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Abst r act

This meno di scusses earlier allocation of code points by | ANA as a
remedy to the problemcreated by the "Standards Action" | ANA policy
for protocols for which, by the | ETF process, inplenmentation and
depl oynent experience is desired or required prior to publication

1. Introduction

In Standards Track RFCs, there is often a need to allocate code

poi nts for various objects, nessages, or other protocol entities so
that inplenmentations can interoperate. Many of these code point
spaces have registries handled by the Internet Assigned Number
Authority (1 ANA). Several |ANA allocation policies are described in
RFC 2434 [2434]. Sone of them such as First Cone First Served or
Expert Review, do not require a formal | ETF action before the | ANA
performs allocation. However, in situations where code points are a
scarce resource and/or the | ETF comunity is willing to retain tight
control of the protocol, policies such as | ESG Approval, |ETF
Consensus, or Standards Action have been used. The Standards Action
policy represents a problemin situations where inplenmentation and/or
depl oynent experience are desired or required for the Standards

Acti on.

To break the deadl ock, "pre-RFC' inpl enentations have sonetines
sinmply chosen sone "seemningly unused" code points; these may turn out
to be different fromthose |ater assigned by IANA. To nake natters
worse, these "pre-RFC' inplenmentations are often deployed. This
creates several potential interoperability problenms between early
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i mpl erent ati ons and i nplenentations of the final standard, as
descri bed bel ow

1. 1ANA allocates code points different fromthose that early
i mpl ement ati ons assuned woul d be allocated. Early inplenentations
won't interoperate with standard ones.

2. 1 ANA allocates code points used silently for other extensions.
Different extensions will collide.

This gets in the way of the mmin purpose of standards; nanely, to
facilitate interoperable inplenentations.

It is easy to say that pre-RFC i nmpl enentations should be kept private
and shoul d not be depl oyed; however, both the I ength of the standards
process and the i mmense value of early inplenentations and early

depl oynents suggest finding a better solution. As an exanple, in the
case of docunents produced by Wrking Goups in the Routing Area, a
pre-RFC i npl ementation is highly desirable and sonetimes even
required, and early deployments provide useful feedback on the
techni cal and operational quality of the specification

This nmeno proposes that, under strictly controlled circunstances,

| ANA nake an early allocation of code points. The nmenpo |ays out the
conditions for early allocation, as well as the process to be
followed; it also says how these allocations are dealt with in the
event of a failure in the process (such as the RFC not being
publ i shed) .

This meno only addresses the early allocation of code points from
spaces whose allocation policy is "Standards Action" [2434] AND that
have been amended to permit early allocation. This pernission nust
be granted by the IESG and code spaces with perm ssion for early

al | ocati on nust be marked as such in the 1 ANA registry.

2. Conditions for Early Allocation

The foll owi ng conditions nust hold before a request may be nmade for
early allocation of code points:

a) The code points nust be froma space designated as "Standards
Action", anmended by | ESG approval to pernit Early Allocation

b) The format, semantics, processing, and other rules related to
handl ing the protocol entities defined by the code points
(henceforth called "specifications") nust be adequately described
in an Internet draft that is proposed as Standards Track
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c)

d)

| f
do

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.

There is sufficient interest in early (pre-RFC) inplenentation and
depl oynent in the community.

conditions (a) or (b) are not net, then the processes in this meno
not apply.

3. Process for Early Allocation

There are three processes associated with early allocation: making
the request for code points; follow ng up on the request; and
revoking an early allocation. It cannot be enphasized enough that
these processes nmust have a mininal inpact on | ANA itself, or they
will not be feasible

The processes described bel ow assunme that the docunment in question is
the product of an |ETF Working Group. If this is not the case,
replace "Ws chairs” below with "shepherding Area Director”.

3. 1.

Request

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

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

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

The WG chairs determ ne whether the conditions for early
al l ocations described in section 2 are net; particularly,
conditions (c) and (d).

The WG chairs gauge whether there is consensus within the W5 t hat
early allocation is appropriate in the case of the given docunent.

If it is, with the approval of the Area Director(s), the W5 chairs
request 1ANA to nake an early allocation

| ANA nakes an allocation fromthe appropriate registry, marking it
as "tenporary", valid for a period of one year fromthe date of

all ocation. The date of allocation should al so be recorded in the
registry and nmade visible to the public.
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Note that Internet Drafts should not include a specific value of a
code point until this value has been formally allocated by | ANA

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 made 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 so allocated, in the | ANA Considerations
section of the RFC-to-be. Allocation is then just a matter of
renoving the "tenporary" tag fromthe allocation description

3.3. Expiry

If early allocations expire before the docunent progresses to the
poi nt where | ANA nornally nmakes al |l ocations, the authors and WG
chairs may follow an abbrevi ated version of the process in section
3.1 to request renewal of the code points. At nost, one renewa
request may be made; thus, authors shoul d choose carefully when the
original request is to be nade.

As an exception to the above rule, under rare circunstances, nore
than one allocation renewal nmay be justified. Al such renewal
requests nust be reviewed by the |ESG  The renewal request to the

| ESG nust include the reasons why such renewal is necessary, and the
WG s plans regarding the specification

If a followup request is not made, or the docunent fails to progress
to a Standards Track RFC, the WG chairs are responsible for informng
| ANA that the code points are to be marked "deprecated" (and are not
to be allocated). The WG chairs are further responsible for
inform ng | ANA when the deprecated code points can be conpletely de-
all ocated (i.e., nade available for new allocations).
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In particular, it is not |ANA's responsibility to track the status of
all ocations, their expiration, or when they may be re-all ocat ed.

Note that if a docunment is subnitted for reviewto the | ESG and at
the tine of subm ssion sone early allocations are valid (not
expired), these allocations should not be expired while the docunent
is under | ESG consideration or waiting in the RFC Editor’s queue
after approval by the | ESG

4. | ANA Consi derati ons

Thi s docunent defines procedures for early allocation of code points
in the registries with the Standards Action policy and as such
directly affects | ANA functions.

5. Normmtive References

[2434] Narten, T. and H Alvestrand, "Quidelines for Witing an | ANA
Consi derations Section in RFCs", BCP 26, RFC 2434, Cctober
1998.

6. Security Considerations

It is inportant to keep in nmind 'denial of service' attacks on | ANA
as a result of the processes in this nmeno. There are two that are

i medi at el y obvi ous: depletion of code space by early allocations and
process overloading of 1ANA itself. The processes described here
attenpt to alleviate both of these, but they should be subject to
scrutiny to ensure this.

7. Acknow edgenent s

Many thanks to Bert Wjnen, Adrian Farrel, and Bill Fenner for their
i nput .

Konpella & Zinin Best Current Practice [ Page 5]



RFC 4020 Early Allocation of Standard Code Points February 2005

Aut hors’ Addresses

Kireeti Konpella

Juni per Networ ks

1194 N. Mathil da Ave
Sunnyval e, CA 94089 USA

EMail: kireeti @ uni per. net
Al ex Zinin

Al cat el

701 E Mddlefield Rd
Mountain Vi ew, CA 94043

EMai | : zi ni n@sg. com

Konpella & Zinin Best Current Practice [ Page 6]



RFC 4020 Early Allocation of Standard Code Points February 2005

Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2005).

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 AND THE | NTERNET
ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED

I NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE CF THE

| NFORMATI 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

Intellectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that mght be clainmed to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunment or the extent to which any |license under such rights

m ght or might not be avail able; nor does it represent that it has
made any i ndependent effort to identify any such rights. [Information
on the IETF s procedures with respect to rights in | ETF Docunments can
be found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of I PR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nade available, or the result of an
attenpt made to obtain a general |icense or permssion 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 IETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that nmay cover technology that nay be required to inpl enent
this standard. Please address the information to the IETF at ietf-
ipr@etf.org.
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