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and status of this protocol. Distribution of this nemo is unlimted.
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Abst r act
Pseudowi re signaling requires that the Pseudow re Type (PW Type) be

identical in both directions. For certain applications the
configuration of the PWType is nost easily acconplished by

configuring this information at just one PWendpoint. |In any form of
LDP- based si gnaling, each PWendpoint nmust initiate the creation of a
unidirectional LSP. In order to allow the initiation of these two

LSPs to renmain i ndependent, a neans is needed for allow ng the PW
endpoi nt (lacking a priori know edge of the PWType) to initiate the
creation of an LSP. This docunent defines a WIldcard PW Type to
satisfy this need.
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1. Introduction

Pseudowi re signaling requires that the Pseudow re Type (PW Type) be
identical in both directions. For certain applications the
configuration of the PWType is nost easily acconplished by
configuring this information at just one PWendpoint. |In any form of
LDP- based si gnaling, each PWendpoint nust initiate the creation of a
uni directional LSP

By the procedures of [CONTROL], both Label Mapping nmessages nust
carry the PWtype, and the two unidirectional nmapping nessages mnust
be in agreement. Thus within the current procedures, the PW endpoint
that |acks configuration nust wait to receive a Label Mapping nessage
in order to learn the PWType, prior to signaling its unidirectiona
LSP.

For certain applications this can beconme particularly onerous. For
exanpl e, suppose that an ingress Provider Edge (PE) is serving as

part of a gateway function between a | ayer 2 network and | ayer 2
attachment circuits on renote PEs. Suppose further that the initia
setup needs to be initiated fromthe layer 2 network, but the layer 2
signaling does not contain sufficient information to determ ne the PW
Type. However, this information is known at the PE supporting the
targeted attachnment circuit.

In this situation, it is often desirable to allow the initiation of
the two LSPs that conpose a pseudowire to remain i ndependent. A
nmeans i s needed for allowi ng a PWendpoint (lacking a prior

know edge of the PWType) to initiate the creation of an LSP. This
docunent defines a wildcard PWType to satisfy this need.

1.1. Conventions and Term nol ogy

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOWMENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in RFC 2119 [ KEYWORDS] .

Thi s docunent introduces no new term nol ogy. However, it assunes
that the reader is famliar with the termnology contained in

[ CONTROL] and RFC 3985, "Pseudo Wre Emul ati on Edge-to- Edge (PWE3)
Architecture” [ARCH .
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2. Wldcard PW Type

In order to allowa PEto initiate the signaling exchange for a
pseudowi re w t hout knowi ng the pseudowire type, a new PWType is
defined. The codepoint is Ox7FFF. The semantics are the foll ow ng:

1. To the targeted PE, this value indicates that it is to determne
the PW Type (for both directions) and signal that in a Label
Mappi ng nessage back to the initiating PE.

2. For the procedures of [CONTROL], this PWType is interpreted to
match any PW Type other than itself. That is, the targeted PE
may respond with any valid PWType other than the w ldcard PW
Type.

3. Procedures
3.1. Procedures Wen Sending the Wldcard FEC

Whien a PE that is not configured to use a specific PWType for a
particul ar pseudowi re wi shes to signal an LSP for that pseudowire, it
sets the PWType to "wildcard". This indicates that the target PE
shoul d determ ne the PW Type for this pseudow re.

When a Label Mappi ng nessage is received for the pseudowire, the PE
checks the PW Type.

If the PWType can be supported, the PE uses this as the PW Type for
both directions.

If the PWType cannot be supported or is "wildcard", it MJST respond
to this nessage with a Label Rel ease nessage with an LDP Status Code
of "Generic M sconfiguration Error". Further actions are beyond the
scope of this document, but could include notifying the associ ated
application (if any) or notifying network managenent.

3.2. Procedures Wen Receiving the Wldcard FEC

When a targeted PE receives a Label Mapping nessage indicating the

wi | dcard PW Type, it follows the normal procedures for checking the
Attachnment Group ldentifier (AG) and Target Attachment | ndividual
Identifier (TAIl) values. |If the targeted PE is not configured to
use a specific, non-wildcard PWType, it MJIST respond to this nessage
with a Label Release nessage with an LDP Status Code of "Ceneric

M sconfiguration Error".

O herwise, it treats the Label Mapping nmessage as if it had indicated
the PWType it is configured to use.
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4. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent has little inmpact on the security aspects of [CONTROL].
The nessage exchanges remain the sane. However, a nalicious agent
attenpting to connect to an access circuit would require one | ess

pi ece of information. To nmitigate against this, a pseudow re control
entity receiving a request containing the wildcard FEC type SHOULD
only proceed with setup if explicitly configured to do so for the
particular Al in the TAI. Further, the reader should note the
security considerations of [CONTROL], in general, and those
pertaining to the Generalized PWd FEC El enent, in particular.

5. 1 ANA Consi derati ons

| ANA has nade the followi ng allocation fromthe | ETF consensus range
of the "Pseudowi re Type" registry as defined in [1ANA].

PW Type Descri ption
Ox7FFF W | dcard
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Ful | Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C The IETF Trust (2007).

Thi s docunent is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S' basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR | S SPONSORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY, THE | ETF TRUST AND
THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS
OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF
THE | NFORVATI 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

Intell ectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that m ght be clained to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this document or the extent to which any |icense under such rights

m ght or mght not be available; nor does it represent that it has
made any independent effort to identify any such rights. Information
on the procedures with respect to rights in RFC docunents can be
found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of IPR disclosures made to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nmade available, or the result of an
attenpt nade to obtain a general |icense or permission for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe |ETF on-line | PR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr.

The 1ETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that may cover technology that may be required to inpl enent
this standard. Pl ease address the infornation to the |IETF at
ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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