I nt ernet Engi neering Task Force (I ETF) S. Hol | enbeck
Request for Comments: 7451 Verisign Labs
Cat egory: | nformational February 2015
| SSN: 2070-1721

Ext ensi on Registry for the Extensible Provisioning Protocol
Abst r act

The Extensible Provisioning Protocol (EPP) includes features to add
functionality by extending the protocol. It does not, however,
descri be how t hose extensions are managed. This docunent describes a
procedure for the registration and managenent of extensions to EPP,
and it specifies a format for an I ANA registry to record those

ext ensi ons.

Status of This Meno

This docunent is not an Internet Standards Track specification; it is
published for informational purposes.

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. Not all docunents
approved by the I ESG are a candidate for any |evel of Internet

St andard; see Section 2 of RFC 5741.

I nformation about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it may be obtai ned at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7451

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2015 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunment authors. All rights reserved.

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the I ETF Trust’s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(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 docunment nust
include Sinplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided wi thout warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.
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1. Introduction

Domai n nanme registries inplenment a variety of operational and

busi ness nodels. The differences in these nodels nake it inpossible
to develop a "one size fits all" provisioning protocol; the

Ext ensi bl e Provi sioning Protocol [RFC5730] was designed to focus on a
m ni mal set of common functionality with built-in extension
capabilities that allow new features to be specified on an "as
needed" basis. @uidelines for extending EPP are docunented in RFC
3735 [ RFC3735] .

RFCs 3735 and 5730 do not descri be how extensi on devel opnent can be
managed and coordinated. This has led to a situation in which server
operators can devel op different extensions to address sinilar needs,
such as the provisioning of Value Added Tax (VAT) information
Cients then need to support multiple extensions that serve sinlar
purposes, and interoperability suffers as a result.

An | ANA registry can be used to hel p nanage and coordinate the

devel opnent of protocol extensions. This docunent describes an | ANA
registry that will be used to coordinate the devel opnent of EPP

ext ensi ons.
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2. Extension Specification and Registration Procedure

This section describes the format of an | ANA registry and the
procedures used to popul ate and nmanage registry entries.

2.1. Extension Specification

This registry uses the "Specification Required" policy described in
RFC 5226 [ RFC5226]. An English | anguage version of the extension
specification will be referenced fromthe registry, though non-
English versions of the specification may al so be provided. Note
that Section 2.1 of RFC 3735 [ RFC3735] provides specific guidelines
for docunenting EPP extensions.

Note that the "Specification Required" policy inplies review by a
"designated expert". Section 3 of RFC 5226 [ RFC5226] describes the
rol e of designated experts and the function they perform

2.1.1. Designated Expert Evaluation Criteria

A high-1evel description of the role of the designated expert is
described in Section 3.2 of RFC 5226 [ RFC5226]. Specific guidelines
for the appointnment of designated experts and the eval uati on of EPP
ext ensi ons are provided here.

The | ESG shoul d appoint a snall pool of individuals (perhaps 3 - 5)
to serve as designated experts, as described in Section 3.2 of RFC
5226 [RFC5226]. The pool should have a single adnministrative chair
who is appointed by the ESG The designated experts should use the
existing eppext mailing list (eppext@etf.org) for public discussion
of registration requests. This inplies that the mailing list should
remai n open after the work of the EPPEXT working group has concl uded.

Ext ensi ons shoul d be evaluated for architectural soundness using the
gui del i nes described in RFC 3735 [ RFC3735], including the Security
Consi derations section of that docunent. Expert evaluation should
explicitly include consideration of the privacy consequences of
proposed extensions, and, at a nininmum ensure that any privacy
considerations are fully documented in the relevant specification(s).

The results of the evaluation should be shared via email with the
registrant and the eppext mailing list. |Issues discovered during the
eval uation can be corrected by the registrant, and those corrections
can be subnmitted to the designated experts until the designated
experts explicitly decide to accept or reject the registration
request. The designated experts nust make an explicit decision and
that decision nust be shared via email with the registrant and the
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eppext mailing list. |If the specification for an extension is an
| ETF Standards Track document, no reviewis required by the
desi gnat ed expert.

Desi gnat ed experts should be permissive in their eval uation of
requests to register extensions that have been inpl enented and

depl oyed by at | east one registry/registrar pair. This inplies that
it may indeed be possible to register multiple extensions that
provide the same functionality. Requests to register extensions that
have not been depl oyed should be evaluated with a goal of reducing
functional duplication. A potential registrant who subnmts a request
to register a new, un-deployed extension that includes sinlar
functionality to an existing, registered extension should be nade
aware of the existing extension. The registrant should be asked to
reconsi der their request given the existence of a sinilar extension
Shoul d they decline to do so, perceived simlarity should not be a
sufficient reason for rejection as long as all other requirenents are
met .

2.2. Registration Procedure

The registry contains information describing each registered
extension. Registry entries are created and managed by sendi ng forns
to | ANA that describe the extension and the operation to be perforned
on the registry entry.

2.2.1. Required Information

Name of Extension: A case-insensitive, ASCI| text string that
contains the nanme of the extension specification. Non-ASCl
representations of the extension name can be included in the "Notes"
descri bed bel ow

Docunent Status: The docunent status ("Informational", "Standards
Track", etc.) of the specification document. For docunments that are
not RFCs, this will always be "Infornmational".

Ref erence: A publicly available reference to the specification of
this extension. This could be an RFC nunmber or sonme other pointer to
t he docunent defining the extension

Regi strant Nane and Enail Address: The nane and enmil|l address of the
person that is responsible for nmanaging the registry entry. |If the
registration is of an | ETF Standards Track document, this can sinply
be listed as "I ESG <iesg@etf.org>".
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TLDs: A text string containing the top-level domain nanme (or donain
names), including the preceding ".", for which the extension has been
specified (e.g., ".org"). |If there are nultiple TLDs, they are given
as a list of dommin nanes separated by commas, (e.g. ".conf, ".net").
Internationalized Domain Name (IDN) TLDs should be specified in
A-1abel [RFC5890] format. |If the extension is not associated with a
specific top-level donmmin, the case-insensitive text string "Any" can
be used to indicate that.

| PR Di sclosure: A pointer to any Intellectual Property Rights (I1PR

di scl osure docunment(s) related to this extension, or "None" may be
used if there are no such disclosures. This can be an I PR disclosure
filed with the IETF in accordance with RFC 3979 [ RFC3979] as updated
by RFC 4879 [ RFC4879] if the extension is part of an | ETF
Contribution, or it can be other |PR disclosure docunments identifying
the clained intellectual property rights and terns of use for
extensions that are not part of an I ETF Contribution.

Status: Either "Active" or "lnactive". The "Active" status is used
for extensions that are currently inplenmented and in use. The
"Inactive" status is used for extensions that are not inplenented or
are otherw se not being used.

Notes: Either "None" or other text that describes optional notes to
be included with the registered extension. |If the Status value is
"Inactive", text should be included to describe how and when this
state was reached
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The required information nmust be formatted consistently using the
following registration form Formfield nanmes and val ues nay appear

on the sane |ine.

----- BEGA N FORM - - - -

Nanme of Extension:

<text string> (quotes are optional)
Docunment Status: <docunent status>

Ref erence: <RFC nunber, URL, etc.>

Regi strant Name and Email Address:
<regi strant nane>, <enmil address>

TLDs: "Any"|<one or nore TLD text strings separated by comas>

| PR Di scl osure: "None"| <URL>
Status: "Active"|"lnactive"

Not es: "None"| <opti onal text>
----- END FORM - - - -
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Exanpl e formwi th RFC specification:

----- BEG N FORM - - - -

Nanme of Extension:

"An Extension RFC for the Extensible Provisioning Protocol (EPP)"

Docurment St at us:
St andards Track

Ref er ence:
RFC XXXX

Regi strant Nane and Enail Address:
| ESG <iesg@etf.org>

TLDs: Any
I PR Di scl osure: None
Status: Active

Not es: None
----- END FORM - - - -

Exanpl e formwi th non- RFC specification:
----- BEG N FORM - - - -
Nane of Extension:

"An Exanpl e Extension for the .exanple Top-Level Domain"

Docurent St at us:
| nf or mat i onal

Ref er ence:
htt p: // www. exanpl e. conf ht nl / exanpl e- epp- ext . t xt

Regi strant Nane and Enail Address:
John Doe, jdoe@xanple.com

TLDs: .exanple

| PR Di scl osure:
http://ww. exanpl e. cont i pr/ exanpl e- epp-ext-ipr. htnl

Status: Active

Not es: None
----- END FORM - - - -
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2.2.3. Registration Processing

Regi strants should send each registration formto IANA with a single
record for incorporation into the registry. Send the formvia emil
to <i ana@ana.org> or conplete the online formfound on the | ANA web
site. The subject line should indicate whether the enclosed form
represents an insertion of a new record (indicated by the word

"I NSERT" in the subject line) or a replacenent of an existing record
(indicated by the word "MODI FY" in the subject line). At no tine can
a record be deleted fromthe registry. On receipt of the
registration request, TANA will initiate review by the designated
expert(s), who will evaluate the request using the criteria in
Section 2.1.1 in consultation with the eppext nmailing |ist.

2.2.4. Updating Registry Entries

When submitting changes to existing registry entries, include text in
the "Notes" field of the registration formdescribing the change.
Under nornal circunstances, registry entries are only to be updated
by the registrant. |If the registrant beconmes unavail abl e or

ot herwi se unresponsi ve, the designated expert can subnmit a
registration formto I ANA to update the registrant information
Entries can change state from"Active" to "lnactive" and back again
as long as state-change requests conformto the processing
requirenents identified in this docunent. |In addition to entries
that becone "lInactive" due to a lack of inplenentation, entries for
whi ch a specification beconmes consistently unavail abl e over tine
shoul d be marked "l nactive" by the designated expert until the
speci fication again becones reliably avail abl e.

3. | ANA Consi derati ons

| ANA has created the "Extensions for the Extensible Provisioning
Protocol (EPP)" registry to manage EPP extensions. This registry has
its own heading on I ANA's protocol listings. The information to be
regi stered and the procedures to be followed in popul ating the
registry are described in Section 2.

Name of registry: Extensions for the Extensible Provisioning Protoco
( EPP)

Section at http://ww.iana. org/ protocols:
Registry Title: Extensions for the Extensible Provisioning
Pr ot ocol (EPP)
Regi stry Nane: Extensions for the Extensible Provisioning
Pr ot ocol (EPP)
Regi stration Procedure: Specification Required
Ref erence: this docunent
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Required information: See Section 2.2.1.

Revi ew process: "Specification Required" as described in RFC 5226
[ RFC5226] .

Size, format, and syntax of registry entries: See Section 2.2.1.
Initial assignments and reservations:

----- BEG N FORM - - - -

Nanme of Extension:

"Domai n Registry Grace Period Mapping for the

Ext ensi bl e Provi si oni ng Protocol (EPP)"

Docurent St at us:
St andards Track

Ref er ence:
RFC 3915

Regi strant Name and Email Address:
| ESG <iesg@etf.org>

TLDs: Any
| PR Di scl osure: None
Status: Active

Not es: None
----- END FORM - - - -
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----- BEG N FORM - - - -

Name of Extension:

"E. 164 Number Mapping for the

Ext ensi bl e Provi si oni ng Protocol (EPP)"

Docunent St at us:
St andards Track

Ref er ence:
RFC 4114

Regi strant Nane and Enail Address:
| ESG <iesg@etf.org>

TLDs: Any
| PR Di scl osure: None
Status: Active

Not es: None
----- END FORM - - - -

----- BEG N FORM - - - -

Name of Extension:

"ENUM Val i dation I nformation Mapping for the
Ext ensi bl e Provi si oni ng Protocol"

Docunent St at us:
St andards Track

Ref er ence:
RFC 5076

Regi strant Nane and Enmmil Address:
| ESG <iesg@etf.org>

TLDs: Any
| PR Di scl osure: None
Status: Active

Not es: None
----- END FORM - - - -
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----- BEG N FORM - - - -

Name of Extension:

"Dormai n Name System (DNS) Security Extensions Mapping for the
Ext ensi bl e Provi si oni ng Protocol (EPP)"

Docunent St at us:
St andards Track

Ref er ence:
RFC 5910

Regi strant Nane and Enail Address:
| ESG <iesg@etf.org>

TLDs: Any
| PR Di scl osure: None
Status: Active

Not es: None
----- END FORM - - - -

In addition, the formused to popul ate and nmanage the registry wll
be added to the table of Protocol Registration Forns maintained by
I ANA.

4. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent introduces no new security considerations to EPP.

However, extensions should be eval uated according to the Security

Consi derations of RFC 3735 [ RFC3735].
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