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| ANA Al |l ocation GQuidelines for the Protocol Field
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.

Abst r act

Thi s docunent revises the | ANA guidelines for allocating new Protocol
field values in I Pv4 header. It nodifies the rules specified in RFC
2780 by removing the Expert Review option. The change will also
affect the allocation of Next Header field values in |Pv6.

1. Introduction

Thi s docunent revises the | ANA gui delines [ RFC2780] for allocating
new Protocol field values in |IPv4 header [ RFC0791]. The change will
al so be applicable for 1Pv6, as the I ANA guidelines for |Pv6 Next
Header val ues [ RFC2460] allocation refer to the | Pv4d guidelines.

Previously, RFC 2780 allowed such allocations to happen through | ESG
Approval , Standards action, or Expert Review processes

[ RFC2780] [ RFC2434] . The Expert Revi ew process was specified to be
used only in the case where a non-di scl osure agreenment was invol ved:

| ANA al |l ocates values fromthe | Pv4 Protocol nane space foll ow ng
an Expert Review, |ESG Approval or Standards Action process. The
Expert Revi ew process should only be used in those special cases
where non-di scl osure information is involved. In these cases the
expert(s) should be designated by the |IESG

The need for the Standards Action rule is obvious as the | ETF keeps
devel opi ng new protocols. It is equally obvious that there is a need
to all ow experinmental allocations in this space; see RFC 4727

[ RFCAT27] for an exanple. Simlarly, there are cases when it nakes
sense to allocate values out of this space for other non-Standards
Track or non-|ETF uses. However, the size of the field is 256

val ues, and 55% of these were in use at the tinme this docunent was
witten. As a result, a sanity check is needed to ensure that
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al | ocations are not nade needlessly. RFC 2780 specifies the | ESG
Approval rule to take care of these sanity checks for the non-
Standards Track cases. The judgnment call can take into account the
exi stence of a stable protocol specification, constituency that wants
to use it, need to avoid duplicated allocations for the sane purpose,
whet her protocol nunber allocation is the right solution for this
probl em as opposed to, say, a TCP port, and so on

However, we now believe that the non-disclosure agreenment option is
not appropriate for allocations in this space. Traditionally, non-
di scl osure agreenents have been used by the | ANA when a conpany was
devel oping a proprietary protocol and did not want to di scl ose new
areas of research or future products. The protocol space is limted
enough that we no longer believe that it is reasonable to use the
resource for such proprietary protocols. Thus, we believe that

al l ocations should only be made using the | ESG Approval or Standards
Action processes when there are public specifications that can be
revi ened.

As a result, this docunent revises the RFC 2780 rul es by renoving the
option for Expert Review for the I Pv4 Protocol and | Pv6 Next Header
fields. This document takes no position on the allocation of other
paraneters with non-di scl osure agreenents, as those paraneters may
require different policies.

2. | ANA Consi derati ons

Thi s docunent replaces the RFC 2780 Section 4.3 rule [ RFC2780] with
the foll ow ng:

| ANA al |l ocates values fromthe | Pv4 Protocol nane space foll ow ng
an | ESG Approval or Standards Action process.

Thi s docunent al so nakes an inplicit change to the rule for the IPv6
Next Header field in Section 5.3 of RFC 2780. That rule refers to
the rule in Section 4.3 of the sane RFC. From now on, this reference
shoul d be understood to refer to the rule revised here, i.e., wthout
t he Expert Review option

3. Security Considerations

This specification does not change the security properties of the
af fected protocols.
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Appendi x A, Changes from RFC 2780
Section 4.3 from RFC 2780 has been changed from

| ANA al |l ocates values fromthe | Pv4 Protocol nane space foll ow ng
an Expert Review, |ESG Approval or Standards Action process. The
Expert Revi ew process should only be used in those special cases
wher e non-di sclosure information is involved. |In these cases the
expert(s) should be designated by the | ESG

to:

| ANA al |l ocates values fromthe | Pv4 Protocol nane space foll ow ng
an | ESG Approval or Standards Action process.

In addition, RFC 2780 Section 5.3 reference to | Pv4 rul es should be
understood to refer to the rule revised here, i.e., wthout the
Expert Revi ew option.
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C The | ETF Trust (2008).

This docunment is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGAN ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR |'S SPONSCORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SCCI ETY, THE | ETF TRUST AND
THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS
OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LIM TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF
THE | NFORVATI 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.

Intell ectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intellectual Property Rights or other rights that nmight be clained to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunent or the extent to which any |icense under such rights

m ght or might not be available; nor does it represent that it has
made any independent effort to identify any such rights. [Information
on the procedures with respect to rights in RFC docunents can be
found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of I PR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nade available, or the result of an
attenpt nade to obtain a general |icense or permission for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe | ETF on-line |IPR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr.

The 1ETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that may cover technology that may be required to inpl enent
this standard. Please address the information to the |ETF at
ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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