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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 nemo is unlimted.
Copyri ght Notice
Copyright (C The Internet Society (2002). Al Rights Reserved.
Abst r act

As a part of their deliverables, working groups of the | ETF may
devel op BEEP profiles. During the devel opnent process, it is
desirable to assign a transient identifier to each profile. [If the
profile is subsequently published as an RFC, then a pernanent
identifier is subsequently assigned by the | ANA
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1

| ntroducti on

Each BEEP profile [1] is identified by a URI [2]. The BEEP
specification uses URIs to identify a BEEP profile both:

o statically, when a profile is formally defined (RFC 3080's Section
5.1); and,

o dynanically, during channel managenment (RFC 3080's Section 2.3.1).

If the BEEP profil e appears on the standards-track [3], then the | ANA
is responsible for assigning the URI associated with the BEEP
profile. Qherwise, the entity specifying the BEEP profile is free
to assign a URI under its administration to the profile.

If a working group of the IETF is devel oping a BEEP profile, then
during the devel opment process, it is desirable to use a transient
identifier for the profile. Further, it is desirable that the
transient identifier be associated with the working group

This menmo defines the practice for naking such an assignnent. Note
that this practice does not apply to activities outside of working
groups -- anyone able to assign a URL is capable of defining a UR
for the purposes of identifying the BEEP profiles that they devel op

Practice

VWhen a working group is fornmed, the | ETF secretariat assigns a brief
mmenoni ¢ prefix to the working group, e.g., "provreg" or "sacred"

When a wor ki ng group begi ns devel opnment of a docurment which specifies
a BEEP profile, the working group chair assigns a transient
identifier of the form"http://iana. org/beep/transient/ XXX/ YYY" where
"XXX" is the working group’s menonic and "YYY" is a unique string.

Al t hough the resulting URI must conformto the URI syntax, the "YYY"
portion is otherwise arbitrary. For exanple, it may contain a sub-

hi erarchy (e.g., "epp/1.0").

For exanpl e,

http://iana. org/ beep/transient/provreg/ epp/1.0
http://iana. org/ beep/transi ent/sacred/ pdm

m ght be assigned by the chairs of the "provreg" and "sacred" working
groups, respectively.

Foll owing this, the working group chair conpletes a BEEP profile
registration tenplate, and submts this information to the | ANA
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Note that although the | ETF hasn't established a practice with
respect to the use of capitalization in URLs enployed for nanespace
pur poses, the WBC has a | owercase-only policy. Wrking group chairs
are encouraged to consider this when maki ng assi gnnments.

3. Security Considerations
Thi s docunent describes an adnministrative convention and rai ses no
addi ti onal security considerations. O course, each BEEP-based
protocol has its own set of security considerations, which should be
described in the rel evant specification

Ref er ences

[1] Rose, M, "The Bl ocks Extensible Exchange Protocol Core", RFC
3080, March 2001.

[2] Berners-Lee, T., Fielding, R and L. Masinter, "Uniform Resource
Identifiers (URI): Generic Syntax", RFC 2396, August 1998.

[3] Hovey, R and S. Bradner, "The Organizations Involved in the
| ETF St andards Process", BCP 11, RFC 2028, COctober 1996.

Rose Best Current Practice [ Page 4]



RFC 3349 Transient |1 Ds for BEEP Profiles July 2002

Appendi x A. Acknow edgenents

The aut hor gratefully acknow edges the contributions of: Dan Kohn and
Bob Wman.

Appendi x B. | ANA Consi derati ons

The 1 ANA naintains a registry of transient identifiers used for BEEP
profiles under developnent in the | ETF, using the profile
registration tenplate defined in Section 5.1 of [1].

Note that unlike the registration procedures defined in Appendi x B of
[1], the working group chair (instead of the IESG is responsible for
aut hori zing the registration.
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Ful | Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C The Internet Society (2002). Al Rights Reserved.

Thi s docunent and translations of it may be copied and furnished to
ot hers, and derivative works that conment on or otherwi se explain it
or assist inits inplenentation may be prepared, copied, published
and distributed, in whole or in part, without restriction of any

ki nd, provided that the above copyright notice and this paragraph are
i ncluded on all such copies and derivative works. However, this
docunent itself may not be nodified in any way, such as by renoving
the copyright notice or references to the Internet Society or other
I nternet organi zati ons, except as needed for the purpose of
devel opi ng Internet standards in which case the procedures for
copyrights defined in the Internet Standards process nust be
followed, or as required to translate it into |anguages ot her than
Engl i sh.

The Iimted perm ssions granted above are perpetual and will not be
revoked by the Internet Society or its successors or assigns.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein is provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG
TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M5 ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG
BUT NOT LI M 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
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