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Status of this Meno

Thi s docunent specifies an Internet Best Current Practices for the
Internet Conmunity, and requests discussion and suggestions for
i nprovenents. Distribution of this neno is unlimted.
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Abstract

Thi s docunent describes updates to the Internet Assigned Nunbers
Authority (I ANA) considerations for the Layer Two Tunneling Protocol
(L2TP).
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1. Introduction

Thi s docunent provides gui dance to the Internet Assigned Numbers
Authority (I ANA) regarding the registration of values related to the
Layer Two Tunneling Protocol (L2TP), defined in [RFC2661], in
accordance with BCP 26, [RFC2434].
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1.1 Term nol ogy

The following terns are used here with the nmeanings defined in
BCP 26: "nane space", "assigned value", "registration"

The following policies are used here with the neanings defined in
BCP 26: "Private Use", "First Come First Served", "Expert Review'
"Specification Required", "IETF Consensus", "Standards Action".

2. | ANA Consi derations

L2TP [ RFC2661] defines a nunber of "magic" nunbers to be naintained
by the ANA. This section updates the criteria to be used by the
| ANA to assign additional nunbers in each of these lists.

Each of the values identified in this docunent that require a
registration criteria update are currently maintained by | ANA and
have a range of values fromO to 65 535, of which a very snall nunber
have been allocated (the maxi mum nunber all ocated w thin any one
range is 46) [L2TP-1ANA]. G ven the nature of these values, it is
not expected that any will ever run into a resource allocation
problemif registration allocation requirenments are relaxed from
their current state.

The recomended criteria changes for | ANA registration are listed in
the followi ng sections. In one case, the registration criteriais
currently defined as First Conme First Served and should be nade nore
strict, others are defined as | ETF Consensus and need to be rel axed.
The rel axation from | ETF Consensus is notivated by specific cases in
whi ch val ues that were never intended to be vendor-specific have had
to enter early field trials or be released in generally avail abl e
products w th vendor-specific values while awaiting docunments to be
formalized. |In nost cases, this results in products that have to
support both the vendor-specific value and | ETF val ue indefinitely.

For registration requests where a Designated Expert should be
consul ted, the responsible | ESG Area Director should appoint the
Desi gnat ed Expert.

For registration requests requiring Expert Review, the Designated
Expert should consult relevant Wss as appropriate (e.g., the I 2tpext
WG at the tinme of this witing).

The basic guideline for the Expert Review process will be to approve

the assignnment of a value only if there is a docunment being advanced
that clearly defines the values to be assigned, and there is active
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i mpl enent ati on devel oprment (perhaps entering early field or
interoperability trails, requiring assigned values to proceed without
having to resort to a chosen vendor-specific method).

2.1 Control Message AVPs

| ANA nanages the "Control Message Attribute Val ue Pairs" [L2TP-1 ANA]
name space, of which 0 - 46 have been assigned. The criteria for
assignnment was originally | ETF Consensus. Further val ues should be
assi gned upon Expert Review.

2.2 Message Type AVP Val ues

| ANA nanages the "Message Type AVP (Attribute Type 0) Val ues" [L2TP-
| ANA] nane space, of which O - 16 have been assigned. The criteria
for assignment was originally |IETF Consensus. Further val ues should
be assigned upon Expert Review

2.3 Result Code AVP Val ues

I ANA naintains a list of "Result Code values for the StopCCN

message, " "Result Code values for the CDN nessage,"” and "General
Error Codes"™ [L2TP-1ANA]. The criteria for Error Code assignnment was
originally First Cone First Served, and the criteria for CDN and

St opCCN Result Codes were originally | ETF Consensus. Further val ues
for all Result and Error codes shoul d be assigned upon Expert Review.

2.4 Remai ni ng Val ues

Al criteria for L2TP val ues mai ntai ned by | ANA and not nentioned
specifically in this docunent renmai n unchanged.
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4. Security Considerations

This focuses on | ANA consi derations, and does not have security
consi derati ons.
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froman internet docunent on EAP | ANA Consi derati ons authored by
Ber nard Aboba.
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7. Full Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2002). Al Rights Reserved.

Thi s docunent and translations of it nmay be copied and furnished to
others, and derivative works that comment on or otherwi se explain it
or assist in its inplenentation may be prepared, copied, published
and distributed, in whole or in part, w thout restriction of any

ki nd, provided that the above copyright notice and this paragraph are
i ncluded on all such copies and derivative works. However, this
docunent itself may not be nodified in any way, such as by renoving
the copyright notice or references to the Internet Society or other
I nternet organi zati ons, except as needed for the purpose of
devel opi ng Internet standards in which case the procedures for
copyrights defined in the Internet Standards process nust be
followed, or as required to translate it into | anguages other than
Engl i sh.

The linited perm ssions granted above are perpetual and will not be
revoked by the Internet Society or its successors or assigns.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein is provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG
TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M5 ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG
BUT NOT LIM TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF 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.
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