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Abst r act

RFC 4412 defines the "Resource-Priority Nanespaces" and "Resource-
Priority Priority-values" registries. The managenent policy of these
registries is "Standards Action". This docunent normatively updates
RFC 4412 to change the managenent policy of these registries to "I ETF
Revi ew'.

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

This docunent is a product of the Internet Engi neering Task Force
(IETF). It represents the consensus of the |IETF comunity. 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 5741.

I nformation about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it nay be obtained at
http://ww rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7134.

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2014 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
document authors. All rights reserved.

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents
(http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunent. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunment. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunent nust
include Sinplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided wthout warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.
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1. Introduction

[ RFC4412] defines the "Resource-Priority Nanespaces" and "Resource-
Priority Priority-values" registries. The managenent policy of these
registries is "Standards Action" [RFC5226]. Experience suggests that
a docunent that only defines a new nanespace with its priorities, and
does not create new protocol semantics, should not be a Standards-

Track docunent. Therefore, this docunent updates [RFC4412] to change

t he managenent policy of the registries to "I ETF Revi ew'.
2. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent does not introduce any security considerations beyond
t hose di scussed in [ RFC4412].

3. | ANA Consi der ati ons

| ANA has changed the nanagenent policy of the "Resource-Priority
Nanmespaces" and "Resource-Priority Priority-values" registries to
"| ETF Revi ew' [RFC5226].
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