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Abst ract

This meno describes the requirements for securing | ANA code point
assi gnnents before RFC publication. |In particular, it describes the
"early allocation" process that allows for tenporary but renewabl e
all ocations fromregistries that would ordinarily require an | ESG
approved Internet-Draft: primarily, registries nmaintained in
accordance with the "Standards Action," "IETF Review," "RFC
Required," and, in some cases, "Specification Required" policies
described in RFC 8126. This process can be used when code point

all ocation is needed to facilitate desired or required inplenentation
and depl oynent experience prior to publication. The procedures in
this docunment are intended to apply only to | ETF Stream docunents.

Thi s docunent obsol etes RFC 7120.
Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full confornmance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also 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 documents 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 5 March 2026.

Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.
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Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these docunents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent. Code Conponents
extracted fromthis docunment nust include Revised BSD License text as
described in Section 4.e of the Trust Legal Provisions and are

provi ded without warranty as described in the Revised BSD License.
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1. I nt roduction

I n protocol specifications docunented in RFCs, there is often a need
to allocate code points for various objects, nessages, or other
protocol entities so that inplenmentations can interoperate.
Assignnents fromthese code point spaces are handl ed by the Internet
Assi gned Nunbers Authority (1ANA) in accordance with processes
described in [ RFC8126].

In situations where code points are a scarce resource and/or the | ETF
community has consensus to retain tight control over which
assignnents qualify, policies such as "I ETF Review' or "Standards
Action" are used. However, these allocation policies present a
problemin situations where inplenentation and/or depl oynent
experience are desired or required before the docunent has been
finalized and approved for publication by the | ESG

Because I ANA normally waits for the | ESG to approve publication
before allocating values for Internet-Drafts, some document authors
have historically chosen seem ngly-unused code points to facilitate
pre-publication testing, often by selecting the next avail abl e val ue
inthe registry.
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However, val ues cannot be guaranteed until |ANA allocates them |If

| ANA | ater assigns values that don’'t match the values specified in
the draft (for exanple, because those expected values were allocated
for another purpose while the docunent was in devel opnent), that

m smatch can result in interoperability probl ens between early "pre-
RFC' i npl ementations that use the unofficial values and

i npl erentations that adhere to the official |ANA assignnents
published in the registry and the RFC. This is contrary to the main
pur pose of standards: nanely, to facilitate interoperable

i mpl ement ati ons.

This menmo outlines the process for naking early allocations of code
points in order to allow for such pre-RFC testing. |In effect,

all ocations fromregistries that woul d otherwi se require an | ESG
approved Internet-Draft can be acquired on a tinme-limted basis
earlier in the docunent devel opnent process, provided the allocation
request neets certain eligibility criteria. Wen appropriate, these
early allocations will be carried through to the final published
speci fication.

1.1. Changes Since RFC 7120

This is the third edition of the docunent that describes the policy
for early allocations. This edition, which obsol etes [ RFC7120],
extends the early allocation termfromone year to two. It also
clarifies aspects of the renewal process, notes that | ANA requests
expert approval if permanent allocation would require it (as in
"Specification Required"), and enphasizes that early allocation
requires the special process described in this docunent only when the
registry requires RFC publication

2. Conditions for Early Allocation

If the desired code points come froma "First Cone First Served" or
"Expert Revi ew' space, authors can request pernanent registration
fromIANA at any tine, regardl ess of docunent status. (However,
registry-specific eligibility criteria may apply, and experts nmay
wi sh to postpone approval until the document advances.)

The foll owi ng conditions nust hold before | ANA can process a request
for early allocation of code points from other spaces:
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3.

3.

a. The code points must cone froma space that requires RFC
publication. Mbst registries of this type use the "RFC
Required," "IETF Review, " and/or "Standards Action"” registration
procedures defined by [ RFC8126], but some use conbi ned or custom
procedures. Additionally, this process can be applied to
requests for early assignnent froma "Specification Required"
registry if the specification will be published as an RFC and i f
| ANA can obtain expert approval

b. The format, semantics, processing, and other rules related to
handl i ng the protocol entities defined by the code points
(henceforth called "specifications") nust be adequately described
in an | ETF Stream Internet-Draft.

c. The specifications of these code points nust be stable; i.e., if
there is a change, inplenentations based on the earlier and | ater
speci fications nmust be seam essly interoperable.

d. The Working Group chairs and Area Directors (ADs) nust determ ne
that there is sufficient interest in the community for early
(pre-RFC) inplenentation and depl oynment, or that failure to make
an early allocation mght lead to contention for the code point
inthe field.

Process for Early Allocation

There are three processes associated with early allocation: making
the request for code points, followi ng up on the request, and
revoking an early allocation

The processes described bel ow assunme that the docunment in question is
the product of an | ETF Wrking Goup (W§. |If this is not the case,
replace "Ws chairs" bel ow with "Shepherdi ng AD. "

1. Request

The process for requesting and obtaining early allocation of code
points is as follows:

1. The authors (editors) of the document submt a request for early
all ocation to the Wirking Group chairs, specifying which code
points require early allocation and to which docunment they should
be assigned.

2. The WG chairs determ ne whether the conditions for early
al | ocations described in Section 2 are net, particularly
conditions (c) and (d).
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3. The WG chairs gauge whether there is consensus within the W5 t hat
early allocation is appropriate for the given docunent.

4. |If steps 2) and 3) are satisfied, the WG chairs request approva
fromthe AD(s). The AD(s) nmay apply judgnent to the request,
especially if there is a risk of registry depletion

5. If the ADs approve step 4), the W5 chairs contact | ANA to request
an early allocation.

6. If the allocation conmes froma "Specification Required" registry,
or another registry that requires both RFC publication and review
by an | ESG desi gnated expert, | ANA asks the expert(s) to approve
the request.

7. | ANA nakes an allocation fromthe appropriate registry, marking
the allocation as "Tenporary," valid for a period of two years
fromthe date of allocation. The date of first allocation and
the date of expiry are also recorded in the registry and nmade
visible to the public.

Note that Internet-Drafts should not include a specific value of a
code point until | ANA has conpleted the early allocation for this
value. |If a desired value nust be naned in the docunent before | ANA
can allocate the code point, it should be clearly I abeled as, e.g.,
"(suggested)" or "(TBD)."

3.2. Follow Up

It is the responsibility of the docunent authors and the Wrking

G oup chairs to review changes in the docurment, and especially in the
specifications of the code points for which early allocation was
requested, to ensure that the changes are backward conpati bl e.

If at sone point changes that are not backward conpatible are
nonet hel ess required, a decision needs to be nmade as to whet her
previously all ocated code points nust be deprecated (see Section 3.3
for more informati on on code point deprecation). The considerations
i ncl ude aspects such as the possibility of existing deploynents of
the ol der inplenentations and, hence, the possibility for a collision
bet ween ol der and newer inplenentations in the field.

If the docunment progresses to the point at which | ANA normal |y nakes
code point allocations, it is the responsibility of the authors and
the WG chairs to remind | ANA that there were early allocations and of
the code point values allocated in the | ANA Consi derations section of
the RFC-to-be. Allocation is then just a natter of renoving the
"Tenporary" tag fromthe allocation description
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3.3. Expiry

As described in Section 3.1, each tenporary assignnent is recorded in
the registry with the date of expiry of the assignnent. |If an early
all ocation will expire before the | ESG approves the docunent for
publication, 1ANA will contact the WG chairs and AD to ask whet her
they wish to renew the code points for an additional two-year period.

After the first extension, any further renewal requests nmust also be
approved by the ESG  The renewal request to the | ESG nust include
the reason(s) another renewal is necessary and the WG s plans for the
speci fication.

If an extension is not approved, | ANA will ask the WG chairs whet her
they recomrend deprecating the code point; conpletely de-allocating
it, making it available for assignment again; or |eaving the

all ocation in place, but with its "tenporary" narker, and an
expiration date indicating that it is no |onger valid.

A deprecated code point is not marked as all ocated for use as
described in any docunment (that is, it is not allocated) and is not
available for allocation in a future docunment. The WG chairs may
recomend to | ANA that a deprecated code point can be conpletely de-
all ocated at any tine after it has been deprecated. Factors

i nfluencing this decision will include whether there may be

i mpl ement ati ons using the previous tenporary allocation and the
availability of other unallocated code points in the registry.

I mpl enenters and depl oyers need to be aware that deprecation and de-
al l ocation could take place at any tine after expiry; therefore, an
expired early allocation is best considered as deprecat ed.

Note that if a document is submtted for reviewto the | ESG and at
the tinme of subm ssion sone early allocations are valid (not
expired), these allocations nmust not be considered to have expired
whi |l e the docunent is under | ESG consideration

4, | ANA Consi der ati ons

Thi s docunent defines procedures for early allocation of code points
in registries that require RFC publication and as such directly
af fects | ANA

IANA will continue to register approved early allocations as
described in this docunent, requesting | ESG designated expert
approval when the registry requires it; track and report expiring
early allocations; and initiate the early allocation renewal process.
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5. Security Considerations

It is inportant to keep in mnd that denial -of-service attacks on

I ANA are possible as a result of the processes defined in this neno.
There are two that are i medi ately obvious: depletion of code space
by early allocations and process overloading of |ANA itself. The
processes described here attenpt to alleviate both of these potential
attacks, but they are subject to scrutiny by ANA to ensure that they
work. | ANA may at any time request that the | ESG suspend the
procedures described in this docunent.

There is a significant concern that the procedures in this docunent
could be used as an end-run around the | ETF process to achi eve code
poi nt all ocation when an RFC wi Il not be published. For example, a
W5 or a WG chair mght be pressured to obtain an early allocation for
a protocol extension for a particular conpany or for another

St andar ds Devel opnent Organi zati on even though it might be predicted
that an | ETF LC or | ESG Eval uation would reject the approach that is
docunented. The requirenment for AD consent is an inportant

saf equard, and ADs with any concern are strongly reconmended to

escal ate the issue for | ESG w de di scussion
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