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| ANA Consi derations for the Point-to-Point Protocol (PPP)

Status of this Meno

Thi s docunent specifies an Internet Best Current Practices for the

Internet Conmunity, and requests discussion and suggestions for

i mprovenents. Distribution of this nenmo is unlimted.
Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (C The Internet Society (2004).
Abst r act

The charter of the Point-to-Point Protocol (PPP) Extensions working

group (pppext) includes the responsibility to "actively advance PPP' s
nost useful extensions to full standard, while defendi ng agai nst

further enhancenments of questionable value." |n support of that
charter, the allocation of PPP protocol and other assigned nunbers
will no longer be "first cone first served."

| ntroducti on

The Point-to-Point protocol (PPP, RFC 1661 [1]) is a mature protoco
with a | arge number of subprotocols, encapsul ati ons and ot her
extensions. The main protocol as well as its extensions involve many
nane spaces in which values nust be assigned.

http://wwv. i ana. or g/ assi gnnent s/ ppp- nunbers contains a list of the
address spaces and their current assignnents.

H storically, initial values in new name spaces have often been
chosen in the RFCs creating the name spaces. The | ANA made
subsequent assignnents with a "First Conme First Served" policy. This
nmeno changes that policy for sone PPP address spaces.

Most of the PPP nanes spaces are qui escent, but sone continue to
attract proposed extensions. Extensions of PPP have been defined in
RFCs that are "Informational” and so are not subject to review.
These extensions usually require values assigned in one or nore of
the PPP nanme spaces. Making these allocations require "IETF
Consensus" will ensure that proposals are revi ewed.
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Ter m nol ogy

The terms "name space", "assigned value", and "registration" are used
here with the meanings defined in BCP 26 [2]. The policies "First
Cone First Served" and "Il ETF Consensus"” used here al so have the

nmeani ngs defined in BCP 26.

| ANA Consi derations for PPP

| ETF Consensus, usually through the Point-to-Point Protocol
Ext ensi ons wor ki ng group (pppext), is required for assigning new
values in the foll owi ng address spaces:

PPP DLL PROTOCOL NUMBERS

PPP LCP AND | PCP CODES

PPP LCP CONFI GURATI ON OPTI ON TYPES

PPP CCP CONFI GURATI ON OPTI ON TYPES

PPP CHAP AUTHENTI CATI ON ALGORI THVS

PPP LCP FCS- ALTERNATI VES

PPP MULTI LI NK ENDPO NT DI SCRI M NATOR CLASS
PPP LCP CALLBACK OPERATI ON FI ELDS

PPP BRI DA NG CONFI GURATI ON OPTI ON TYPES
PPP BRI DA NG MAC TYPES

PPP BRI DA NG SPANNI NG TREE

PPP | PCP CONFI GURATI ON OPTI ON TYPES

PPP | PV6CP CONFI GURATI ON OPTI ONS

PPP | P- Conpr essi on- Prot ocol Types

Security Considerations
This meno deals with matters of process, not protocol.
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Ful | Copyright Statenent

Copyright (C The Internet Society (2004). This docunent 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 infornmation contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR IS SPONSORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY 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

| NFORMATI 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 |1 ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that m ght 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 i ndependent effort to identify any such rights. Information
on the procedures with respect to rights in RFC docunments can be
found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

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

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