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1. Introduction

Internet Protocol Version 6 (I1Pv6) and its address space are defined
by [STD86] and [ RFC4291]. The managenent of the | Pv6 address space
was del egated to | ANA by [ RFC1881], sone years before the



rel ati onship between the | ETF and | ANA was fornmalized [ RFC2860] and
registry details were clarified [ RFC7020] [ RFC7249].

Cccasionally, | Pve address space allocations are performed outside
the scope of routine allocations to Regional Internet Registries
(RIRs). For exanple, a substantial allocation was requested by an

| ETF docunent approved by the | ESG [ RFC9602], which noved the range
5f00::/16 fromthe "I Pv6 Address Space" registry [ ANAL] to the "I Pv6
Speci al - Pur pose Address Space" registry [ ANA3].

At the time of witing, the allocation policy in the "IPv6 Address
Space" registry [I ANA1] was shown as "I ESG approval ", whereas a nore
stringent policy is appropriate for major allocations. The present
docunent therefore strengthens the approval |evel needed for non-
routi ne address allocations, which requires an update to [ RFC7249].

Thi s docunent also clarifies the status of [RFC1881]. This
clarification is necessary because [ RFC1881], a joint publication of
the 1AB and I ESG foll owing an | ETF Last Call, was incorrectly listed
in the RFC index at the tinme of witing as "Legacy", whereas it is
part of the | ETF Stream [ RFC8729].

Approval Level of IPv6 Address Allocations

Portions of the I Pv6 address space are shown in the registry as
"Reserved by IETF" [IANAl]. This is the address space held in
reserve for future use if ever the 125-bit unicast space (2000::/3)
is found i nadequate or inappropriate.

[ RFC1881] did not specify an allocation policy for this space. At
some point, IANA [isted "I ESG approval". As defined in [BCP26], this
is a rather weak requirenent ("Although there is no requirenent that
the request be docunented in an RFC, the | ESG has the discretion to
request docunents...") and is "a fall-back nechanismin the case
where one of the other all owabl e approval nechani sns cannot be

enpl oyed. .. ".

For sonmething as inportant as the najority of the spare | Pv6 address
space, this process is clearly insufficient. The present docunent
replaces the "I ESG approval " process by the "I ETF Revi ew' process as
defined by [BCP26]. The stricter "Standards Action" policy is not
consi dered necessary, because there may be cases where opening up a
new range of address space does not in fact require a new protoco

st andar d.

It may be noted that the allocation for [ RFC9602], which was
processed as a working group docunent, did indeed follow the nore
stringent "I ETF Revi ew' process proposed by this docunent. |ndeed,
the other two related registries [I ANA2] [I ANA3] cite the "I ETF
Revi ew' policy, consistent with [ RFC7249].

Thi s docunent therefore extends the first paragraph of Section 2.3 of
[ RFC7249] as fol |l ows:

QLD

| The vast bulk of the IPv6 address space (approximately 7/8ths of

| the whol e address space) is reserved by the | ETF [ RFC4291], with

| the expectation that further assignment of globally unique unicast
| address space will be made fromthis reserved space in accordance
| wth future needs.

NEW

| The vast bulk of the |IPv6 address space (approximtely 7/8ths of
| the whol e address space) is reserved by the | ETF [ RFC4291], with



| the expectation that further assignment of globally unique unicast
| address space will be made fromthis reserved space in accordance
| wth future needs, through "I ETF Review' as defined in [BCP26].

3. | ANA Consi derati ons

| ANA has updated the registration procedure of the "I Pv6 Address
Space" registry [IANAL] to "I ETF Review'.

4. Security Considerations

The security considerations of [RFC7249] apply. Wile having no
direct security inpact, carefully reviewed address allocation
mechani sns are necessary to ensure operational address
accountability.
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