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Abst r act

Thi s docunent updates RFC 8126, adding registry policies that augnent
an existing policy that is based on a review body action with the
additional requirement for a Designated Expert review.

It al so updates RFC 7120 with the necessary process to performearly
al l ocations for registries with one of the augnented policies.

To support its objectives for the period of time while the above
updat es have not yet been finalized, this docunent offers text that
can be copy-pasted into specifications that want to nake use of the
augrent ed polici es.

/I —— Editors’ note: —— As to augnenting existing policies, the
[l provided proposal s have been considered in

/1 [1-D. baber-ianabis-rfc8126bis] within the | ANABI S Worki ng G oup
/1 This topic is covered by Section 2 of our draft and there is a

/'l pl acehol der "ADD NEW PROCEDURE" about it at Section 4 of

[l [1-D. baber-ianabis-rfc8126bis]. However, conpared to our draft,
/1 this is not augnenting the policy "I ESG Approval”. On the topic
/1 of early registration covered by Section 3 of our draft, we were
/1 under the inpression that sonething simlar could be argued about
/1 it too, but not quite (yet). Looking at

/1 [1-D. baber-ianabis-rfc7120bis], there seens to be no text or

/1 placehol ders on that topic yet. W expect such text to cone in
/1 the future, to ensure that the early allocation procedure is fully
/'l specified also for registries that use the augnmented poli cies.

About Thi s Docunent
This note is to be renoved before publishing as an RFC
Status information for this docunment may be found at

https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-bornann-gendi spatch-w th-
expert-revi ew .
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Di scussion of this docunent takes place on the gendi spatch WrKking
Goup mailing list (mailto:gendi spatch@etf.org), which is archived
at https://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/browse/gendi spatch/. Subscribe
at https://ww.ietf.org/mailman/listinfo/gendispatch/.

Source for this draft and an issue tracker can be found at
https://github. com cabo/ wi t h- expert-revi ew.

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 9 April 2026.
Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Legal
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. Introduction

Section 4 of RFC 8126 [BCP26] defines a number of _well-known
policies_ that can be referenced as registration policies from
docunents that set up | ANA registries. Sonme of these policies
involve a Designated Expert_, who is intended to be aware of the
fine points of what should or should not becone a registration in
that registry (Sections 4.5 and 4.6 of RFC 8126 [BCP26]). Sone ot her
policies involve a _review body_ that autononously, not involving a
_Designated Expert_, decide whether a registration should be accepted
(Sections 4.7, 4.8, 4.9, and 4.10 of RFC 8126 [ BCP26]).

In the past, this has occasionally led to friction where a Desi gnated
Expert was not consulted by the review body before approving the
registration, mssing some finer point (such as certain consistency
requi renents) that woul d have been pointed out by the expert.

/1 As additional rationale that may be too detailed for the published
/1 version of this docunment, https://github.conm cabo/w th-expert -

/1 reviewissues/1 (https://github.conicabo/wth-expert-review

/'l issues/1l) contains an exanpl e where the Designated Expert is

/1l needed to maintain overall consistency (and additional efficiency,
/] if desired). (This editors’ note will be deleted by the RFC

/1 editor.)

Thi s docunent updates Section 4 of RFC 8126 [BCP26], adding registry
policies that augnent an existing policy that is based on a review
body action with the additional requirement for a Designated Expert
revi ew.

It al so updates Sections 2 and 3 of RFC 7120 [BCP100] with the
necessary process to performearly allocations for registries with
one of the augnented policies.

To support its objectives for the period of time while the above
updat es have not yet been finalized, this docunent offers text that
can be copy-pasted into specifications that want to nake use of the
augnent ed polici es.
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2. Augnented Registration Policies

For each of the well-known policies defined in Sections 4.7, 4.8,
4.9, and 4.10 of RFC 8126 [BCP26], this docunent adds a parall el
_augrented policy_ that also specifies involving a Designated Expert.

For the period of time while [BCP26] has not been updated to include
the augnented registration policies, authors of specifications that
want to nake use of these can sinply copy the pertinent section

bel ow, replace "This policy" with "The policy for this registry", and
use the result in the individual sections that establish new
registries.

2.1. RFC Required Wth Expert Review

This policy is identical to a conbination of Sections 4.6 and 4.7 of
RFC 8126 [BCP26]. The RFC to be published serves as the
docunentation required by Section 4.6 of RFC 8126 [BCP26]. It is the
responsibility of the stream approving body (see Section 5.1 of

[ RFC8729]) to ensure that an approval for the registration by the
Desi gnat ed Expert is obtained before approving the RFC establishing
the registration.

2.2. |ETF Review Wth Expert Review

This policy is identical to a conbination of Sections 4.6 and 4.8 of
RFC 8126 [BCP26]. The RFC to be published serves as the
docunentation required by Section 4.6 of RFC 8126 [BCP26]. It is the
responsibility of the IESGto ensure that an approval for the
registration by the Designated Expert is obtained before approving
the RFC establishing the registration

2.3. Standards Action Wth Expert Revi ew

This policy is identical to a conbination of Sections 4.6 and 4.9 of
RFC 8126 [BCP26], nmirroring the requirements of Section 2.2 narrowed
down to a certain type of RFC to be publi shed.

2.4. |1 ESG Approval Wth Expert Review

This policy is identical to a conbination of either Section 4.5 or
Section 4.6 with Section 4.10 of RFC 8126 [BCP26], depending on the
discretion of the IESG nmentioned in the first paragraph of the latter
section (which may be additionally infornmed by input fromthe

Desi gnated Expert). It is the responsibility of the ESG to ensure
that an approval for the registration by the Designated Expert is
obt ai ned before approving the registration
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3. Early Allocation for Augnmented Registration Policies

Thi s docunent updates RFC 7120 [BCP100] to apply to the augnented
policies defined above in Section 2.1, Section 2.2, and Section 2.3.

For the period of tinme while [BCP100] has not been updated in this
respect, authors of specifications can use text that builds on
Section 8.3 of [RFCI9668], in a section that establishes a new
registry using one of the augmented registration policies:

| [...] The procedure for early | ANA all ocation of "standards track
| code points" defined in [RFC7120] al so applies. Wen such a

| procedure is used, IANA will ask the designated expert(s) to

| approve the early allocation before registration. In addition,

| working group chairs are encouraged to consult the expert(s) early
| during the process outlined in Section 3.1 of [RFC7120].

Specifically:

* Item(a) in Section 2 of RFC 7120 [BCP100] is extended to include
the three augnented policies "RFC Required Wth Expert Review
"I ETF Review Wth Expert Review', and "Standards Action Wth
Expert Review' (see Sections 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3 of the present
docunent, respectively).

* Item(2) in Section 3.1 of RFC 7120 [ BCP100] is anended as
fol | ows:

2. The WG chairs determ ne whether the conditions for early
al | ocati ons described in Section 2 are met, particularly
conditions (c) and (d). For the registration policies defined
in Section 2 of RFC-XXXX, 1 ANA wi |l ask the Designated
Expert(s) to approve the early allocation before registration.
In addition, WG chairs are encouraged to consult the Expert(s)
early during the early allocation process.

/1l RFC editor: please replace XXXX by the RFC number of this docunent
/1 and delete this note.

4. Security Considerations

The security considerations of Section 5 of RFC 7120 [ BCP100] and
Section 12 of RFC 8126 [BCP26] apply. Augmenting registration
policies by Designated Expert involvenent may hel p reduce the
potential of introducing security issues by adding inconsistent or
insecure registrations to a registry.
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5. | ANA Consi derati ons

Thi s docunent is all about procedures that need to be inplenmented by
I ANA, but by itself has no | ANA acti ons.
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Appendi x A.  Usage in Existing Specifications

Thi s appendi x is infornmative.

Exanpl es for RFCs and registries created fromthemthat use
"Standards Action with Expert Review', w thout further explanation of
this usage, include:

*

Several registries of [IANA cose], interpreting Section 11 of
[ RFC9052] in conjunction with the ol der Section 16 of [RFC8152]

Several registries of [IANA ace], interpreting Section 9 of
[ RFC9203]

Section 6 of [RFC9393]

Section 10 of [RFC9528]
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* UUI D Subtypes registry of [IANA uuid], interpreting Section 7.1 of
[ RFC9562]

A.1l. Related Policy Statenents Potentially of Interest
In a nunber of places, [RFC8881] uses phrasing such as:

| Hence, all assignments to the registry are made on a Standards
| Action basis per Section 4.6 of [63], with Expert Review required.

(here, [63] is a reference to RFC 8126 [BCP100]. RFC 8881's
predecessor [RFC5661] used:)

| Al assignnents to the registry are nade on a Standards Action
| basis per Section 4.1 of [55], with Expert Review required.

(here, [55] is a reference to [ RFC5226], the precursor of RFC 8126,
which listed the well-known policies inits Section 4.1.)

[ RFC4430] (witten before [ RFC5226]) uses this phrasing:

| * Assignnent fromthe "RESERVED TO | ANA" range needs Standards
| Action, or non-standards-track RFCs with Expert Review.

Sonewhat unrel ated, [RFC6787] uses the redundant phrase
"Specification Required with Expert Review'. Section 5 of [RFC5797]
uses rel ated phrasing for a nore conplicated requirenent.
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