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Simple Edits (easy and minor changes)

• 8.1.1.2 (9), add "This should be left empty for existing registrations.”

• 8.1.4, change "blank" to "empty" and add ", and this field should be left empty for existing 
registrations.”

• 8.3.3.2 (2), change "after the "Reference" one" to "after the "Reference" field”

And then there are three minor questions we need to resolve in the working group.
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Question 1: Section 8.2, bullet 3

8.2 (3) says:

   Information that is not
   supplied with the registration or supplemental documents should
   be explicitly identified as "Not supplied" or with an explicit
   note pointing to that phrase.

For FCFS (model 2) registrations, I don't think we're expecting nor implying that someone should 
examine supplemental documents to find whether there is significant information there.  Do we 
need to say anything about that explicitly or reword 8.2 (3)?  Or are we fine as it is?

IANA Question: Should we also add a note that says that "For First Come First Served (FCFS) 
registrations (Model 2), only the EHLO Keyword, Description, Contact, and Change Controller fields 
are required"?  This sounds right to me, but we need to confirm that we want to add such a note.
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Question 2: no entry may start in an "X"

8.4 says that all references to 5321 not discussed elsewhere should be replaced with references to 
this document, but IANA notes that the second paragraph of the note at the top of the Service 
Extensions registry says

   As specified in [RFC5321] Section 2.2.2, no entry may be made in this
   registry that starts in an "X".

For now, IANA is not changing that reference because there is no comparable reference in this 
document.

Alexey has pointed out that issue #42 eliminated restrictions on “X”, and we should just remove that 
sentence at this point.  So that means we need a sentence in the IANA Considerations asking IANA 
to do that.
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Question 3: reference to IPv6 address format

The note currently at the top of the Address Literal Tags registry ends with this sentence:

   For IPv6 and other forms of addressing that might eventually be standardized,
   the form consists of a standardized "tag" that identifies the address syntax, a
   colon, and the address itself, in a format specified as part of the IPv6 standards [17]."

The "[17]" there doesn't make sense out of the 5321 context, and the reference has changed 
anyway.  I suggest that the registry header note should change "[17]" to "[RFC5952]".  We would 
just have to put a sentence somewhere in the IANA Considerations that asks IANA to do that.
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