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Specification Required
● Confirming consensus: I-Ds don’t work for permanent Spec 

Required registration unless the WG clears it for a specific 
registry
○ Does the WG have to record this in an RFC? Can the expert 

request WG permission later? 
■ If the latter: for one request, or the registry in general?

○ Post-WG: can an AD (who would notify the Last Call list) make a 
decision for the registry as a whole, or just allow an exceptions 
for a specific I-D-based request? 

○ Note: RFC 7120 early allocation is available only to IETF-stream 
I-Ds

● How does IANA guarantee document permanence? 
○ Can’t guarantee permanence of archive services
○ Can expect to receive permission to store, but perhaps not to 

republish
○ Options: 

■ don’t address this in the document, but pursue internally
■ discuss issues in document, give everyone the option to 

have IANA publish their document in some form
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Specification Required/Early Allocation for SDOs
● Model is RFC 8392, Section 9.1: “the Designated Experts may 

approve registration once they are satisfied that [...] a specification 
will be published.”

● Limiting a type of registration (early allocation, or a special tier of 
Spec Required) to SDOs (rather than 
individuals/projects/enterprises) requires one of the following:
○  SDO identification criteria (not preferred)
○ Tying eligibility to relationship(s) with the IETF or other verifiable 

status 
■ Liaison is too limited – wouldn’t cover, e.g., OpenID

● Could we invoke SDOS in the use case (“an SDO can’t publish 
without numbers”), but not actually limit who can request it?
○ Too much of a burden on experts, registry maintainers?
○ Might only be an issue for SDO specs and I-Ds
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Early Allocation for SDOs: Process Proposal
● SDO needs numbers, can’t publish an interim draft

● Expert is satisfied that permanent publication is imminent
○ Leave this vague?
○ Who checks for publication? How often?

● Expires in one year
○ IANA won’t ask requester to renew (unlike 7120)
○ Assignment remains in place with expiration date visible, unless 

IANA is told to deprecate/obsolete/remove (same as 7120)
○ Can they come back later and request the numbers again?

● Issues:
○ Need input from experts
○ Assumes responsive experts
○ Does this process have a name, or is it just buried in the 

Specification Required procedure? 
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Experts: Advice, Mailing Lists
● Guidance for experts: changing from “should” to “must”

○ Subsection recommended

● Expert review mailing lists
○ Requirements

■ Must name the list (we don’t set it up)
■ Must set deadline for experts

○ Possible requirement/recommendation
■ Applicants write to IANA, we forward to the list with them in 

copy
● Most documents send applicants directly to the list, and the 

experts contact us
● We don’t monitor lists, so requests do get lost

○ Considerations
■ Whether to use an existing list
■ Who can read/subscribe (most lists are public)
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Combined Registration Procedures
● With Expert Review

○ Does this need more info about when to use it? 
■ Currently, just this: “An expert-augmented procedure might 

be appropriate [...] if registry designers want to be sure that 
a specialist checks every proposal for intra-registry 
consistency, particularly if the relevant working group is 
unable to review it."

● Two-tiered (combines IETF/FCFS procedures in a registry 
of strings)
○ Compared to draft-klensin-iana-consid-hybrid:

■ Same registry structure (“regauth” field identifies 
registration as IETF or simple)

■ Same procedure for “simple” (FCFS)
■ Different approach to “IETF”: IETF Review, Standards Action, 

or bespoke IETF Stream document procedure can be used 
(instead of a specific procedure)

■ Is the 8126bis version too flexible/shapeless?
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“Bis” Section Summary
When obsoleting an RFC:

● If the original document contained information for 
registration or expert review, reproduce or point to that 
information

● Always account for existing references
○ These should almost always be replaced
○ Consider whether assignments should be 

obsoleted/deprecated
○ Later documents may have listed that RFC as a reference 

for an assignment; mention references too
○ OK to tell us to act on “all references in the X group” or “all 

but …” rather than list them individually
● When including all or part of previous IANA Considerations 

section:
○ Make it easy for IANA to find the new actions (add a 

subsection)
○ If replicating the whole section, consider placing that in a 

subsection
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Miscellaneous: Consensus Check

● Confirming consensus:

○ We don’t need more detailed definitions of “deprecated” 
and “obsolete”

○ No need to list types of reservations (e.g., “Reserved for 
Future Extension”)

○ No further status section changes required (it may be 
useful, but there’s no single agreed-upon set of entries; it 
can be used to record 
provisional/permanent/deprecated/obsoleted states 
mentioned elsewhere)
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Miscellaneous
● Module section update: Ops AD is OK with “how to describe 

module-related actions” section. Added subsection for YANG 
(refers to 8407bis).

● Note update: unless we’re pointing to an IANA resource, notes at 
the top of a registry (including pointers to expert-operated 
resources) must be approved by an AD.

● Should this document address externally-managed registries 
(e.g., Github instead of an IETF mailing list or IANA request 
tracker)?
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Miscellaneous

● TBA:
○ Update examples (more recent IC sections)
○ Split more sections into subsections
○ Pointer to iana.org/assignments/params registries

● Help page instead of 8126bis:
○ boilerplate
○ XML-related advice/requests

http://iana.org/assignments/params
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