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Updates to the Allocation Policy for the Border Gateway Protocol - Link
State (BGP-LS) Paraneters Registries

Abst ract

RFC 7752 defines the Border Gateway Protocol - Link State (BGP-LS)

| ANA created a registry consistent with that docunent called "Border
Gateway Protocol - Link State (BGP-LS) Paraneters"” with a number of
subregistries. The allocation policy applied by I ANA for those
registries is "Specification Required', as defined in RFC 8126

Thi s docunent updates RFC 7752 by changing the allocation policy for
all of the registries to "Expert Review' and by updating the gui dance
to the designated experts.

Status of This Meno
This is an Internet Standards Track document.

Thi s docunent is a product of the Internet Engineering Task Force
(ITETF). It represents the consensus of the IETF community. It has
recei ved public review and has been approved for publication by the
Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG. Further information on
Internet Standards is available in Section 2 of RFC 7841

I nformati on about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it nmay be obtained at
https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc9029

Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2021 I 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 Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents
(https://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunment. Please review these docunments
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.
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1. I nt roduction

"Nort h-Bound Distribution of Link-State and Traffic Engi neering (TE)
I nformation Using BGP" [ RFC7752] requested |ANA to create a registry
call ed "Border Gateway Protocol - Link State (BGP-LS) Paraneters"”
with a nunmber of subregistries. The allocation policy applied by

| ANA for those registries is "Specification Required", as defined in
[ RFC8126] .

The "Specification Required" policy requires evaluation of any

assi gnnent request by a "designated expert”, and guidelines for any
such experts are given in Section 5.1 of [RFC7752]. |In addition,
this policy requires that "the values and their meani ngs nust be
docunented in a permanent and readily avail able public specification,
in sufficient detail so that interoperability between independent

i mpl ementations is possible" [RFC8126]. Further, the intention

behi nd "pernmanent and readily available" is that "a document can
reasonably be expected to be findable and retrievable |long after | ANA
assi gnnent of the requested val ue" [ RFC8126].

Anot her allocation policy called "Expert Review' is defined in
[ RFC8126]. This policy also requires Expert Review but has no
requirenent for a formal docunent.

Al reviews by designated experts are guided by advice given in the
docunent that defined the registry and set the allocation policy.

Thi s docunent updates [ RFC7752] by changing the allocation policy for
all of the registries to "Expert Review' and updating the gui dance to
the designated experts.

1.1. Requirenents Language
The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMVENDED', "NOT RECOMVENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this document are to be interpreted as described in
BCP 14 [ RFC2119] [RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capitals, as shown here

2. | ANA Consi derations
I ANA maintains a registry called "Border Gateway Protocol - Link
State (BGP-LS) Paraneters”. This registry contains four
subregistries:
*  BGP-LS NLRI - Types
*  BGP-LS Protocol -1Ds
*  BGP-LS Wl | -Known | nstance-1Ds

*  BGP-LS Node Descriptor, Link Descriptor, Prefix Descriptor, and
Attribute TLVs

I ANA has changed the assignment policy for each of these registries
to "Expert Review'

| ANA has al so added this docunent as a reference for the registries
ment i oned above.

2.1. Cuidance for Designated Experts

Section 5.1 of [RFC7752] gives guidance to designated experts. This
section replaces that guidance.

In all cases of review by the designated expert described here, the



desi gnated expert is expected to check the clarity of purpose and use
of the requested code points. The followi ng points apply to the
registries discussed in this docunent:

1. Application for a code point allocation may be made to the
designated experts at any time and MJUST be acconpani ed by
techni cal docunentation explaining the use of the code point.
Such docunentation SHOULD be presented in the formof an
Internet-Draft but MAY arrive in any formthat can be revi ewed
and exchanged anpbngst reviewers.

2. The designated experts SHOULD only consi der requests that arise
frominternet-Drafts that have al ready been accepted as wor ki ng
group docunents or that are planned for progression as AD
Sponsored docunents in the absence of a suitably chartered
wor ki ng group.

3. In the case of working group docunents, the designated experts
MJST check with the working group chairs that there is consensus
within the working group to nmake the allocation at this tine. In

the case of AD Sponsored docunents, the designated experts MJST
check with the AD for approval to nmke the allocation at this
time.

4. 1f the document is not adopted by the IDR Wrking Goup (or its
successor), the designated expert MJST notify the IDR mailing
list (or its successor) of the request and MJUST provi de access to
the docunent. The designated expert MJST allow two weeks for any
response. Any comments received MIST be considered by the
desi gnated expert as part of the subsequent step

5. The designated experts MJST then review t he assi gnnent requests
on their technical nerit. The designated experts MAY raise
issues related to the allocation request with the authors and on
the DR (or successor) mailing list for further consideration
before the assignnents are made

6. The designated expert MJST ensure that any request for a code
poi nt does not conflict with work that is active or already
publ i shed within the | ETF.

7. Once the designated experts have granted approval, |ANA wll
update the registry by marking the all ocated code points with a
reference to the associ ated docunent.

8. In the event that the docunent is a working group docunent or is
AD Sponsored, and that docunment fails to progress to publication
as an RFC, the working group chairs or AD SHOULD contact |1 ANA to
coordi nate about marking the code points as deprecated. A
deprecated code point is not marked as allocated for use and is
not available for allocation in a future document. The WG chairs
may inform | ANA that a deprecated code point can be conpletely
deal l ocated (i.e., made available for new allocations) at any
time after it has been deprecated if there is a shortage of
unal | ocated code points in the registry.

Security Considerations

The security considerations described in Section 8 of [RFC7752] stil
appl y.

Note that the change to the Expert Revi ew gui delines nakes the
registry and the designated experts slightly nore vulnerable to

deni al - of -servi ce attacks through excessive and bogus requests for
code points. It is expected that the registry cannot be effectively
attacked because the designated experts would, thenselves, fall to



any such attack first. Designated experts are expected to report to
the I1DR Wrking Group chairs and responsible Area Director if they
believe an attack to be in progress and should i mediately halt all
requests for allocation. This may tenporarily block all legitimte
requests until mtigations have been put in place.
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