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Abstract

Thi s docunent seeks to docunent all usage of |Pv4 addresses in
currently depl oyed | ETF Sub-1P Area docunented standards. 1|In order
to successfully transition froman all IPv4 Internet to an all |Pv6
Internet, many interimsteps will be taken. One of these steps is
the evolution of current protocols that have | Pv4 dependencies. |t
is hoped that these protocols (and their inplenentations) will be
redesi gned to be network address independent, but failing that wll
at | east dually support IPv4 and IPv6. To this end, all Standards
(Full, Draft, and Proposed) as well as Experinmental RFCs will be
surveyed and any dependencies will be docunented.
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1. Introduction

This docunent is part of a docunment set aiming to docunent all usage

of IPv4 addresses in |ETF standards. |In an effort to have the
information in a manageable form it has been broken into 7 docunents
conforming to the current | ETF areas (Application, Internet,

Operati ons & Managenent, Routing, Security, Sub-1P and Transport).
For a full introduction, please see the introduction [1].

2. Docunent Organization
The rest of the docunent sections are described bel ow.

Sections 3, 4, 5, and 6 each describe the raw analysis of Full,

Draft, and Proposed Standards, and Experinmental RFCs. Each RFCis

di scussed in its turn starting with RFC 1 and ending with (around)
RFC 3100. The comments for each RFC are "raw' in nature. That is,
each RFC is discussed in a vacuum and probl ens or issues di scussed do
not "l ook ahead" to see if the problens have al ready been fixed.

Section 7 is an analysis of the data presented in Sections 3, 4, 5,
and 6. It is here that all of the results are considered as a whol e

and the problens that have been resolved in later RFCs are
correl ated.

3. Full Standards
Full Internet Standards (nost conmonly sinply referred to as
"Standards") are fully mature protocol specification that are widely
i npl emrent ed and used t hroughout the Internet.
There are no full standards within the scope of this docunent.

4. Draft Standards
Draft Standards represent the penultimate standard |evel in the |ETF.
A protocol can only achieve draft standard when there are nultiple,
i ndependent, interoperable inplenmentations. Draft Standards are
usually quite mature and wi dely used.

There are no draft standards within the scope of this docunent.
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5.

Proposed St andards

Proposed Standards are introductory |evel docunments. There are no
requirenents for even a single inplenmentation. In many cases
Proposed are never inplenmented or advanced in the | ETF standards
process. They therefore are often just proposed ideas that are
presented to the Internet community. Sonetines flaws are exposed or
they are one of many conpeting solutions to problens. |In these |ater
cases, no discussion is presented as it would not serve the purpose
of this discussion.

5.01. RFC 3031 Multiprotocol Label Switching Architecture (MPLS)
There are no | Pv4 dependencies in this specification.
5.02. RFC 3032 MPLS Label Stack Encoding

This specification is both IPv4 and | Pv6 aware and needs no
changes.

5.03. RFC 3034 Use of Label Switching on Frane Rel ay Networks
Speci fication

There are no | Pv4 dependencies in this specification.
5.04. RFC 3035 MPLS using LDP and ATM VC Swi t chi ng

There are no | Pv4 dependencies in this specification.
5.05. RFC 3036 LDP Specification

This specification is both IPv4 and | Pv6 aware and needs no
changes.

5.06. RFC 3038 VCID Notification over ATMIink for LDP
There are no | Pv4 dependencies in this specification.
Experi mental RFCs

Experi nental RFCs typically define protocols that do not have

wi descal e i npl enentation or usage on the Internet. They are often
propriety in nature or used in limted arenas. They are docunented
to the Internet community in order to allow potenti al
interoperability or some other potential useful scenario. In a few
cases they are presented as alternatives to the nminstream sol ution
to an acknow edged probl em
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6.01. RFC 3063 MPLS Loop Prevention Mechani sm
There are no | Pv4 dependencies in this specification.
7. Summary of Results

In the initial survey of RFCs O positives were identified out of a
total of 7, broken down as follows:

St andar ds: 0 out of 0 or 0.00%
Draft Standards: 0 out of 0 or 0.00%
Proposed Standar ds: 0 out of 6 or 0.00%
Experi nental RFCs: 0 out of 1 or 0.00%

O those identified nany require no action because they docunent
out dat ed and unused protocols, while others are docunment protocols
that are actively being updated by the appropriate working groups.
Additionally there are many instances of standards that should be
updat ed but do not cause any operational inpact if they are not
updated. The renaining instances are docunented bel ow.
7.01. Standards

There are no standards within the scope of this docunent.
7.02. Draft Standards

There are no draft standards within the scope of this docunent.
7.03. Proposed Standards

There are no proposed standards with recomrendations in this
docunent .

7.04. Experinmental RFCs

There are no experinmental standards with recomrendations in this
docunent .

8. Security Considerations

This nenp exam nes the | Pv6-readi ness of specifications; this does
not have security considerations in itself.
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12. Full 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 | S SPONSCORED BY (I F 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 LI M 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 | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that m ght be clainmed
to pertain to the inplenmentati on or use of the technol ogy
described in this docunent or the extent to which any |icense
under such rights mght or mght not be avail able; nor does it
represent that it has made any independent 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 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 perm ssion for the use
of such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this

speci fication can be obtained fromthe IETF on-line I PR 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 technology that may be required
to inplement this standard. Please address the information to the
| ETF at ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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