi mrer mann

Internet-Draft Net App, Inc
bsol etes: 675 721 761 813 816 879 896 W Eddy
1078 6013 (if approved) MTl Systens
Updates: 7414 (if approved) L. Eggert
I ntended status: |nformational Net App, Inc.
Expires: January 30, 2016 July 29, 2015

Movi ng Cut dated TCP Ext ensions and TCP-rel ated Docunments to
Hi storic and Informational Status
draft-ietf-tcpm undepl oyed-02

Abst r act

Thi s docunment reclassifies several TCP extensions and TCP-rel ated
docunents that have either been superseded, never seen w despread
use, or are no |longer recomended for use to Historic status. The
affected RFCs are RFC 675, RFC 721, RFC 761, RFC 813, RFC 816, RFC
879, RFC 896, RFC 1078, and RFC 6013. Additionally, it reclassifies
RFC 700, RFC 794, RFC 814, RFC 817, RFC 872, RFC 889, RFC 964, and
RFC 1071 to Infornmational status.

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 Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at http://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and nmay 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 January 30, 2016

Copyright Notice

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

This docunment 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
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publication of this docunent. 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.

1. Introduction

TCP has a long history. Over time, many RFCs have accunul ated t hat
descri be aspects of the TCP protocol, inplenentation, and extensions.
Some of these have become superseded, are no | onger reconmended for
use, or sinply have never seen w despread use, respectively

depl oynent .

Section 6 and 7.1 of the TCP Roadmap docunent [ RFC7414] already
classify a nunmber of TCP extensions as "historic" and describes the
reasons for doing so, but it does not instruct the RFC Editor to
change the status of these RFCs in the RFC dat abase.

The purpose of this docunent is to do just that. |In addition, it
noves all remaining TCP-rel ated docunments of the TCP Roadmap docunent
with an "unknown" status either to Historic or |nfornational

2. Term nol ogy

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in [RFC2119]. These
words only have such normative significance when in ALL CAPS, not
when in | ower case

3. RFC Editor Considerations
The following two sections give a short justification, why a specific
TCP extension or a TCP-rel ated docunent should be noved to Historic
or Informational. |In addition, a letter code after an RFC nunber
i ndi cates fromwhat category in the RFC series a particular RFC i s
changed to Historic or Informational status (see BCP 9 [ RFC2026] for
expl anati on of these categories):

S - Standards Track (Proposed Standard, Draft Standard, or
I nt ernet Standard)

E - Experinental

I - Informati ona
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H- Hstoric
B - Best Current Practice
U - Unknown (not formally defined)

For the content of the docunments itself, the reader is referred
either to the corresponding RFC or, for a brief description, to the
TCP Roadmap docunent [ RFC7414].

3.1. Myving to Historic Status

The RFC Editor is requested to change the status of the foll ow ng
RFCs to Historic [RFC2026]:

0 RFC 675 U. "Specification of Internet Transnission Contro
Progranmt [RFC0675]: this docunent is replaced by final TCP
speci fication [ RFC0793].

0 RFC 721 U "Qut-of-Band Control Signals in a Host-to-Host
Protocol " [RFCO721]: this proposal is not incorporated into the
final TCP specification [ RFC0793].

0o RFC 761 U. "DoD standard Transmni ssion Control Protocol" [RFCO761]:
this docunment is replaced by final TCP specification [ RFC0793].

o0 RFC 813 U "Wndow and Acknow edgenent Strategy in TCP' [ RFC0813]:
this docunent is incorporated into RFC 1122 [ RFC1122].

0o RFC 816 U. "Fault Isolation and Recovery" [RFC0816]: this docunent
is incorporated into RFC 1122 [RFC1122] and RFC 5461 [ RFC5461].

0 RFC 879 U. "The TCP Maxi mum Segrment Size and Rel ated Topi cs"
[ RFC0879]: this docunment is incorporated into RFC 1122 [ RFC1122]
and RFC 6691 [ RFC6691].

0o RFC 896 U. "Congestion Control in IP/TCP I nternetworks" [RFC0896]:
this docunent is incorporated into RFC 1122 [RFC1122] and RFC 6633
[ RFC6633] .

0o RFC 1078 U. "TCP Port Service Miltiplexer (TCPMJIX)" [RFCL078]:
this proposal SHOULD not |onger recommended for use for the
foll owi ng reason:

* RFC 1078 destroys the senantics of TCP connection
est abl i shnent.
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* RFC 1078 requires all new connections to be received on a
single port, which limts the nunber of connections between two
machi nes and rai ses security concerns.

* There exist no known client side deploynent of RFC 1078.

0 RFC 6013 E: "TCP Cooki e Transactions (TCPCT)" [RFC6013]: although
RFC 6013 was published in 2011, RFC 6013 SHOULD not | onger
recomended for use for the follow ng reason

There exi st no known wi de depl oynent and use of RFC 6013.
RFC 6013 uses experinmental TCP option codepoints, which
prohibits a | arge-scal e depl oynent.

* RFC 7413 [RFC7413] and [I-D.ietf-tcpmtcp-edo] are alternatives
to RFC 6013, which have relatively nore "rough consensus and
runni ng code" behind them

3.2. Myving to Informational Status

The RFC Editor is requested to change the status of the foll ow ng
RFCs to I nformational [RFC2026]:

0 RFC 700 U "A Protocol Experinent" [RFCO700]: this docunent
presents a field report about the deploynment of a very early
version of TCP.

0 RFC 794 U "PRE-EMPTION' [RFC0794]: this docunent clarifies that
operating systens need to nanage their limted resources, which
may i nclude TCP connection state.

0 RFC 814 U. "Nane, Addresses, Ports, and Routes" [RFC0814]: this
docunent gives suggestions and gui dance for designing tables and
algorithnms to keep track of various identifiers within a TCP/IP
i mpl enent ati on.

0o RFC 817 U "Mdularity and Efficiency in Protocol |nplenentation”
[ RFC0817]: this docunent contains general inplenmentation
suggesti ons.

0o RFC 872 U. "TCP-on-a-LAN' [RFC0872]: this docunent concl udes that
the sonetinmes expressed fear that using TCP on a local net is a
bad idea is unfounded.

0o RFC 889 U "Internet Delay Experiments” [RFC0889]: this docunent
is a status report about experinents concerning the TCP
retransm ssion timeout calcul ation

0 RFC 964 U "Sonme Problens with the Specification of the Mlitary
Standard Transm ssion Control Protocol" [RFC0964]: this docunent
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4.

7

7

poi nts out several specification bugs in the US Mlitary’'s ML-
STD- 1778 docunent, which was intended as a successor to RFC 793
[ RFCO793] .

0 RFC 1071 U "Conputing the Internet Checksunt [RFC1071]: this
docunent |ists a nunber of inplenentation techniques for
efficiently conputing the Internet checksum

| ANA Consi der ati ons

None of the docunments noved to Historic or Informational status had
TCP options nunbers assigned. Therefore no | ANA action is required
for them

Security Considerations

Thi s docunent introduces no new security considerations. Each RFC
listed in this docunment attenpts to address the security
consi derations of the specification it contains.
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