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Abst ract

Uni form Resource Names (URNs) are intended to serve as persistent,

| ocati on-i ndependent, resource identifiers. To structure and
organi ze their usage, the URN syntax specifies a hierarchy that

hori zontally divides the set of possible URNs into "URN Nanespaces"
that can be individually defined and nanaged. URN Nanespaces in
particul ar serve to nmap existing identifier systens into the URN
system and t hereby nake avail abl e generic, network-based resol ution
services for the identified docunents, artifacts, and other objects
(and their netadata).

To actually | everage such synergetic advantage, URN nanespaces heed
to be specified in a conparabl e nmanner, and their Nanespace
Identifiers (NIDs) need to be registered with | ANA, so that nam ng
conflicts are avoided and inplementers of services can follow a
structured approach in support of various namespaces, guided by the
registry to the related docunents and the particularities of specific
nanespaces, as described in these nanespace registration docunents.

Thi s docunment serves as a guidleline for authors of URN Nanespace
definition and registration docunents. It describes the essential
content of such docunents and how they shall be structured to all ow
readers fanmilar with the schenme to quickly assess the properties of a
specific URN Namespace. Further, this RFC describes the process to
be followed to get a URN Nanespace regi stered with | ANA

This docunment is a conpani on docunent to the revised URN Synt ax
specification, RFC 2141bis; it supersedes and repl aces RFC 3406

Di scussi on
This draft version has been obtained by inmporting the text from RFC
3406 into nmodern tools and making a first round of updating steps.
It is aninitial chartered work itemof the URNBI S WG

Di scussion of this meno utilizes the urn@etf.org mailing list.
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Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at http://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and nay be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress.”

This Internet-Draft will expire on June 20, 2011
Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2010 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | 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 docunments
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunent. 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 without warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.

This docunment may contain material from | ETF Docunents or |ETF
Contri butions published or nmade publicly avail abl e before Novenber
10, 2008. The person(s) controlling the copyright in sone of this
materi al may not have granted the I ETF Trust the right to all ow

nodi fications of such material outside the | ETF Standards Process.
Wt hout obtaining an adequate license fromthe person(s) controlling
the copyright in such materials, this docunent may not be nodified
outside the | ETF Standards Process, and derivative works of it may
not be created outside the | ETF Standards Process, except to fornat
it for publication as an RFC or to translate it into |anguages other
t han Engli sh.
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1.

I nt roducti on

Uni form Resource Names (URNs) are resource identifiers with the
specific requirenents for enabling |ocation-independent
identification of a resource, as well as longevity of reference.
URNs are part of the larger Uniform Resource Identifier (URI) famly
(see the joint WBC/I ETF menmor andum RFC 3305 [ RFC3305], and the |ETF
STD 66, RFC 3986 [ RFC3986]) with the specific goal of providing
persi stent nami ng of resources.

There are two assunptions that are key to this docunent:
Assunption #1: Assignnment of a URN is a nanaged process.

I.e., not all strings that conformto URN syntax are necessarily
valid URNs. A URN is assigned according to the rules of a
particul ar namespace (in terns of syntax, semantics, and process).

Assunption #2: The space of URN nanespaces is nanaged

l.e., not all syntactically correct URN nanespaces (per the URN
syntax definition) are valid URN nanespaces. A URN nanespace nust
have a recogni zed definition in order to be valid.

The purpose of this docunment is to outline a nechanismand provide a
tenpl ate for explicit nanespace definition, as well as provide the
mechani sm for associating an identifier (called a "Nanmespace |ID', or
NID), which is registered with the Internet Assigned Nunbers
Authority (1 ANA) [IANA] in the URN Nanespaces regi stry naintai ned at
[ 1 ANA- URN] .

The URN Nanespace definition and registration mechanisnms originally
have been specified in RFC 2611 [ RFC2611], which has been obsol et ed
by BCP 66, RFC 3406 [ RFC3406]. Cuidelines for docunents prescribing
| ANA procedures have been revised as well over the years, and at the
time of this witing, BCP 26, RFC 5226 [ RFC5226] is the nornative
docunment. This docunent is a revision of RFC 3406 based on the

revi sed URN Syntax specification RFC 2141bis
[I-D.ietf-urnbis-rfc2141bi s-urn] and RFC 5226

The reader is referred to Section 1.1 of RFC 2141bis
[I-D.ietf-urnbis-rfc2141bis-urn] for a nore detailed synopsis of the
hi story of docunents fundanental for URNSs.

Note that this document restricts itself to the description of
processes for the creation of URN nanespaces. |If "resolution" of any
so-created URN identifiers is desired, a separate process of
registration in a global NID directory, such as that provided by the
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DDDS system [ RFC3401], is necessary. See [RFC3405] for information
on obtaining registration in the DDDS gl obal N D directory.

1.1. Requirenent Language

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMVENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in RFC 2119 [ RFC2119].
In this docunent, these key words describe requirenents for the
process to be followed and the content to be provided i n nanespace
definition docunments and registration tenplates.

2. What is a URN Nanespace?

For the purposes of URNs, a "nanespace" is a collection of uniquely-
assigned identifiers. That is, the identifiers are not ever assigned
to nore than 1 resource, nor are they ever re-assigned to a different
resource. A single resource, however, may have nore than one URN
assigned to it for different purposes. A URN nanespace itself has an
identifier in order to:

- ensure gl obal uniqueness of URNs,
- (where desired) provide a cue for the structure of the identifier

For exanple, nmany identifier systens use strings of nunbers as
identifiers (e.g., ISBN, ISSN, phone nunbers). It is conceivable
that there m ght be sonme nunbers that are valid identifiers in two
different established identifier systens. Using different
designators for the two collections ensures that no two URNs will be
the same for different resources (since each collection is required
to uniquely assign each identifier).

The devel opnent of an identifier structure, and thereby a collection
of identifiers, is a process that is inherently dependent on the
requi renents of the comunity defining the identifier, how they wll
be assigned, and the uses to which they will be put. Al of these

i ssues are specific to the individual comunity seeking to define a
nanespace (e.g., publishing community, association of booksellers,
protocol devel opers, etc.); they are beyond the scope of the | ETF URN
wor k.

Thi s docunent outlines the processes by which a collection of
identifiers satisfying certain constraints (uniqueness of assignnent,
etc.) can becone a bona fide URN nanespace by obtaining a NND. In a
nutshell, a tenplate for the definition of the nanespace is conpleted
for deposit with ANA, and a NID is assigned. The details of the
process and possibilities for NID strings are outlined bel ow
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3.

3.

3.

3. 3.

URN Namespace (Registration) Types

There are three categories of URN nanespaces defined here,

di stingui shed by expected | evel of service and required procedures
for registration. Registration processes for each of these nanespace
types are given in Section 4.

Experi ment al Nanespaces
These are not explicitly registered with ANA.  They take the form
X- <Nl D>

No provision is made for avoiding collision of experimental N Ds;
they are intended for use within internal or limted experimenta
cont exts.

[[ Editorial Note:

Has anybody ever seen usage of such experinental URN Nanespaces?
According to the observations of the author, three years of RFC 2611
and ei ght years of RFC 3406 have constantly seen "tentative grabbing”
and subsequent usage of NI Ds that the stakehol ders |ater have tried
to register with 1ANA as Fornmal NIDs (with varying success).

So shoul d this kind of nanespaces better be dropped and a kind of
provisional NIDs be created? -- This would be in the spirit of BCP
100, RFC 4020 [RFC4020], and it would resenbl e the manner how UR
Schene registrations are dealt with (RFC 4395 [ RFC4395], [IANA-URI]).

1]

I nf ormal Namespaces

These are fully fl edged URN namespaces, with all the rights and

requi renents associated thereto. Informal namespaces can be
registered in global registration services. They are required to
uphol d the general principles of a well-nmanaged URN nanespace --
provi ding persistent identification of resources and unique
assignnent of identifier strings. Informal and fornmal nanmespaces
(described below) differ in the NID assignment. |ANA will assign an
al phanunmeric NID (follow ng a defined pattern) to registered infornal
nanespaces, per the process outlined in Section 4.

For mal Nanespaces

A formal nanespace may be requested, and | ETF revi ew sought, in cases
where the publication of the NID proposal and the underlying
nanespace wWill provide benefit to sone subset of users on the
Internet. That is, a formal N D proposal, if accepted, nust be
functional on and with the global Internet, not Iimted to users in
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conmunities or networks not connected to the Internet. For exanple,
assune a NID is requested that is nmeant for nami ng of physics
research. |If that NI D request required that the user use a
proprietary network or service that was not at all open to the
general Internet user, then it would make a poor request for a fornal
NID. The intent is that, while the community of those who may
actively use the names assigned within that NND may be small (but no
| ess inportant), the potential use of names within that NID is open
to any user on the Internet.

It is expected that Fornmal N Ds nmay be applied to nanespaces where
some aspects are not fully open. For exanple, a nanespace nay nake
use of a fee-based, privately managed, or proprietary registry for
assignnent of URNs in the namespace, but it may still provide benefit
to sonme Internet users if the services associ ated have openly-
publ i shed access protocols.

In addition to the basic registration information defined in the
registration tenplate (in Appendix A), a formal nanmespace request
must be acconpani ed by docunented consi derations of the need for a
new nanespace and of the comunity benefit fromformally establishing
t he proposed URN nanespace.

Additionally, since the goal of URNs is to provide persistent
identification, sone consideration as to the longevity and

mai ntai nability of the nanespace nust be given. The collective
experience of the I ETF community contains a wealth of information on
technical factors that will prevent longevity of identification

Thus, the IESG nay el ect not to accept a proposed nanespace
registration if the | ETF community consensus is that the registration
docunment contains technical flaws that will prevent (or seriously
inmpair the possibility of) persistent identification, and that it

t heref ore should not be published as an RFC

Consi deration should be given to these aspects:

- the organization maintaining the URN nanespace shoul d denonstrate
stability and the ability to maintain the URN nanespace for a | ong
time, and/or it should be clear how the nanespace can continue to
be usabl e/useful if the organi zation ceases to be able to foster
it;

- it should demonstrate ability and conpetency in nane assignment;
this should i nprove the |ikelihood of persistence (e.g., to
mnimze the Iikelihood of conflicts);

- it should commit to not re-assigning existing nanmes and al | owi ng
old nanes to continue to be valid, even if the owners or assignees
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of those nanmes are no | onger nmenbers or custoners of that

organi zation; this does not nean that there must be resolution of
such names, but that they nust not resolve the name to fal se or
stale information, and that they nust not be reassigned.

These aspects, though hard to quantify objectively, should be

consi dered by organi zati ons/ peopl e consi dering the devel opnent of a
Formal URN nanespace, and they will be kept in mind when eval uating
the technical nerits of any proposed Formal URN nanespace.

4. URN Nanespace Registry: Processes for Registration and Update

Different |levels of disclosure are expected/ defined for namespaces.
According to the | evel of open-forum di scussion surrounding the

di scl osure, a URN nanmespace may be assigned an identifier or may
request a particular identifier.

The | ANA Consi derations Guidelines docunent (BCP 26, RFC 5226

[ RFC5226]) suggests the need to specify update nechanisns for
registrations -- who is given the authority to do so, fromtine to
time, and what are the processes. Since URNs are neant to be
persistently useful, few (if any) changes should be nade to the
structural interpretation of URN strings (e.g., adding or renoving
rul es for lexical equivalence that mght affect the interpretation of
URN | Ds al ready assigned). However, it nay be inportant to introduce
clarifications, expand the list of authorized URN assigners, etc.
over the natural course of a nanmespace’s lifetinme. Specific
processes are outlined bel ow.

The official list of registered URN namespaces is currently
mai nt ai ned by | ANA at

<http://ww. i ana. or g/ assi gnnment s/ ur n- nanespaces/

ur n- nanespaces. xht n >

[[ NOTE: It would be preferable to restore the generic, nost

uni versal ly supported (HTM.) form of the registry be identified by an
i mpl erent ati on-neutral URL, as previously supported by | ANA
<http://ww.iana. or g/ assi gnment s/ ur n- nanmespaces>. The content there
should Iink to alternate fornms (.xm, .txt), and those alternate

versions should indicate the *other* versions; i.e., where currently
the .txt version also says, "This registry is also available in XM
and plain text formats.", it should better say: "This registry is

al so available in HTM. and XM. formats. " ]]

The registration is subdivided into two sub-registries, one for
"Fornmal URN Nanespaces" and one for "Infornmal URN Nanespaces", and
each entry there links to a stable repository of the registration
docunent or (an escrow copy of) the filled-out registration tenplate.
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The registration and mai nt enance procedures vary slightly between the
nanespace types

4.1. Experinental Nanespaces: No Registration

The NI Ds of Experinental Namespaces (Section 3.1) are not explicitly
registered with 1ANA. They take the form

X- <Nl D>

No provision is nmade for avoiding collision of experinental N Ds;
they are intended for use within internal or linited experinmental
contexts exclusively.

As there is no registration, no registration/ mintenance procedures
are needed.

4.2. Informal Namespaces

The NI Ds of Informal Nanmespaces are synthesized by | ANA using an
assi gned sequence nunber and registered in their own sub-registry, as
indicated in Section 4; they take the fornmat:

"urn-" <nunber >

where <nunber> is the deci mal representation of a natural nunber,
with no | eading zeroes. This sequence nunber is assigned by the | ANA
on a First-Cone-First-Served [ RFC5226] basis to registration requests
for informal nanespaces.

Regi strants should send a copy of the registration tenplate (as shown
in Appendi x A), duly conpleted, to the urn-nid@etf.org mailing list
for review and allow for a two-week discussion period for clarifying
the expression of the registration information and suggestions for
techni cal inprovenments to the nanespace proposal. [ NOTE: Longer tine
is needed in practice! Increase to 4 weeks? ]

After suggestions for clarification of the registration information
have been incorporated, the tenplate may be submtted for assignnent
of a NND by enail to iana@ana.org

Regi strations may be updated later by the original registrant, or by
an entity designated by the registrant, by updating the registration
tenpl ate, submitting it to the discussion list for a further two-week
di scussion period, and finally resubmtting it to | ANA in a nmessage
to iana@ana.org .
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4.3. Formal Nanespaces

Formal NI Ds are assigned via | ETF Review, as defined in BCP 26

[ RFC5226]. The designated expert(s) for URN nanmespace registrations
are nom nated by the |ESG and their role adheres to the regul ations
in BCP 26, unless specified otherw se bel ow.

This means that the Formal NI D application is made via subm ssion to
the 1ETF of an Internet-Draft that contains the nanespace definition
and targets publication as an RFC of Informational or Standards Track
category, which needs to be approved by the I ESG after perform ng an
| ETF Last Call on the docunent and eval uating review conmments. The
appl i cant can be an individual or an | ETF working group, in alignnent
with the designation of the Internet-Draft.

Bef ore publication can be requested, however, the draft nanespace
speci fication docunent nust undergo an Expert Revi ew process

[ RFC5226] pursuant to the guidelines witten here (as well as
standard RFC publication guidelines). The tenplate defined in
Appendi x A SHOULD be included as part of an RFC-to-be defining sone
ot her aspect(s) of the nanespace, or it may be put forward as a
nanespace definition docunent in its own right. The proposed
tenplate (including a pointer to a readily avail abl e copy of the

regi stration docunent) should be sent to the urn-nid@etf.org nailing
list for review This list is nonitored by the designated expert(s).
The applicant has to allow for a two-week discussion period for
clarifying the expression of the registration information, and SHOULD
i mprove the nanmespace docunent and/or registration tenplate based on
the conments received, under the guidance of the designated
expert(s), before the | ESG reviews the document.

Wor ki ng groups generally SHOULD seek early expert review for a
nanespace definition docunent, before they hand it over to the | ESG
and i ndividual applicants are also advised to seek expert coments
early enough. The aforenentioned |list can be contacted for infornal
advi ce at any stage.

4.4. Registration Docunments
The follow ng subsections describe essential, MANDATORY parts of URN

nanespace regi stration docunments, which will be focal in the expert
Revi ew process and | ETF Revi ew.
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4.4.1. Namespace Considerations in Registration Docunents

The nanespace definition docunent MUST include a "Nanespace

Consi derations" section that outlines the perceived need for a new
nanespace (i.e., where existing namespaces fall short of the
proposer’s requirenments).

Consi derations MJST include, directly or with the help of referenced
stable (and preferably readily avail abl e) docunents:

- URN assi gnnent procedures;

- URN resol ution/del egati on;

- type of resources to be identified;

- type of services to be supported.
NOTE: It is expected that nore than one nanespace nmay serve the same
"functional" purpose; the intent of the "Nanespace Considerations"
section is to provide a record of the proposer’s "due diligence"” in
expl oring existing possibilities, for the | ESG s consideration
[[ Editorial Note: See the endnote of the next section! ]]

4.4.2. Comunity Considerations in Registration Docunents

The nanespace definition docunent MUST al so include a "Comunity
Consi derations" section that indicates the dinensions upon which the
proposer expects its conmunity to be able to benefit by publication
of this nanespace, as well as how a general Internet user will be
able to use the space if they care to do so.
Potential considerations include:

- open assignnent and use of identifiers within the nanespace;

- open operation of resolution servers for the nanespace
(server);

- creation of software that can neaningfully resolve and access
services for the namespace (client).

[[ Editorial Note:

It is acknow edged that, in many cases, the Nanmespace Consi derations
and Comunity Considerations are closely intertwined. Further, the
bulleted list above (from RFC 3406) seens to be nore related to the
items in the registration tenplate entitled "ldentifier uniqueness
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consi derations", "ldentifier persistence considerations", "Process of
identifier assignnent”, and "Process for identifier resolution" than
to the primary objectives presented in the first paragraph above
(al so from RFC 3406).

In fact, namespace registration docunents seen so far duplicate in
the registration tenplate material fromthe "Comunity

Consi derations" that addresses the above bullets.

Therefore: Should this specification now allow a comnbi ned section
"Namespace and Conmunity Considerations” that focuses on the
(non-)utility of possible alternate nanespace re-use and the
*pbenefits* of an independent new nanespace?

1]

4.4.3. Security Considerations in Registration Docunments

According to the general procurenents for RFCs, URN nanespace
definition docunments nust include a "Security Considerations" section
(cf. BCP 72 [RFC3552]). That section has to identify the security
consi derations specific to the subject URN nanespace. |f the subject
URN namespace i s based on an underlying nanespace, the registration
can include substantive security considerations described in
specifications related to that particul ar namespace by reference to

t hese docunents. For general security considerations regardi ng URN
usage (and nore generally, URl usage), for the sake of clarity and
brevity, it should refer to the Security Considerations in STD 63

[ RFC3986] and in the URN Syntax docunent
[I-D.ietf-urnbis-rfc2141bis-urn].

4.4.4. | ANA Considerations in Registration Docunents

According to the general procurenments for RFCs, URN namespace
definitions documents nust include an "1 ANA Consi derati ons" section
(cf. BCP 26 [ RFC5226]). That section has to indicate that the
docunent includes a URN Nanespace registration that is to be entered
into the ANA registry of Formal URN Nanmespaces.

Regi stration docunments for formal URN namespaces will provide a
particul ar, unique, desired NID string, and this will be assigned by
the Standards/Protocol Action of the | ESG that approves the
publication of the registration docunent as an RFC. RFC 2141bis
[I-D.ietf-urnbis-rfc214lbis-urn] specifies that NID strings are ASCI I
strings that are interpreted in a case-insensitive manner, but the
NID string SHALL be registered in the capitalization formpreferred
by the registrant. The proposed NID string MJST conformw th the
<nid> syntax rule in Section 2.1 of RFC 2141bis
[I-D.ietf-urnbis-rfc2l4lbis-urn] and it MJST adhere to the follow ng
addi tional constraints:
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- not be an already-registered N D
- not start with "X-" (see Section 4.1 above);
- not start with "urn-" (see Section 4.2 above);

- not start with "xy-", where xy is any conbination of 2 ASCII
letters (see NOTE bel ow);

- be nore than 2 letters |ong.

NOTE: All two-letter conbinations as well as two-letter conbinations
followed by "-" and any sequence of valid NID characters are reserved
for potential use as countrycode-based N Ds for eventual nationa

regi strations of URN nanespaces. The definition and scoping of rules
for allocation of responsibility for such nanespaces is beyond the
scope of this docunent.

Further, to avoid confusion, "urn" is not allowed as an NI D string;

| ANA has permanently reserved this string to prohibit assignnent.

Regi strations may be revised by updating the RFC through standard

| ETF RFC update processes. In any case, a revised docunent, in the
formof a new Internet-Draft, mnust be published, and the proposed
updated tenpl ate nust be circulated on the urn-nid discussion |ist,
allowing for a two-week review period before pursuing RFC publication
of the new docunent.

5. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent |argely focuses on providi ng nmechanisns for the

decl aration of public information. Nominally, these declarations
shoul d be of relatively |low security profile, however there is always
t he danger of "spoofing" and providing mis-information. Information
in these declarations should be taken as advisory.

6. | ANA Consi derati ons

Thi s docunment outlines the processes for registering URN nanmespaces,
and has inplications for the IANA in terns of registries to be

mai nt ai ned, as previously defined in RFC 3406 [ RFC3406]. This
docunent replaces RFC 3406; it contains a revised description for the
management of the "Uniform Resource Names (URN) Namespaces" | ANA

Regi stry that uses the policy designation terns from BCP 26, RFC 5226
[ RFC5226], but does not introduce significant changes to the
appl i cabl e procedures.

Al'l references there to the predecessor, [RFC3406], should be
replaced by references to this docunent.
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Section 4.4.4 above describes the syntax rules for NIDs to which the
registry needs to obey. As pointed out in Section 4.4.4 above and in
RFC 2141bis [I-D.ietf-urnbis-rfc2141bis-urn], the string "urn" is
permanently reserved and MJUST NOT be assigned as an NI D.

In all cases of new nanespace registration proposals, the | ANA shoul d
provisionally assign the appropriate NID (informal or formal), as
descri bed throughout the body of this nmeno, once an | ESG desi gnat ed
expert has confirmed that the requisite registration process steps
have been conpleted. These registrations becone pernmanent and can be
made publicly availabl e once the registrati on docunent has been
approved by the | ESG for publications as a Standards Track or

I nformati onal RFC
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Appendi x A, URN Nanespace Definition Tenpl ate

Definition of a URN nanmespace is acconplished by conpleting the
followi ng information tenplate.

Apart from providing a mechani smfor disclosing the structure of the
URN namespace, this information is designed to be useful for

- entities seeking to have a URN assigned in a nanespace (if
appl i cabl e) and

- entities seeking to provide URN resolvers for a nanespace (if
appl i cabl e).

This is particularly inportant for communities evaluating the
possibility of using a portion of an existing URN nanespace rather
than creating their own.

Applications for Formal URN namespaces nust al so docunent "Nanespace
Consi derations", "Community Considerations", "Security

Consi derations", and "I ANA Consi derations", as described in

Section 4. 4.

Information in the tenplate is as follows (text in curly braces is
tutorial and should be renmoved fromfilled-in tenpl ates):

Nanmespace | D:

{ If request is for an Informal NI D, indicate so; the nunber wll
be assigned by IANA. In the case of a Formal NI D registration
regularly a particular NID string will be requested. }

Regi stration | nfornmation:

{ This is information to identify the particular version of
regi stration information: }
- version nunber:
{ starting with 1, increnenting by 1 with each new version }
- date:
{ date subnitted to the | ANA or date of approval of
regi strati on docunent, using the format outlined in "Date and
Time on the Internet: Tinestanps", [RFC3339]: YYYY-MV DD }
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Decl ared regi strant of the namespace:

- Registering organi zation

Nanme: { ... }
Address: { ... }
- Designated contact person
Narme: { ... }
{ Address:
(at |l east one of: Email, Phone, Postal address) }

Decl aration of syntactic structure of NSS part:

Re

Hoenes

[[ Editorial Note: In the past, there has been iterated trouble in
tentative registration docunents w th confusion between entire URN
syntax and NSS syntax (only). Since the "urn:" prefix is fixed
and the NID is fully determ ned by the "Nanespace | D' cl ause
above, in order to avoid error prone duplication, this version of
the tenplate tentatively restricts this clause to the NSS
(namespace specific string) part of the new URNs. ]]

{

This section should outline any structural features of identifiers
in this nanespace. At the very least, this description my be
used to introduce term nology used in other sections. This
structure may al so be used for deternining realistic caching/
shortcuts approaches; suitable caveats should be provided. |If
there are any specific character encoding rules (e.g., which
character should al ways be used for single-quotes), these should
be listed here.

Answers might include, but are not linmted to:

- the structure is opaque (no exposition);

- a regular expression for parsing the identifier into
conmponents, including nam ng authorities;

- formal syntax of the NSS, preferably in ABNF (STD 68
[ RFC5234]) .

evant ancillary docunentation

{

This section should list any RFCs, standards, or other published
docunent ati on that defines or explains all or part of the
nanmespace structure
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Answers might include, but are not linmted to:

- RFCs that outline the syntax of the namespace;

- other docunents of the defining community (e.g., 1SO that
outline the syntax of the identifiers in the nanespace;

- explanatory material that introduces the nanespace

}

formance with URN Synt ax:

[[ Editorial Note: This clause noved into vicinity of "syntax". ]]

{

This section should outline any special considerations required
for conformng with the URN syntax. This is particularly
applicable in the case of |egacy nam ng systens that are used in
the context of URNSs.

For exanple, if a nanmespace is used in contexts other than URNs,
it may nake use of characters that are reserved in the URN syntax.

This section should flag any such characters, and outline
necessary nappings to conformto URN syntax. Nornally, this will
be handl ed by percent-encodi ng the synbol.

}

es for Lexical Equivalence of NSS part:
[[ Editorial Note: This clause noved into vicinity of "syntax". ]]

[[ Editorial Note: In the past, there has been iterated trouble in
tentative registrati on docunents with regard to what rules can be

i mposed for |exical equivalence. Since the "urn:" prefix and the
NI D part both are invariably case-insensitive per RFC 3986 and RFC
2141[ bis], in order to avoid repeated confusion, this version of
the tenplate tentatively restricts this clause to only the NSS
part of the new URN namespace definition documents. ]]

If there are particular algorithnms for determ ning equival ence
between two identifiers in the underlying namespace (and hence, in
the URN string itself), rules can be provided here.

Sone exanpl es incl ude:

- equi val ence between hyphenated and non-hyphenated groupings in
the identifier string;

- equi val ence between singl e-quotes and doubl e- quot es;

- nanespace-defined equi val ences between specific characters,
such as "character X with or without diacritic marks".
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Note that these are not normative statenents for any kind of best
practice for handling equival ences between characters; they are
statements linmted to reflecting the namespace’s own rul es

}

I dentifier unigqueness considerations:
L _ _ S
This section should address the requirenment that URN identifiers
be assigned uniquely -- they are assigned to at npbst one resource,

and are not reassigned.

(Note that the definition of "resource" is fairly broad; for
exanpl e, information on "Today’'s Wather" mi ght be considered a
singl e resource, although the content is dynamc.)

Possi bl e answers include, but are not linmted to:

- exposition of the structure of the identifiers, and
partitioning of the space of identifiers anongst assignnent
authorities that are individually responsible for respecting
uni queness rul es;

- identifiers are assigned sequentially;

- information is withheld; that is, the nanespace is opaque.

}

Identifier persistence considerations:

Al t hough non-reassi gnnent of URN identifiers ensures that a URN
will persist in identifying a particular resource even after the
"l'ifetime of the resource", sone consideration should be given to
the persistence of the usability of the URN. This is particularly
important in the case of URN nanespaces providing gl oba

resol ution.

Possi bl e answers include, but are not linmted to:
- quality of service considerations.

}

Process of identifier assignnent:

Thi s section should detail the mechani snms and/or authorities for
assigning URNs to resources. It should nake clear whether
assignnent is conpletely open, or if limted, how to beconme an
assigner of identifiers, and/or get one assigned by existing
assi gnnent authorities.
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Answers coul d include, but are not linmted to:

- assignnent is conpletely open, followi ng a particul ar
al gorithm

- assignnent is delegated to authorities recognized by a
particul ar organi zation (e.g., the Digital Object ldentifier
Foundation controls the DO assignnent space and its
del egati on);

- assignnent is conpletely closed (e.g., for a private
organi zati on).

}

Process for identifier resolution:

Va

Hoenes

{

If a namespace is intended to be accessible for global resolution
it must be registered in an RDS (Resol ution Discovery System see
RFC 2276 [ RFC2276]) such as the DDDS (see RFC 3401 [ RFC3401]).
Resol ution then proceeds according to standard URI resol ution
processes, and the nmechani sms of the RDS. What this section
should outline is the requirenments for becom ng a recognized
resolver of URNs in this nanmespace (and being so listed in the RDS
registry).

Answers may include, but are not linmited to:

- the nanmespace is not listed with an RDS, this is not relevant;

- resolution mrroring is conpletely open, with a nmechani sm for
updati ng an appropriate RDS

- resolution is controlled by entities to which assignnent has
been del egat ed.

}

i dati on mechani sm

{ . .

Apart from attenpting resolution of a URN, a URN nanespace nay
provi de nmechani sns for "validating" a URN -- i.e., deternining

whet her a given string is currently a validly-assigned URN. There
are 2 issues here: 1) users should not "guess" URNs in a
nanespace; 2) when the URN nanmespace is based on an existing
identifier system it may not be the case that all the existing
identifiers are assigned on Day 0. The reasonable expectation is
that the resource associated with each resulting URN is sonehow
related to the thing identified by the original identifier system
but those resources may not exist for each original identifier.
For exanple, even if a tel ephone nunber-based URN nanespace was
created, it is not clear that all tel ephone nunbers woul d

i medi ately becone "valid" URNs, that could be resol ved using
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what ever mechani snms are described as part of the namespace
regi stration.

Val i dati on nechani sns m ght be:
- a syntax granmar;

- an on-line service;

- an off-line service

}

Scope:

{

This section should outline the scope of the use of the
identifiers in this namespace. Apart from considerations of
private vs. public namespaces, this section is critical in

eval uating the applicability of a requested NID. For exanple, a
nanespace claimng to deal with "social security nunbers" should
have a gl obal scope and address all social security nunber
structures (unlikely). On the other hand, at a national level, it
is reasonable to propose a URN nanespace for "this nation’s socia
security nunbers”

}

Appendix B. Illustration
B.1. Exanple Tenplate

[[ Editorial Note: Do we really need this any nore?
Such an al nost-concrete exanple likely contradicts current |ESG
policy on usage of exanples in RFCs. ]]

The follow ng exanple is provided for the purposes of illustrating
the URN NID tenpl ate described in Appendix A Although it is based
on a hypothetical "generic Internet nanespace" that has been

di scussed informally within the URN W5 there are still technical and
i nfrastructural issues that would have to be resolved before such a
nanespace coul d be properly and conpl etely descri bed.
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Namespace | D
To be assi gned
Regi stration | nfornmation:

- version nunber: 1
- date: <when submtted>

Decl ared regi strant of the namespace:

- Registering organi zation

Nane: Thi nki ng Cat Enterprises Nane: Thi nki ng Cat
Exanpl e Enterprises
Post al : 1 Thi nki ngCat Way

Trupville, NewCountry
- Designated contact person
Nane: L. Daigle
Emai | : | esli e@ hi nki ngcat . exanpl e
Decl aration of syntactic structure of NSS part:
The nanespace specific string structure is as follows:
<FCQDN>: <assi gned string>

where FQDN is a fully-qualified domain name, and the assi gned
string is conformant to URN syntax requirenents.

Rel evant ancillary docunentation
Definition of domain nanes, found in:

P. Mockapetris, "DOVAIN NAMES - CONCEPTS AND FACI LI TI ES", STD 13,
RFC 1034, Novenber 1987

P. Mockapetris, "DOVAIN NAMVES - | MPLEMENTATI ON AND SPECI FI CATI ON',
STD 13, RFC 1035, Novenber 1987.

Conf ormance wi th URN Synt ax:
No speci al considerations.
Rul es for Lexical Equival ence of NSS part:
FQDNs are case-insensitive. Thus, the |eading portion of the URN

up to the colon after the FQDN i s case-insensitive for matches.
The renmai nder of the identifier nust be considered case-sensitive.
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ntifier uniqueness considerations:

Uni queness is guaranteed as long as the assigned string is never
reassigned for a given FQDN, and that the FQDN i s never
r eassi gned.

N.B.: operationally, there is nothing that prevents a domai n nane
from bei ng reassigned; indeed, it is not an unconmon occurrence.
This is one of the reasons that this exanpl e nakes a poor URN
nanespace in practice, and is therefore not seriously being
proposed as it stands.

ntifier persistence considerations:

Persistence of identifiers is dependent upon suitable del egation
of resolution at the level of "FQDN's, and persistence of FQDN
assi gnnent .

Same note as above.

cess of identifier assignnent:

Assi gnnent of these URNs is delegated to individual domai n nane
hol ders (for FQDNs). The hol der of the FQDN registration is
required to maintain an entry (or delegate it) in the DDDS
Wthin each of these del egated nane partitions, the string may be
assigned per |ocal requirements.

E. g., urn:urn-<assigned nunber>:thinki ngcat. exanpl e: 001203

Process for identifier resolution:

Val

Domai n nanme hol ders are responsi ble for operating or del egating
resol ution servers for the FQDN i n whi ch they have assi gned URNSs.

i dati on nechani sm

None specifi ed.

Scope:

B. 2.

d obal

Regi stration steps in practice

The key steps for registration of informal or fornmal nanespaces
typically play out as follows:

Hoenes
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A)

B)

Hoenes

Informal NI D:

1. Complete the registration tenmplate. This may be done as part
of an Internet-Draft.

2. Communicate the registration tenplate to urn-nid@etf.org for
technical review -- as an email with a pointer to the
submitted 1-D or inline text containing the tenplate.

3. Update the registration tenplate (and/or docunent) as
necessary from coments, and repeat steps 2 and 3 as
necessary.

4. Once conments have been addressed (and the review period has
expired), send a request to IANA with the revised registration
tenpl at e.

Formal NI D:

1. Wite an Internet-Draft describing the namespace and incl ude
the registration tenplate, duly conpleted. Be sure to include
"Nanmespace Consi derations", "Community Considerations",
"Security Considerations", and "I ANA Consi derations" sections,
as described in Section 4.4.

2. Submt the Internet-Draft, and send a pointer to the I-D
(perhaps using a copy of the |I-D announcenent) to
urn-nid@etf.org in order to solicit technical review

3. Update the Internet-Draft as necessary from coments, and
repeat steps 2 and 3 as needed.

4. If the Internet-Draft is the product of a working group in the
| ETF, follow the usual W5 process to forward the docunent to
the 1ESG for publication as an RFC. Qherwise, find a
sponsoring Area Director willing to guide the draft through
the IESG The I ESG (or the IETF at large in case an | ETF-wi de
| ast call is deemed necessary) may request further changes
(submitted as I-D revisions) and/or direct discussion to
desi gnat ed worki ng groups, area experts, etc.

5. The | ESG eval uation process includes a review by I ANA, and if

the |1 ESG approves the docunent for publication as an RFC, | ANA
processing of the document will follow the regular work-flow
between the RFC Editor and | ANA. This way, the NID
registration will be nmade public by | ANA when the RFC i s

publ i shed.
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Appendi x C. Changes from RFC 3406
C. 1. Essential Changes since RFC 3406

[ RFC Editor: please renove the Appendix C. 1 headline and al
subsequent subsections of Appendix C starting with Appendix C. 2. ]

T.B.D. (after consolidation of this meno)
C. 2. Changes from RFC 3406 to URNbis WG Draft -00
0 Abstract: rewitten entirely;
0 Section 1 (Introduction): added historical RFC information
0 Section 1.1 (Requirenments Language): added;

0 Section 3.1: added Note that challenges the utility of
Experi mental namespaces and raises question of whether formnal
"provisional" registrations would be useful

0 Section 4: text expanded and updated; background naterial added;
added Note to challenge | ANA website practices

0 Section 4.2 ff: changed "hone" of URN-N D registration di scussion
list (it already had been noved to the | ETF Secretariat servers);

0 Section 4.2: added Note to challenge the 2-week review period; in
current practice, that is al nbost always exceeded, and sone regard
it as too short;

0 Section 4.3: largely clarified procedures as they happen in
practice; adapted | anguage for conformance with RFC 5226; use new
hone of URN-NID (as nentioned above); the registration tenplate
(Appendi x A) now "SHOULD' be used;

0 Section 4.3: split off new Section 4.4 on Registrati on Docunents,
because registrants essentially are encouraged to follow these
gui delines for Informal nanmespaces as well, as far as practical
replaced "RFC' by "Registration Docunent"; Section 4.4 is
subdi vi ded for all mandatory sections;

0 Section 4.4.1: made requirenents a "MJST";
0 Sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2: added common Note that chall enges the
need to split Nanespace and Comunity Consi derations, based on

observed problens in practice to separate the topics, and pointing
to overlap with clauses in the registration tenplate due to
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bullets listed that are not so clearly related to the headlines
under whi ch they appear; suggestion is to avoid duplication, place
factual stuff into the tenmplate and focus on rationale in these
Consi derations, perhaps in a conmpbn section

0 Section 4.4.3: added discussion of Security Considerations
section; advice is to focus on nanespace-specific considerations
and refer to the SecCons in the "generic" RFCs for the genera
i ssues;

0 Section 4.4.4: amended di scussion of | ANA Consi derations section
this tries to reflect standing practice and codifies that Fornal
NI Ds are generally proposed by the registrant; added Note that
"urn" is permanently reserved and MJUST NOT be assigned as a N D,
to avoid confusion (as also specified in RFC 2141bis draft); wt
regi stration maintenance: got rid of wong reference in RFC 3406
(to RFC 2606);

0 Section 6 (I ANA Considerations): updated and rephrased description
of the role of this docunment, including a sketch of the history;
added teat that tries to precisely describe what is expected from
| ANA on approval of this draft; added text on procedures and
suggest a provisional assignnment practice upon "thunbs-up" of the
| ANA Expert to protect prospective registrants fromcollatera
damage on NI D precedence in case the docunent suffers from del ays
unrelated to the registration tenplate before it eventually gets
appr oved;

0 Section 7 (Acknow edgenents): added;

0 References: Updated and amended references; added pointers to
chartered URNbis work itenms; renoved entirely outdated exanple
material related to | egacy docunents;

0 Appendix A and B.1l: added words on Security Considerations
section;

0 Appendix A (Registration Tenplate): clarified role of text
sni ppets in the Tenplate: hint and commentary now all enclosed in
curly braces, with not that these parts shall be renobved when
filling in the tenpalte; indicate that Fornal NIDs are nornally
proposed by registrant; changed date/tine ref. from| SO 8601 to
RFC 3339; use inherited term "percent-encodi ng"

0 Appendix A -- structure: nmoved formal clauses on Conformance wth
URN Syntax and Rules for Lexical Equivalence to vicinity of
nanespace specific syntax clause, to which these are closely
rel at ed;
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0 Appendix A -- changes of clauses: the Declaration of syntactic
structure and Rul es for Lexical Equival ence cl auses now
tentatively have been restricted to the NSS part only; this change
is described in NOTEs and notivated by the observation of repeated
confusion in past and present registration docunents, which
hopefully can be avoided (and the job of the Expert and reviewers
made easier) by |eaving discussion of the invariate parts that
cannot be re-specified there at the single place where they bel ong
to: the NIDis fully specified in the initial clause, rules for
the NID and the URI scherme nane "urn" are inherited from RFC
2141[ bi s] and RFC 3986, respectively, and hence the new cl ause
descriptions avoid conflict by taking these conponents out of
scope of these cl auses;

0 Appendix B.1 (Exanple Tenplate): facelifted a bit; concerns with
| ESG policy on exanples in RFCs raised in a NOTE;

0 Appendix B.2 (Registration steps in practice): updated and
clarified description of procedure, in alignment to current
practi ce;

o Appendix C renoved "Changes from RFC 2611"; added this change
| og;

0 General: nunerous editorial changes and enhancenents, follow ng
contenporary RFC style.

Appendi x D. Open |ssues

Di scuss consequences of RFC 2141bis (once consensus is achieved); if
proposal for fragment part is adopted, details need to be described
per nanespace that wants to adopt these possibilities, and naybe the
registration tenplate needs a new cl ause where this will be specified
-- or the information has to be assigned to existing clauses.

More el aboration on Services. Since RFC 2483 is consi dered outdated,
but RFC 2483bis not yet a URNbis work item we mght need a registry
for URN Services (initially populated from RFC 2483) that can be
referred to in nanespace registrati on docunments, thus avoiding
normat i ve dependencies on a future RFC 2483bi s.

Al so see the Editorial Notes interspersed in the body of this draft.

What el se?
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