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Abstract

Thi s docunment creates an Internet Assigned Nunmber Authority (IANA)
registry for the Session Initiation Protocol (SIP) and SIPS Uniform
Resource ldentifier (URI) paraneters, and their values. It also
lists the already existing paraneters to be used as initial values
for that registry.
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1.

| nt roducti on

RFC 3261 [1] allows new SIP URI and SIPS URI paraneters, and new
paraneter values to be defined. However, RFC 3261 omitted an | ANA
registry for them This docunent creates such a registry.

RFC 3427 [2] docunents the process to extend SIP. This docunent
updat es RFC 3427 by specifying how to define and regi ster new SIP and
SIP URI paraneters and their val ues.

Ter ni nol ogy

In this docunment, the key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQU RED',
"SHALL", "SHALL NOT", "SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMVENDED', " MAY",
and "OPTIONAL" are to be interpreted as described in BCP 14, RFC 2119
[3] and indicate requirenment levels for conpliant SIP

i npl enent ati ons.

Use of the Registry

SIP and SIPS URI paraneters and values for these paraneters MJST be
docunented in a standards-track RFC in order to be registered by

| ANA. This docunentation MJUST fully explain the syntax, intended
usage, and semantics of the paranmeter. The intent of this
requirement is to assure interoperability between independent

i npl erentations, and to prevent accidental namespace colli sions

bet ween i npl ementati ons of dissinilar features.

Note that this registry, unlike other protocol registries, only
deal s with paranmeters and paraneter values defined in RFCs (i.e.,
it lacks a vendor-extension tree). RFC 3427 [2] docunents
concerns with regards to new Sl P extensi ons which may damage
security, greatly increase the conplexity of the protocol, or
both. New paraneters and paraneter val ues need to be docunent ed
in RFCs as a result of these concerns.

RFCs defining SIP URI, SIPS URI paraneters, or paraneter values MJST
regi ster themw th | ANA as descri bed bel ow.

Regi stered SIP and SIPS URI paraneters and their values are to be
consi dered "reserved words". In order to preserve interoperability,
regi stered parameters MJST be used in a nanner consistent with that
described in their defining RFC. |Inplenentations MJST NOT utilize
"private" or "locally defined" URI paraneters that conflict with
regi stered paraneters.
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Not e that al though unregistered SIP and SIPS URI paraneters may be
used in inplenentations, devel opers are cautioned that usage of
such paraneters is risky. New SIP and SIPS URI paraneters and new
values for themmay be registered at any tine, and there is no
assurance that these new registered URl paraneters will not
conflict with unregi stered paraneters currently in use.

Sone SIP and SIPS URI parameters only accept a set of predefined
paranet er val ues. For exanple, a paraneter indicating the transport
protocol in use may only accept the predefined tokens TCP, UDP, and
SCTP as valid values. Registering all paranmeter values for all SIP
and SIPS URI paraneters of this type would require a | arge nunber of
subregistries. Instead, we have chosen to register URl paraneter
val ues by reference. That is, the entry in the URl paraneter
registry for a given URI paraneter contains references to the RFCs
defining new val ues of that paranmeter. References to RFCs defining
par anet er val ues appear in double brackets in the registry.

So, the SIP and SIPS URI paraneter registry contains a colunm that
i ndi cat es whether or not each paraneter only accepts a set of
predefined values. Inplenenters of paraneters with a "yes" in that
colum need to find all the valid paranmeter values in the RFCs
provi ded as references.

4. | ANA Consi derati ons

Section 27 of RFC 3261 [1] creates an | ANA registry for method nanes,
header field names, warning codes, status codes, and option tags.
This specification creates a new sub-regi stry under the SIP
Parameters registry.

o SIP/SIPS URI Paraneters
4.1. SIP and SIPS URI Paraneters Sub-Registry
New SI P and SIPS URI paraneters and new paraneter val ues are
regi stered by the ANA.  \Wen registering a new SIP or SIPS paraneter
or a new value for a paraneter, the follow ng information MJST be
provi ded.
o Nane of the paraneter.
o Wether the paranmeter only accepts a set of predefined val ues.
0 Reference to the RFC defining the paranmeter and to any RFC that
defines new values for the paraneter. References to RFCs

defining paraneter val ues appear in double brackets in the
registry.

Camarillo Best Current Practice [ Page 3]



RFC 3969 | ANA URI Paraneter Registry for SIP Decenber 2004

Table 1 contains the initial values for this sub-registry.

Par anet er Name Predefi ned Val ues Reference

conp Yes [ RFC 3486]
lr No [ RFC 3261]
maddr No [ RFC 3261]
met hod Yes [ RFC 3261]
transport Yes [ RFC 3261]
ttl No [ RFC 3261]
user Yes [ RFC 3261]

Table 1: IANA SIP and SIPS URI paraneter sub-registry

Note that any given paranmeter nane is registered both as a SIP and as
a SIPS URI paraneter. Still, some paraneters may not apply to one of
the schenmes. W have chosen to register any paraneter as both a SIP
and SIPS URI paraneter anyway to avoid having two paraneters with the
same nane, one applicable to SIP URIs and one to SIPS URI's, but with

different semantics. Inplenentors are urged to read the paraneter
specifications for a detail ed description of the semantics of any
par aneter.

4.2. Registration Policy for SIP and SIPS URI Paraneters

As per the termnology in RFC 2434 [4], the registration policy for
SIP and SIPS URI paraneters shall be "Specification Required".

For the purposes of this registry, the paranmeter for which | ANA
registration is requested MJST be defined by a standards-track RFC

5. Security Considerations

The registry in this docunment does not in itself have security

consi derations. However, as nentioned in RFC 3427, an inportant
reason for the IETF to nanage the extensions of SIP is to ensure that
all extensions and paraneters are able to provide secure usage. The
supporting RFC publications for paraneter registrations described
this specification MJST provide detailed security considerations for
t hem
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Ful I 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 information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR I'S SPONSORED BY (IF ANY), THE I 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 LIMTED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE COF 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.

Intell ectual Property

The | 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 independent effort to identify any such rights. |Information
on the ETF' s procedures with respect to rights in | ETF Docunments can
be found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of IPR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nmade available, or the result of an
attenpt nmade to obtain a general |icense or permission for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenmenters or users of this

speci fication can be obtained fromthe | ETF 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 nmay cover technol ogy that nay be required to inplenment
this standard. Please address the information to the IETF at ietf-
ipr@etf.org.
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