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Introduction


This book is a collection of RFCs and Internet-Drafts related to
specific working group. The RFC and Internet-Drafts files are normally
stored in plain ascii text format and they are converted to html
suitable for eBook use by automatic scripts. Those scripts try to
detect headers, pictures, lists, references etc and create special
html for each of those. For text paragraphs those scripts remove
indentation and hard linebreaks and makes text paragraphs as normal
text so font size of the eBook can be adjusted at will and features
like text-to-speech work.


As this conversion is completely automatic there might be errors in
the converted files. I have tried to fix the issues when I find them,
but sometimes fixing issue in one RFC cause problems in others, so not
all errors can be easily fixed, this is especially true for very old
RFCs which do not follow the formatting specifications. If you notice
errors in the formatting please send email to the
<kivinen+rfc-ebook@iki.fi> and describle the problem.
Please, remember to include the RFC number and the version number of
the eBook file (found from the cover page).


As the collection of RFCs is quite large there has been some issues
with the conversion to kindle, and some features do not seem to work
properly when full set of RFCs is used. Because of this some
work-arounds have been made to make the eBook still usable. If the
kindle software gets updated some of those work-arounds might be
removed. For more information about those see the Conversion section.


The primary output format of the scripts is the .mobi
format used in the kindle, and I have been using Kindle 3 as my
primary testing device, so if other reader devices are used, there
might be more issues. The automatic tools also create the
.ePub file, which can be used on platforms which do not
support .mobi format. There is program called mobipocket for
reading .mobi files, and that program is available for wide
range of devices including PalmOS, Symbian, PC, Windows Mobile,
Blackberry etc, so also those devices can be used in addition to
normal eBook readers.


How to use this book


In this section I will concentrate mostly on how to use this on
Kindle 3. This eBook contains 5 main parts:



	Cover page

	This introduction

	Index

	RFCs and Internet-Drafts

	Description of the conversion process




The cover page includes the date when this
eBook was created (i.e. eBook version).


The conversion section includes technical information how this
eBook was created and some known issues etc.


Navigation


There are four main ways to navigate through the book in addition
to normal page up and down.


Fastest way to go to specific RFC or Internet-Draft is to press
menu button on the Kindle 3, and then select Index from
the menu. This will give you the automatic index of the contents of
the this file. This allows quick access to the RFC by just typing the
numbers to the search box, i.e. pressing Alt-t, Alt-o, Alt-o, Alt-y
will jump you to the RFC 5996 and then you can use arrow down to
select RFC and hit enter to go there. For internet draft start typing
the draft name.


Another option is to use the RFC Index in the beginning of the file
(You can get to there by either pressing menu, selecting
Index and then clicking on the  Index in the beginning
of the index, or by pressing menu, selecting Go to...
and then selecting Table of Contents).


Third option is to use left and right arrows to navigate the next
and previous RFC/Internet-Drafts.


The fourth way to navigate inside the book is to use the links
inside the files. The RFC Index has direct links to every 100th RFC.
Each file contains links to back 5, forward 5, next and previous rfc.
Also any reference inside the documents pointing to other RFCs gets
you directly there. Some of the links inside RFC moves you inside the
RFC, i.e. clicking link on the table of contents inside the RFC moves
you to that section etc. Also references inside the RFC will move you
to the refences section etc.











gen RFC and Internet-Draft Index


Index



	iasa2

	mtgvenue











iasa2 RFC and Internet-Draft Index


Index


Active


	draft-ietf-iasa2-consolidated-upd-00 Consolidated IASA2-Related Document Updates


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc2418bis-01 IETF Working Group Guidelines and Procedures


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc3005bis-01 IETF Discussion List Charter


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc4844-bis-00 The RFC Series and RFC Editor


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc5377bis-01 Advice to the Trustees of the IETF Trust on Rights to Be Granted in IETF Documents


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6220bis-02 Defining the Role and Function of IETF Protocol Parameter Registry Operators


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6548bis-01 Independent Submission Editor Model


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis-01 RFC Editor Model (Version 2)


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6702-bis-00 Promoting Compliance with Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) Disclosure Rules


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc7437bis-03 IAB, IESG, and IETF LLC Selection, Confirmation, and Recall Process: Operation of the IETF Nominating and Recall Committees


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc7500-bis-01 Principles for Operation of Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) Registries


	draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc7776bis-01 Update to the IETF Anti-Harassment Procedures for the Replacement of the IAOC with the IETF Administration LLC


	draft-ietf-iasa2-struct-06 Record of Proposed Structure of the IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA), Version 2.0


	draft-ietf-iasa2-trust-rationale-03 Discussion of the IASA 2.0 Changes as They Relate to the IETF Trust


	draft-ietf-iasa2-trust-update-02 Update to the Process for Selection of Trustees for the IETF Trust











mtgvenue RFC and Internet-Draft Index


Index


Active


	draft-ietf-mtgvenue-iaoc-venue-selection-process-16 IETF Plenary Meeting Venue Selection Process


	draft-ietf-mtgvenue-meeting-policy-07 High level guidance for the meeting policy of the IETF









draft-ietf-iasa2-consolidated-upd-00 - Consolidated IASA2-Related Document Updat

Index
Next
Forward 5


IASA2

Internet-Draft

Obsoletes: 3716, 3929, 3979, 4633, 4879,



Updates: 2028, 2418, 3005, 3710, 5377,



Intended status: Best Current Practice

Expires: May 19, 2019


J. Klensin, Ed.

November 15, 2018



8179 (if approved)



6702, 7500 (if approved)





Consolidated IASA2-Related Document Updates  

draft-ietf-iasa2-consolidated-upd-00


Abstract

   In 2018, the IETF began the transition to a new administrative
   structure, and updated its IETF Administrative Support Activity
   (IASA) to a new "IASA 2.0" structure.  In addition to more
   substantive changes that are described in other documents, the
   transition to the 2018 IETF Administrative Support structure changes
   several position titles and organizational relationships that are
   referenced in other documents.  Rather than reissue those documents
   individually, this specification provides updates to them and
   deprecates some now-obsolete documents to ensure that there is no
   confusion due to these changes.




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.



   Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working documents as Internet-Drafts.  The list of current Internet-
   Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.



   Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on May 19, 2019.




Copyright Notice

   Copyright (c) 2018 IETF Trust and the persons identified as the
   document authors.  All rights reserved.



   This document is subject to BCP 78 and the IETF Trust's Legal
   Provisions Relating to IETF Documents
   (https://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
   publication of this document.  Please review these documents
   carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
   to this document.  Code Components extracted from this document must
   include Simplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
   the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
   described in the Simplified BSD License.
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1. Introduction

   In 2018, the IETF began the transition to a new administrative
   structure, and updated its IETF Administrative Support Activity
   (IASA) to a new "IASA 2.0" structure [RFC-Struct].  Key IASA 2.0
   changes have been specified in a series of documents, including
   changes to the IETF Trust [RFC-trust-update], the rationale for it
   [RFC-trust-rationale], a new defining document for the IETF
   Administration LLC [LLC-Agreement] (informally called the "IETF LLC"
   or just "the LLC" in places in this document and elsewhere) and
   adjustments to the procedures for nominations and selections for
   relevant positions [RFC-7437bis].



   In addition to more substantive changes that are described in those
   and other documents, the IASA 2.0 structure changes several position
   titles and organizational relationships that are referenced in other
   documents.  Rather than reissue those documents individually, this
   document provides a unified update to them.



   This document updates RFCs 2028, 2418, 3005, 3710, 5377, 6702, and
   7500 (citations in context below) to make those terminology and
   related changes.  For clarity, it also obsoletes RFCs 3716, 3929,
   3979, 4633, 4879, and 8179 which were Experimental or Informational
   documents that are no longer relevant (see Section 6).  The sections
   that follow identify the details of the relevant documents and the
   required changes.



   [[CREF1: Note in Draft: This document lists changes that the WG may
   choose to process as standalone replacement documents instead.  The
   relevant sections are provided to speed things along should it decide
   to not do that.]]




2. Remove Text About the Connection Between the IAOC and IETF Trust

   Some documents that discuss the IETF Trust or its relationship to the
   community describe it, or the Trustees, in relation to the IAOC.
   That connection must be eliminated to reflect the new IASA 2.0
   structure.



   This document applies that change to the following:



o  RFC 5377 [RFC5377], Advice to the Trustees of the IETF Trust on
   Rights to Be Granted in IETF Documents.  These changes require
   dropping "made up of the members of the IAOC [RFC4371]" after
   "board of trustees" in the first paragraph of Section 1 and "which
   is made up of the members of the IAOC, as described in [RFC4071]
   and [RFC4371]" in the first paragraph of Section 3.
   [[CREF2: RFC Editor please note that the bracketed strings above
   are quoted text, not references. ]]




3. Replacement of IAOC with IETF Administration LLC

   All mentions of the IETF Administrative Oversight Committee (IAOC)
   that are not removed by the prior section, shall be updated and
   replaced by the IETF Administration LLC (IETF-LLC).  This is
   necessary because the IAOC is phased out under the IASA 2.0
   structure.



   This document applies that change to the following:



   o  RFC 4844 [RFC4844], the RFC Series and RFC Editor Sections 3.3,
      3.4, and 4.



   o  RFC 7500 [RFC7500] Principles for Operation of Internet Assigned
      Numbers Authority (IANA) Registries, Section 3.4.  This means that
      the IETF LLC, the body responsible for IETF administrative and
      financial matters, maintains an SLA with the current registry



      operator, the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers
      (ICANN).  It also means that both the Internet Architecture Board
      (IAB) and the IETF LLC are accountable to the larger Internet
      community for the IANA registries.



4.  Where Appropriate, Replacement of the IETF Executive Director
    position with the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat



   Under the IASA 2.0 structure, most of the responsibilities of the
   former position of IETF Executive Director been assigned to a new
   position (or at least title) of Managing Director of the IETF
   Secretariat.  An "Executive Director" title is now associated with
   different, and largely new, responsibilities as an Officer of the
   IETF Administration LLC.  These changes are described in the
   description of the new structural arrangements [RFC-Struct].



   [[CREF3: Editorial comment/rant (JcK 20181114): Or at least they had
   better be clearly described there because, if they are not, this
   document is the wrong place to try to fix it.  I've done the best I
   could to combine my view of what this should say (which does not
   necessarily align with WG discussions) and Jason's (which presumably
   does, but had another issue or two).  Basically, from the standpoint
   of a clear understanding of the new roles and titles, taking the old
   roles of "IETF Executive Director" and "IETF Administrative Director"
   and renaming the Secretariat management part of the former role to
   "Managing Director, IETF Secretariat" would have been a little
   confusing because the old "IETF Executive Director" position had
   functions that were not inherently limited to the Secretariat
   function as the IETF has understood it.  But then taking some of the
   IAD functions and calling them "Executive Director" (without "IETF",
   but the term with "IETF" is still present in older documents that the
   WG has concluded it doesn't need to update and in some more recent
   sloppy usage) while distributing other IAD functions to the
   Secretariat is a recipe for complete confusion... and I've seen
   messages in which several people who have been active in the WG
   appear to be confused.  I accept Alissa's judgment that it is too
   late to change this, or at least the association of the "Executive
   Director" title with that LLC function, but suggest we need to be
   _very_ careful -- much more careful than we have apparently been so
   far -- about good-quality explanations and absolute consistency about
   terminology. ]]



   This document applies that change to the following:



o  RFC 2028, The Organizations Involved in the IETF Standards Process
   [RFC2028], Section 3.3.
   [[CREF4: Editorial note (JcK 20181115) Jason suggested somewhat
   different text, specifically "This means that the administrative



      functions necessary to support the activities of the IETF are
      performed by a Secretariat, led by the Managing Director, IETF
      Secretariat, and consisting of his or her staff in the IETF
      Secretariat."  I don't think "This" (the change) means any such
      thing because 2028 fairly clearly establishes the administrative
      function role of the Secretariat and its staff.  All this change
      does is what is described in the first paragraph of this section,
      i.e., switch titles, so the additional attempted explanation is
      unnecessary and likely to be confusing.  A similar change was
      proposed for the description of the RFC 2418 change below.  The WG
      should decide what it wants.]]



   o  RFC 2418, IETF Working Group Guidelines and Procedures [RFC2418]



   o  RFC 3710, An IESG Charter, Section 2[RFC3710].



   o  RFC 6702, Promoting Compliance with Intellectual Property Rights
      (IPR) Disclosure Rules, Section 5 [RFC6702].



   [[CREF5: Note in Draft: Bob Hinden's note of November 10, 2018 11:37
   +0900 indicates that RFC4844 should continue to reference the IETF
   Executive Director.]]




5. Remove the IETF Executive Director as an Option

   In a few cases, it is no longer appropriate for either the Managing
   Director, IETF Secretariat (former IETF Executive Director position)
   or the new IETF Executive Director (for the LLC) to perform a
   particular historical function.  The relevant documents are updated
   to remove the IETF Executive Director from the list of people with
   specific responsibilities or authority.  Those documents will not be
   updated to use "Managing Director, IETF Secretariat" but, instead,
   the mention of the position will simply be dropped.



   This document applies that change to the following:



   o  RFC 3005, IETF Discussion List Charter [RFC3005], section titled
      "Charter for the IETF Discussion List".  This document is modified
      to remove the authorization for the IETF Executive Director to
      restrict people from posting, etc.




6. Deprecated Documents

   The IASA2 Working Group has also identified several RFCs that no
   longer apply as a result of the change to the new IASA 2.0 structure.
   The result is that several informational, experimental, or other RFCs
   can be deprecated.



   This document deprecates the following:



   o  RFC 3929 [RFC3929], which touches on aspects of the administration
      of the IETF, such as mentioning the IETF Executive Director.  It
      dates to 2004 and is experimental.



   o  RFC 3979 [RFC3979], that is updated by [RFC8179], which corrects
      mentions of the IETF Executive Director to the IETF Secretariat.



   o  RFC 4633 [RFC4633], which is an experimental document that refers
      to IETF Executive Director.  It describes a 2006 experiment that
      ran for 18 months.



   o  RFC 4879 [RFC4879], that is updated by [RFC8179], which corrects
      mentions of the IETF Executive Director to the IETF Secretariat.



   It is also recommended that the above documents be reclassified to
   Historic to further reduce the risk of any confusion.




7. Acknowledgements

   ..to be supplied after version 00




8. Contributors
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   document.




9. IANA Considerations

   [[CREF6: RFC Editor: Please remove this section before publication.]]



   This memo includes no requests to or actions for IANA.




10. Security Considerations

   The changes specified in this document are matters of terminology and
   organizational structure derived from documents it references.  It
   should have no effect on Internet security.
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Abstract

   The Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) has responsibility for
   developing and reviewing specifications intended as Internet
   Standards.  IETF activities are organized into working groups (WGs).
   This document describes the guidelines and procedures for formation
   and operation of IETF working groups.  It also describes the formal
   relationship between IETF participants WG and the Internet
   Engineering Steering Group (IESG) and the basic duties of IETF
   participants, including WG Chairs, WG participants, and IETF Area
   Directors.




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.



   Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working documents as Internet-Drafts.  The list of current Internet-
   Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.



   Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on April 23, 2019.




Copyright Notice

   Copyright (c) 2018 IETF Trust and the persons identified as the
   document authors.  All rights reserved.



   This document is subject to BCP 78 and the IETF Trust's Legal
   Provisions Relating to IETF Documents
   (https://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
   publication of this document.  Please review these documents
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   carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
   to this document.  Code Components extracted from this document must
   include Simplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
   the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
   described in the Simplified BSD License.




Table of Contents


				   1.  Introduction
		     1.1.  IETF approach to standardization


	     1.2.  Roles within a Working Group





	   2.  Working group formation
		     2.1.  Criteria for formation


	     2.2.  Charter


	     2.3.  Charter review and approval


	     2.4.  Birds of a feather (BOF)





	   3.  Working Group Operation
		     3.1.  Session planning


	     3.2.  Session venue
		       3.2.1.  IETF Meetings


	       3.2.2.  On-line





	     3.3.  Session management


	     3.4.  Contention and appeals





	   4.  Working Group Termination


	   5.  Rechartering a Working Group


	   6.  Staff Roles
		     6.1.  WG Chair


	     6.2.  WG Secretary


	     6.3.  Document Editor


	     6.4.  WG Facilitator


	     6.5.  Design teams


	     6.6.  Working Group Consultant


	     6.7.  Area Director





	   7.  Working Group Documents
		     7.1.  Session documents


	     7.2.  Internet-Drafts (I-D)


	     7.3.  Request For Comments (RFC)


	     7.4.  Working Group Last-Call


	     7.5.  Submission of documents





	   8.  Review of documents


	   9.  Security Considerations


	   10. References
		     10.1.  References


	     10.2.  URIs





	   Appendix A.  Sample Working Group Charter


	   Appendix B.  Changes from RFC 2418


	   Authors' Addresses







	Internet-DraftIETF Working Group Guidelines and Procedures  October




1. Introduction

   The Internet, a loosely-organized international collaboration of
   autonomous, interconnected networks, supports host-to-host
   communication through voluntary adherence to open protocols and
   procedures defined by Internet Standards.  There are also many
   isolated interconnected networks, which are not connected to the
   global Internet but use the Internet Standards.  Internet Standards
   are developed in the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF).  This
   document defines guidelines and procedures for IETF working groups.
   The Internet Standards Process of the IETF is defined in [RFC2026].
   The organizations involved in the IETF Standards Process are
   described in [RFC2028] as are the roles of specific individuals.



   The IETF is a large, open community of network designers, operators,
   vendors, users, and researchers concerned with the Internet and the
   technology used on it.  The primary activities of the IETF are
   performed by committees known as working groups.  There are currently
   more than 100 working groups.  (See the IETF web page for an up-to-
   date list of IETF Working Groups - http://www.ietf.org.)  Working
   groups tend to have a narrow focus and a lifetime bounded by the
   completion of a specific set of tasks, although there are exceptions.



   For management purposes, the IETF working groups are collected
   together into areas, with each area having a separate focus.  For
   example, the security area deals with the development of security-
   related technology.  Each IETF area is managed by one or two Area
   Directors (ADs).  There are currently eight areas in the IETF but the
   number changes from time to time.  (See the IETF website for a list
   of the current areas, the Area Directors for each area, and a list of
   which working groups are assigned to each area.)



   In many areas, the Area Directors have formed an advisory group or
   directorate.  These comprise experienced members of the IETF and the
   technical community represented by the area.  The specific name and
   the details of the role for each group differ from area to area, but
   the primary intent is that these groups assist the Area Director(s),
   e.g., with the review of specifications produced in the area.



   The IETF area directors are selected by a nominating committee, which
   also selects an overall chair for the IETF.  The nominations process
   is described in [RFC2282].



   The area directors sitting as a body, along with the IETF Chair,
   comprise the Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG).  The
   Managing Director of the IETF Secretariat is an ex-officio
   participant of the IESG, as are the IAB Chair and a designated
   Internet Architecture Board (IAB) liaison.  The IESG approves IETF
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   Standards and approves the publication of other IETF documents.  (See
   [RFC2026].)



   A small IETF Secretariat provides staff and administrative support
   for the operation of the IETF.



   There is no formal membership in the IETF.  Participation is open to
   all.  This participation may be by on-line contribution, attendance
   at face-to-face sessions, or both.  Anyone from the Internet
   community who has the time and interest is urged to participate in
   IETF meetings and any of its on-line working group discussions.
   Participation is by individual technical contributors, rather than by
   formal representatives of organizations.



   This document defines procedures and guidelines for the formation and
   operation of working groups in the IETF.  It defines the relations of
   working groups to other bodies within the IETF.  The duties of
   working group Chairs and Area Directors with respect to the operation
   of the working group are also defined.  When used in this document
   the key words "MUST", "MUST NOT", "REQUIRED", "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
   "SHOULD", "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED", "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" are to
   be interpreted as described [RFC2119].  RFC 2119 defines the use of
   these key words to help make the intent of standards track documents
   as clear as possible.  The same key words are used in this document
   to help smooth WG operation and reduce the chance for confusion about
   the processes.




1.1. IETF approach to standardization

   Familiarity with The Internet Standards Process [RFC2026] is
   essential for a complete understanding of the philosophy, procedures
   and guidelines described in this document.




1.2. Roles within a Working Group

   The document, "Organizations Involved in the IETF Standards Process"
   [RFC2028] describes the roles of a number of individuals within a
   working group, including the working group chair and the document
   editor.  These descriptions are expanded later in this document.




2. Working group formation

   IETF working groups (WGs) are the primary mechanism for development
   of IETF specifications and guidelines, many of which are intended to
   be standards or recommendations.  A working group may be established
   at the initiative of an Area Director or it may be initiated by an
   individual or group of individuals.  Anyone interested in creating an
   IETF working group MUST obtain the advice and consent of the IETF
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   Area Director(s) in whose area the working group would fall and MUST
   proceed through the formal steps detailed in this section.



   Working groups are typically created to address a specific problem or
   to produce one or more specific deliverables (a guideline, standards
   specification, etc.).  Working groups are generally expected to be
   short-lived in nature.  Upon completion of its goals and achievement
   of its objectives, the working group is terminated.  A working group
   may also be terminated for other reasons (see Section 4).
   Alternatively, with the concurrence of the IESG, Area Director, the
   WG Chair, and the WG participants, the objectives or assignment of
   the working group may be extended by modifying the working group's
   charter through a rechartering process (see Section 5).




2.1. Criteria for formation

   When determining whether it is appropriate to create a working group,
   the Area Director(s) and the IESG will consider several issues:



   o  Are the issues that the working group plans to address clear and
      relevant to the Internet community?



   o  Are the goals specific and reasonably achievable, and achievable
      within a reasonable time frame?



   o  What are the risks and urgency of the work, to determine the level
      of effort required?



   o  Do the working group's activities overlap with those of another
      working group?  If so, it may still be appropriate to create the
      working group, but this question must be considered carefully by
      the Area Directors as subdividing efforts often dilutes the
      available technical expertise.



   o  Is there sufficient interest within the IETF in the working
      group's topic with enough people willing to expend the effort to
      produce the desired result (e.g., a protocol specification)?
      Working groups require considerable effort, including management
      of the working group process, editing of working group documents,
      and contributing to the document text.  IETF experience suggests
      that these roles typically cannot all be handled by one person; a
      minimum of four or five active participants in the management
      positions are typically required in addition to a minimum of one
      or two dozen people that will attend the working group meetings
      and contribute on the mailing list.  NOTE: The interest must be
      broad enough that a working group would not be seen as merely the
      activity of a single vendor.
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   o  Is there enough expertise within the IETF in the working group's
      topic, and are those people interested in contributing in the
      working group?



   o  Does a base of interested consumers (end-users) appear to exist
      for the planned work?  Consumer interest can be measured by
      participation of end-users within the IETF process, as well as by
      less direct means.



   o  Does the IETF have a reasonable role to play in the determination
      of the technology?  There are many Internet-related technologies
      that may be interesting to IETF members but in some cases the IETF
      may not be in a position to effect the course of the technology in
      the "real world".  This can happen, for example, if the technology
      is being developed by another standards body or an industry
      consortium.



   o  Are all known intellectual property rights relevant to the
      proposed working group's efforts issues understood?



   o  Is the proposed work plan an open IETF effort or is it an attempt
      to "bless" non-IETF technology where the effect of input from IETF
      participants may be limited?



   o  Is there a good understanding of any existing work that is
      relevant to the topics that the proposed working group is to
      pursue?  This includes work within the IETF and elsewhere.



   o  Do the working group's goals overlap with known work in another
      standards body, and if so is adequate liaison in place?



   Considering the above criteria, the Area Director(s), using his or
   her best judgement, will decide whether to pursue the formation of
   the group through the chartering process.




2.2. Charter

   The formation of a working group requires a charter which is
   primarily negotiated between a prospective working group Chair and
   the relevant Area Director(s), although final approval is made by the
   IESG with advice from the Internet Architecture Board (IAB).  A
   charter is a contract between a working group and the IETF to perform
   a set of tasks.  A charter:



   1.  Lists relevant administrative information for the working group;
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   2.  Specifies the direction or objectives of the working group and
       describes the approach that will be taken to achieve the goals;
       and



   3.  Enumerates a set of milestones together with time frames for
       their completion.



   When the prospective Chair(s), the Area Director and the IETF
   Secretariat are satisfied with the charter form and content, it
   becomes the basis for forming a working group.  Note that an Area
   Director MAY require holding an exploratory Birds of a Feather (BOF)
   meeting, as described below, to gage the level of support for a
   working group before submitting the charter to the IESG and IAB for
   approval.



   Charters may be renegotiated periodically to reflect the current
   status, organization or goals of the working group (see Section 5).
   Hence, a charter is a contract between the IETF and the working group
   which is committing to meet explicit milestones and delivering
   specific "products."



   Specifically, each charter consists of the following sections:



   Working group name

      A working group name should be reasonably descriptive or
      identifiable.  Additionally, the group shall define an acronym
      (maximum eight printable ASCII characters) to reference the group
      in the IETF directories, mailing lists, and general documents.



   Chair(s)

      The working group may have one or more Chairs to perform the
      administrative functions of the group.  The email address(es) of
      the Chair(s) shall be included.  Generally, a working group is
      limited to two chairs.



   Area and Area Director(s)

      The name of the IETF area with which the working group is
      affiliated and the name and electronic mail address of the
      associated Area Director(s).



   Responsible Area Director

      The Area Director who acts as the primary IESG contact for the
      working group.



   Mailing list

      An IETF working group MUST have a general Internet mailing list.
      Most of the work of an IETF working group will be conducted on the
      mailing list.  The working group charter MUST include:



Internet‑DraftIETF Working Group Guidelines and Procedures  October 2018




      1.  The address to which a participant sends a subscription
          request and the procedures to follow when subscribing,



      2.  The address to which a participant sends submissions and
          special procedures, if any, and



      3.  The location of the mailing list archive.  A message archive
          MUST be maintained in a public place which can be accessed via
          FTP or via the web.



      As a service to the community, the IETF Secretariat operates a
      mailing list archive for working group mailing lists.  In order to
      take advantage of this service, working group mailing lists MUST
      include the address "wg_acronym-archive@ietf.org" (where
      "wg_acronym" is the working group acronym) in the mailing list in
      order that a copy of all mailing list messages be recorded in the
      Secretariat's archive.  Those archives are located at
      ftp://ftp.ietf.org/ietf-mail-archive.  For robustness, WGs SHOULD
      maintain an additional archive separate from that maintained by
      the Secretariat.



Description of working group
   The focus and intent of the group shall be set forth briefly.  By
   reading this section alone, an individual should be able to decide
   whether this group is relevant to their own work.  The first
   paragraph must give a brief summary of the problem area, basis,
   goal(s) and approach(es) planned for the working group.  This
   paragraph can be used as an overview of the working group's
   effort.
   To facilitate evaluation of the intended work and to provide on‑
   going guidance to the working group, the charter must describe the
   problem being solved and should discuss objectives and expected
   impact with respect to:



      *  Architecture



      *  Operations



      *  Security



      *  Network management



      *  Scaling



      *  Transition (where applicable)



   Goals and milestones
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      The working group charter MUST establish a timetable for specific
      work items.  While this may be renegotiated over time, the list of
      milestones and dates facilitates the Area Director's tracking of
      working group progress and status, and it is indispensable to
      potential participants identifying the critical moments for input.
      Milestones shall consist of deliverables that can be qualified as
      showing specific achievement; e.g., "Internet-Draft finished" is
      fine, but "discuss via email" is not.  It is helpful to specify
      milestones for every three to six months, so that progress can be
      gauged easily.  This milestone list is expected to be updated
      periodically (see Section 5).



   An example of a WG charter is included as Appendix A.




2.3. Charter review and approval

   Proposed working groups often comprise technically competent
   participants who are not familiar with the history of Internet
   architecture or IETF processes.  This can, unfortunately, lead to
   good working group consensus about a bad design.  To facilitate
   working group efforts, an Area Director may assign a Consultant from
   among the ranks of senior IETF participants.  (Consultants are
   described in Section 6.)  At the discretion of the Area Director,
   approval of a new WG may be withheld in the absence of sufficient
   consultant resources.



   Once the Area Director (and the Area Directorate, as the Area
   Director deems appropriate) has approved the working group charter,
   the charter is submitted for review by the IAB and approval by the
   IESG.  After a review period of at least a week the proposed charter
   is posted to the IETF-announce mailing list as a public notice that
   the formation of the working group is being considered.  At the same
   time the proposed charter is also posted to the "new-work" mailing
   list.  This mailing list has been created to let qualified
   representatives from other standards organizations know about pending
   IETF working groups.  After another review period lasting at least a
   week the IESG MAY approve the charter as-is, it MAY request that
   changes be made in the charter, or MAY decline to approve chartering
   of the working group



   If the IESG approves the formation of the working group it remands
   the approved charter to the IETF Secretariat who records and enters
   the information into the IETF tracking database.  The working group
   is announced to the IETF-announce a by the IETF Secretariat.
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2.4. Birds of a feather (BOF)

   Often it is not clear whether an issue merits the formation of a
   working group.  To facilitate exploration of the issues the IETF
   offers the possibility of a Birds of a Feather (BOF) session, as well
   as the early formation of an email list for preliminary discussion.
   In addition, a BOF may serve as a forum for a single presentation or
   discussion, without any intent to form a working group.



   A BOF is a session at an IETF meeting which permits "market research"
   and technical "brainstorming".  Any individual may request permission
   to hold a BOF on a subject.  The request MUST be filed with a
   relevant Area Director who must approve a BOF before it can be
   scheduled.  The person who requests the BOF may be asked to serve as
   Chair of the BOF.



   The Chair of the BOF is also responsible for providing a report on
   the outcome of the BOF.  If the Area Director approves, the BOF is
   then scheduled by submitting a request to agenda@ietf.org [1] with
   copies to the Area Director(s).  A BOF description and agenda are
   required before a BOF can be scheduled.



   Available time for BOFs is limited, and BOFs are held at the
   discretion of the ADs for an area.  The AD(s) may require additional
   assurances before authorizing a BOF.  For example,



   o  The Area Director MAY require the establishment of an open email
      list prior to authorizing a BOF.  This permits initial exchanges
      and sharing of framework, vocabulary and approaches, in order to
      make the time spent in the BOF more productive.



   o  The Area Director MAY require that a BOF be held, prior to
      establishing a working group (see Section 2.2).



   o  The Area Director MAY require that there be a draft of the WG
      charter prior to holding a BOF.



   o  The Area Director MAY require that a BOF not be held until an
      Internet-Draft describing the proposed technology has been
      published so it can be used as a basis for discussion in the BOF.



   In general, a BOF on a particular topic is held only once (ONE slot
   at one IETF Plenary meeting).  Under unusual circumstances Area
   Directors may, at their discretion, allow a BOF to meet for a second
   time.  BOFs are not permitted to meet three times.  Note that all
   other things being equal, WGs will be given priority for meeting
   space over BOFs.  Also, occasionally BOFs may be held for other
   purposes than to discuss formation of a working group.
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   Usually the outcome of a BOF will be one of the following:



   o  There was enough interest and focus in the subject to warrant the
      formation of a WG;



   o  While there was a reasonable level of interest expressed in the
      BOF some other criteria for working group formation was not met
      (see Section 2.1).



   o  The discussion came to a fruitful conclusion, with results to be
      written down and published, however there is no need to establish
      a WG; or



   o  There was not enough interest in the subject to warrant the
      formation of a WG.




3. Working Group Operation

   The IETF has basic requirements for open and fair participation and
   for thorough consideration of technical alternatives.  Within those
   constraints, working groups are autonomous and each determines most
   of the details of its own operation with respect to session
   participation, reaching closure, etc.  The core rule for operation is
   that acceptance or agreement is achieved via working group "rough
   consensus".  WG participants should specifically note the
   requirements for disclosure of conflicts of interest in [RFC2028].



   A number of procedural questions and issues will arise over time, and
   it is the function of the Working Group Chair(s) to manage the group
   process, keeping in mind that the overall purpose of the group is to
   make progress towards reaching rough consensus in realizing the
   working group's goals and objectives.



   There are few hard and fast rules on organizing or conducting working
   group activities, but a set of guidelines and practices has evolved
   over time that have proven successful.  These are listed here, with
   actual choices typically determined by the working group participants
   and the Chair(s).




3.1. Session planning

   For coordinated, structured WG interactions, the Chair(s) MUST
   publish a draft agenda well in advance of the actual session.  The
   agenda should contain at least:



   o  The items for discussion;



   o  The estimated time necessary per item; and
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   o  A clear indication of what documents the participants will need to
      read before the session in order to be well prepared.



   Publication of the working group agenda shall include sending a copy
   of the agenda to the working group mailing list and to
   agenda@ietf.org [2]



   All working group actions shall be taken in a public forum, and wide
   participation is encouraged.  A working group will conduct much of
   its business via electronic mail distribution lists but may meet
   periodically to discuss and review task status and progress, to
   resolve specific issues and to direct future activities.  IETF
   Plenary meetings are the primary venue for these face-to-face working
   group sessions, and it is common (though not required) that active
   "interim" face-to-face meetings, telephone conferences, or video
   conferences may also be held.  Interim meetings are subject to the
   same rules for advance notification, reporting, open participation,
   and process, which apply to other working group meetings.



   All working group sessions (including those held outside of the IETF
   meetings) shall be reported by making minutes available.  These
   minutes should include the agenda for the session, an account of the
   discussion including any decisions made, and a list of attendees.
   The Working Group Chair is responsible for insuring that session
   minutes are written and distributed, though the actual task may be
   performed by someone designated by the Working Group Chair.  The
   minutes shall be submitted in printable ASCII text for publication in
   the IETF Proceedings, and for posting in the IETF Directories and are
   to be sent to: minutes@ietf.org [3]




3.2. Session venue

   Each working group will determine the balance of email and face-to-
   face sessions that is appropriate for achieving its milestones.
   Electronic mail permits the widest participation; face-to-face
   meetings often permit better focus and therefore can be more
   efficient for reaching a consensus among a core of the working group
   participants.  In determining the balance, the WG must ensure that
   its process does not serve to exclude contribution by email-only
   participants.  Decisions reached during a face-to-face meeting about
   topics or issues which have not been discussed on the mailing list,
   or are significantly different from previously arrived mailing list
   consensus MUST be reviewed on the mailing list.
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3.2.1. IETF Meetings

   If a WG needs a session at an IETF meeting, the Chair must apply for
   time-slots as soon as the first announcement of that IETF meeting is
   made by the IETF Secretariat to the wg-chairs@ietf.org [4] list.
   Session time is a scarce resource at IETF meetings, so placing
   requests early will facilitate schedule coordination for WGs
   requiring the same set of experts.



   The application for a WG session at an IETF meeting MUST be made to
   the IETF Secretariat at the address agenda@ietf.org [5].  Some Area
   Directors may want to coordinate WG sessions in their area and
   request that time slots be coordinated through them.  If this is the
   case it will be noted in the IETF meeting announcement.  A WG
   scheduling request MUST contain:



   o  The working group name and full title;



   o  The amount of time requested;



   o  The rough outline of the WG agenda that is expected to be covered;



   o  The estimated number of people that will attend the WG session;



   o  Related WGs that should not be scheduled for the same time
      slot(s); and



   o  Optionally a request can be added for the WG session to be
      transmitted over the Internet in audio and video.



   NOTE: While open discussion and contribution is essential to working
   group success, the Chair is responsible for ensuring forward
   progress.  When acceptable to the WG, the Chair may call for
   restricted participation (but not restricted attendance!) at IETF
   working group sessions for the purpose of achieving progress.  The
   Working Group Chair then has the authority to refuse to grant the
   floor to any individual who is unprepared or otherwise covering
   inappropriate material, or who, in the opinion of the Chair is
   disrupting the WG process.  The Chair should consult with the Area
   Director(s) if the individual persists in disruptive behavior.




3.2.2. On-line

   It can be quite useful to conduct email exchanges in the same manner
   as a face-to-face session, with published schedule and agenda, as
   well as on-going summarization and consensus polling.  Many working
   group participants hold that mailing list discussion is the best
   place to consider and resolve issues and make decisions.  The choice
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   of operational style is made by the working group itself.  It is
   important to note, however, that Internet email discussion is
   possible for a much wider base of interested persons than is
   attendance at IETF meetings, due to the time and expense required to
   attend.



   As with face-to-face sessions occasionally one or more individuals
   may engage in behavior on a mailing list which disrupts the WG's
   progress.  In these cases the Chair should attempt to discourage the
   behavior by communication directly with the offending individual
   rather than on the open mailing list.  If the behavior persists then
   the Chair must involve the Area Director in the issue.  As a last
   resort and after explicit warnings, the Area Director, with the
   approval of the IESG, may request that the mailing list maintainer
   block the ability of the offending individual to post to the mailing
   list.  (If the mailing list software permits this type of operation.)
   Even if this is done, the individual must not be prevented from
   receiving messages posted to the list.  Other methods of mailing list
   control may be considered but must be approved by the AD(s) and the
   IESG.




3.3. Session management

   Working groups make decisions through a "rough consensus" process.
   IETF consensus does not require that all participants agree although
   this is, of course, preferred.  In general, the dominant view of the
   working group shall prevail.  (However, it must be noted that
   "dominance" is not to be determined on the basis of volume or
   persistence, but rather a more general sense of agreement.)
   Consensus can be determined by a show of hands, humming, or any other
   means on which the WG agrees (by rough consensus, of course).  Note
   that 51% of the working group does not qualify as "rough consensus"
   and 99% is better than rough.  It is up to the Chair to determine if
   rough consensus has been reached.



   It can be particularly challenging to gauge the level of consensus on
   a mailing list.  There are two different cases where a working group
   may be trying to understand the level of consensus via a mailing list
   discussion.  But in both cases the volume of messages on a topic is
   not, by itself, a good indicator of consensus since one or two
   individuals may be generating much of the traffic.



   In the case where a consensus which has been reached during a face-
   to-face meeting is being verified on a mailing list the people who
   were in the meeting and expressed agreement must be taken into
   account.  If there were 100 people in a meeting and only a few people
   on the mailing list disagree with the consensus of the meeting then
   the consensus should be seen as being verified.  Note that enough
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   time should be given to the verification process for the mailing list
   readers to understand and consider any objections that may be raised
   on the list.  The normal two week last-call period should be
   sufficient for this.



   The other case is where the discussion has been held entirely over
   the mailing list.  The determination of the level of consensus may be
   harder to do in this case since most people subscribed to mailing
   lists do not actively participate in discussions on the list.  It is
   left to the discretion of the working group chair how to evaluate the
   level of consensus.  The most common method used is for the working
   group chair to state what he or she believes to be the consensus view
   and. at the same time, requests comments from the list about the
   stated conclusion.



   The challenge to managing working group sessions is to balance the
   need for open and fair consideration of the issues against the need
   to make forward progress.  The working group, as a whole, has the
   final responsibility for striking this balance.  The Chair has the
   responsibility for overseeing the process but may delegate direct
   process management to a formally-designated Facilitator.



   It is occasionally appropriate to revisit a topic, to re-evaluate
   alternatives or to improve the group's understanding of a relevant
   decision.  However, unnecessary repeated discussions on issues can be
   avoided if the Chair makes sure that the main arguments in the
   discussion (and the outcome) are summarized and archived after a
   discussion has come to conclusion.  It is also good practice to note
   important decisions/consensus reached by email in the minutes of the
   next 'live' session, and to summarize briefly the decision-making
   history in the final documents the WG produces.



   To facilitate making forward progress, a Working Group Chair may wish
   to decide to reject or defer the input from a member, based upon the
   following criteria:



   Old

      The input pertains to a topic that already has been resolved and
      is redundant with information previously available;



   Minor

      The input is new and pertains to a topic that has already been
      resolved, but it is felt to be of minor import to the existing
      decision;



   Timing

      The input pertains to a topic that the working group has not yet
      opened for discussion; or
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   Scope

      The input is outside of the scope of the working group charter.




3.4. Contention and appeals

   Disputes are possible at various stages during the IETF process.  As
   much as possible the process is designed so that compromises can be
   made, and genuine consensus achieved; however, there are times when
   even the most reasonable and knowledgeable people are unable to
   agree.  To achieve the goals of openness and fairness, such conflicts
   must be resolved by a process of open review and discussion.



   Formal procedures for requesting a review of WG, Chair, Area Director
   or IESG actions and conducting appeals are documented in The Internet
   Standards Process [RFC2026].




4. Working Group Termination

   Working groups are typically chartered to accomplish a specific task
   or tasks.  After the tasks are complete, the group will be disbanded.
   However, if a WG produces a Proposed or Draft Standard, the WG will
   frequently become dormant rather than disband (i.e., the WG will no
   longer conduct formal activities, but the mailing list will remain
   available to review the work as it moves to Draft Standard and
   Standard status.)



   If, at some point, it becomes evident that a working group is unable
   to complete the work outlined in the charter, or if the assumptions
   which that work was based have been modified in discussion or by
   experience, the Area Director, in consultation with the working group
   can either:



   1.  Recharter to refocus its tasks,



   2.  Choose new Chair(s), or



   3.  Disband.



   If the working group disagrees with the Area Director's choice, it
   may appeal to the IESG (see Section 3.4).




5. Rechartering a Working Group

   Updated milestones are renegotiated with the Area Director and the
   IESG, as needed, and then are submitted to the IESG Secretariat:
   iesg-secretary@ietf.org [6].
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   Rechartering (other than revising milestones) a working group follows
   the same procedures that the initial chartering does (see Section 2).
   The revised charter must be submitted to the IESG and IAB for
   approval.  As with the initial chartering, the IESG may approve new
   charter as-is, it may request that changes be made in the new charter
   (including having the Working Group continue to use the old charter),
   or it may decline to approve the rechartered working group.  In the
   latter case, the working group is disbanded.




6. Staff Roles

   Working groups require considerable care and feeding.  In addition to
   general participation, successful working groups benefit from the
   efforts of participants filling specific functional roles.  The Area
   Director must agree to the specific people performing the WG Chair,
   and Working Group Consultant roles, and they serve at the discretion
   of the Area Director.




6.1. WG Chair

   The Working Group Chair is concerned with making forward progress
   through a fair and open process, and has wide discretion in the
   conduct of WG business.  The Chair must ensure that a number of tasks
   are performed, either directly or by others assigned to the tasks.



   The Chair has the responsibility and the authority to make decisions,
   on behalf of the working group, regarding all matters of working
   group process and staffing, in conformance with the rules of the
   IETF.  The AD has the authority and the responsibility to assist in
   making those decisions at the request of the Chair or when
   circumstances warrant such an intervention.



   The Chair's responsibility encompasses at least the following:



   Ensure WG process and content management

      The Chair has ultimate responsibility for ensuring that a working
      group achieves forward progress and meets its milestones.  The
      Chair is also responsible to ensure that the working group
      operates in an open and fair manner.  For some working groups,
      this can be accomplished by having the Chair perform all
      management-related activities.  In other working groups --
      particularly those with large or divisive participation -- it is
      helpful to allocate process and/or secretarial functions to other
      participants.  Process management pertains strictly to the style
      of working group interaction and not to its content.  It ensures
      fairness and detects redundancy.  The secretarial function
      encompasses document editing.  It is quite common for a working
      group to assign the task of specification Editor to one or two
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      participants.  Sometimes, they also are part of the design team,
      described below.



Moderate the WG email list
   The Chair should attempt to ensure that the discussions on this
   list are relevant and that they converge to consensus agreements.
   The Chair should make sure that discussions on the list are
   summarized and that the outcome is well documented (to avoid
   repetition).  The Chair also may choose to schedule organized on‑
   line "sessions" with agenda and deliverables.  These can be
   structured as true meetings, conducted over the course of several
   days (to allow participation across the Internet).
   Organize, prepare and chair face‑to‑face and on‑line formal
   sessions.



   Plan WG Sessions

      The Chair must plan and announce all WG sessions well in advance
      (see Section 3.1).



Communicate results of sessions
   The Chair and/or Secretary must ensure that minutes of a session
   are taken and that an attendance list is circulated (see
   Section 3.1).
   Immediately after a session, the WG Chair MUST provide the Area
   Director with a very short report (approximately one paragraph,
   via email) on the session.



   Distribute the workload

      Of course, each WG will have participants who may not be able (or
      want) to do any work at all.  Most of the time the bulk of the
      work is done by a few dedicated participants.  It is the task of
      the Chair to motivate enough experts to allow for a fair
      distribution of the workload.



   Document development

      Working groups produce documents and documents need authors.  The
      Chair must make sure that authors of WG documents incorporate
      changes as agreed to by the WG (see Section 6.3).



   Document publication

      The Chair and/or Document Editor will work with the RFC Editor to
      ensure document conformance with RFC publication requirements
      [RFC2223] and to coordinate any editorial changes suggested by the
      RFC Editor.  A particular concern is that all participants are
      working from the same version of a document at the same time.



   Document implementations
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      Under the procedures described in [RFC2026], the Chair is
      responsible for documenting the specific implementations which
      qualify the specification for Draft or Internet Standard status
      along with documentation about testing of the interoperation of
      these implementations.




6.2. WG Secretary

   Taking minutes and editing working group documents often is performed
   by a specifically-designated participant or set of participants.  In
   this role, the Secretary's job is to record WG decisions, rather than
   to perform basic specification.




6.3. Document Editor

   Most IETF working groups focus their efforts on a document, or set of
   documents, that capture the results of the group's work.  A working
   group generally designates a person or persons to serve as the Editor
   for a particular document.  The Document Editor is responsible for
   ensuring that the contents of the document accurately reflect the
   decisions that have been made by the working group.



   As a general practice, the Working Group Chair and Document Editor
   positions are filled by different individuals to help ensure that the
   resulting documents accurately reflect the consensus of the working
   group and that all processes are followed.




6.4. WG Facilitator

   When meetings tend to become distracted or divisive, it often is
   helpful to assign the task of "process management" to one
   participant.  Their job is to oversee the nature, rather than the
   content, of participant interactions.  That is, they attend to the
   style of the discussion and to the schedule of the agenda, rather
   than making direct technical contributions themselves.




6.5. Design teams

   It is often useful, and perhaps inevitable, for a sub-group of a
   working group to develop a proposal to solve a particular problem.
   Such a sub-group is called a design team.  In order for a design team
   to remain small and agile, it is acceptable to have closed membership
   and private meetings.  Design teams may range from an informal chat
   between people in a hallway to a formal set of expert volunteers that
   the WG chair or AD appoints to attack a controversial problem.  The
   output of a design team is always subject to approval, rejection or
   modification by the WG as a whole.
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6.6. Working Group Consultant

   At the discretion of the Area Director, a Consultant may be assigned
   to a working group.  Consultants have specific technical background
   appropriate to the WG and experience in Internet architecture and
   IETF process.




6.7. Area Director

   Area Directors are responsible for ensuring that working groups in
   their area produce coherent, coordinated, architecturally consistent
   and timely output as a contribution to the overall results of the
   IETF.




7. Working Group Documents


7.1. Session documents

   All relevant documents to be discussed at a session should be
   published and available as Internet-Drafts at least two weeks before
   a session starts.  Any document which does not meet this publication
   deadline can only be discussed in a working group session with the
   specific approval of the working group chair(s).  Since it is
   important that working group members have adequate time to review all
   documents, granting such an exception should only be done under
   unusual conditions.  The final session agenda should be posted to the
   working group mailing list at least two weeks before the session and
   sent at that time to agenda@ietf.org [7] for publication on the IETF
   web site.




7.2. Internet-Drafts (I-D)

   The Internet-Drafts directory is provided to working groups as a
   resource for posting and disseminating in-process copies of working
   group documents.  This repository is replicated at various locations
   around the Internet.  It is encouraged that draft documents be posted
   as soon as they become reasonably stable.



   It is stressed here that Internet-Drafts are working documents and
   have no official standards status whatsoever.  They may, eventually,
   turn into a standards-track document or they may sink from sight.
   Internet-Drafts are submitted to: internet-drafts@ietf.org [8].



   The format of an Internet-Draft must be the same as for an RFC
   [RFC2028].  Further, an I-D must contain:



   o  Beginning, standard, boilerplate text which is provided by the
      Secretariat on their web site and in the ftp directory;
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   o  The I-D filename; and



   o  The expiration date for the I-D.



   Complete specification of requirements for an Internet-Draft are
   found in the file "1id-guidelines.txt" in the Internet-Drafts
   directory at an Internet Repository site.  The organization of the
   Internet-Drafts directory is found in the file "1id-organization" in
   the Internet-Drafts directory at an Internet Repository site.  This
   file also contains the rules for naming Internet-Drafts.  (See
   [RFC2026] for more information about Internet-Drafts.)




7.3. Request For Comments (RFC)

   The work of an IETF working group often results in publication of one
   or more documents, as part of the Request For Comments (RFCs)
   [RFC2026] series.  This series is the archival publication record for
   the Internet community.  A document can be written by an individual
   in a working group, by a group as a whole with a designated Editor,
   or by others not involved with the IETF.



   NOTE: The RFC series is a publication mechanism only and publication
   does not determine the IETF status of a document.  Status is
   determined through separate, explicit status labels assigned by the
   IESG on behalf of the IETF.  In other words, the reader is reminded
   that all Internet Standards are published as RFCs, but NOT all RFCs
   specify standards [RFC1796].




7.4. Working Group Last-Call

   When a WG decides that a document is ready for publication it may be
   submitted to the IESG for consideration.  In most cases the
   determination that a WG feels that a document is ready for
   publication is done by the WG Chair issuing a working group Last-
   Call.  The decision to issue a working group Last-Call is at the
   discretion of the WG Chair working with the Area Director.  A working
   group Last-Call serves the same purpose within a working group that
   an IESG Last-Call does in the broader IETF community (see [RFC2026]).




7.5. Submission of documents

   Once that a WG has determined at least rough consensus exists within
   the WG for the advancement of a document the following must be done:



   o  The version of the relevant document exactly as agreed to by the
      WG MUST be in the Internet-Drafts directory.



   o  The relevant document MUST be formatted according to Section 7.3.
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   o  The WG Chair MUST send email to the relevant Area Director.  A
      copy of the request MUST be also sent to the IESG Secretariat.
      The mail MUST contain the reference to the document's ID filename,
      and the action requested.  The copy of the message to the IESG
      Secretariat is to ensure that the request gets recorded by the
      Secretariat so that they can monitor the progress of the document
      through the process.



   Unless returned by the IESG to the WG for further development,
   progressing of the document is then the responsibility of the IESG.
   After IESG approval, responsibility for final disposition is the
   joint responsibility of the RFC Editor, the WG Chair and the Document
   Editor.




8. Review of documents

   The IESG reviews all documents submitted for publication as RFCs.
   Usually minimal IESG review is necessary in the case of a submission
   from a WG intended as an Informational or Experimental RFC.  More
   extensive review is undertaken in the case of standards-track
   documents.



   Prior to the IESG beginning their deliberations on standards-track
   documents, IETF Secretariat will issue a "Last-Call" to the IETF
   mailing list (see [RFC2026]).  This Last Call will announce the
   intention of the IESG to consider the document, and it will solicit
   final comments from the IETF within a period of two weeks.  It is
   important to note that a Last-Call is intended as a brief, final
   check with the Internet community, to make sure that no important
   concerns have been missed or misunderstood.  The Last-Call should not
   serve as a more general, in-depth review.



   The IESG review takes into account responses to the Last-Call and
   will lead to one of these possible conclusions:



   1.  The document is accepted as is for the status requested.  This
       fact will be announced by the IETF Secretariat to the IETF
       mailing list and to the RFC Editor.



   2.  The document is accepted as-is but not for the status requested.
       This fact will be announced by the IETF Secretariat to the IETF
       mailing list and to the RFC Editor (see [RFC2026] for more
       details).



   3.  Changes regarding content are suggested to the author(s)/WG.
       Suggestions from the IESG must be clear and direct, so as to
       facilitate working group and author correction of the
       specification.  If the author(s)/WG can explain to the
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       satisfaction of the IESG why the changes are not necessary, the
       document will be accepted for publication as under Paragraph 1,
       above.  If the changes are made the revised document may be
       resubmitted for IESG review.



   4.  Changes are suggested by the IESG and a change in status is
       recommended.  The process described above for Paragraph 3 and
       Paragraph 2 are followed in that order.



   5.  The document is rejected.  Any document rejection will be
       accompanied by specific and thorough arguments from the IESG.
       Although the IETF and working group process is structured such
       that this alternative is not likely to arise for documents coming
       from a working group, the IESG has the right and responsibility
       to reject documents that the IESG feels are fatally flawed in
       some way.



   If any individual or group of individuals feels that the review
   treatment has been unfair, there is the opportunity to make a
   procedural complaint.  The mechanism for this type of complaints is
   described in [RFC2026].




9. Security Considerations

   Documents describing IETF processes, such as this one, do not have an
   impact on the security of the network infrastructure or of Internet
   applications.



   It should be noted that all IETF working groups are required to
   examine and understand the security implications of any technology
   they develop.  This analysis must be included in any resulting RFCs
   in a Security Considerations section.  Note that merely noting a
   significant security hole is no longer sufficient.  IETF developed
   technologies should not add insecurity to the environment in which
   they are run.
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Appendix A. Sample Working Group Charter

   Working Group Name:

      IP Telephony (iptel)



   IETF Area:

      Transport Area
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   Chair(s):

      Jonathan Rosenberg <jdrosen@bell-labs.com>



   Transport Area Director(s):

      Scott Bradner <sob@harvard.edu> Allyn Romanow <allyn@mci.net>



   Responsible Area Director:

      Allyn Romanow <allyn@mci.net>



Mailing Lists:
   General Discussion:iptel@lists.research.bell‑labs.com
   To Subscribe: iptel‑request@lists.research.bell‑labs.com
   Archive: http://www.bell‑labs.com/mailing‑lists/siptel

Description of Working Group:
   Before Internet telephony can become a widely deployed service, a
   number of protocols must be deployed.  These include signaling and
   capabilities exchange, but also include a number of "peripheral"
   protocols for providing related services.
   The primary purpose of this working group is to develop two such
   supportive protocols and a frameword document.  They are:

   1.  Call Processing Syntax.  When a call is setup between two
       endpoints, the signaling will generally pass through several
       servers (such as an H.323 gatekeeper) which are responsible
       for forwarding, redirecting, or proxying the signaling
       messages.  For example, a user may make a call to
       j.doe@bigcompany.com.  The signaling message to initiate the
       call will arrive at some server at bigcompany.  This server
       can inform the caller that the callee is busy, forward the
       call initiation request to another server closer to the user,
       or drop the call completely (among other possibilities).  It
       is very desirable to allow the callee to provide input to this
       process, guiding the server in its decision on how to act.
       This can enable a wide variety of advanced personal mobility
       and call agent services.
       Such preferences can be expressed in a call processing syntax,
       which can be authored by the user (or generated automatically
       by some tool), and then uploaded to the server.  The group
       will develop this syntax, and specify means of securely
       transporting and extending it.  The result will be a single
       standards track RFC.



      2.  In addition, the group will write a service model document,
          which describes the services that are enabled by the call
          processing syntax, and discusses how the syntax can be used.
          This document will result in a single RFC.
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      3.  Gateway Attribute Distribution Protocol.  When making a call
          between an IP host and a PSTN user, a telephony gateway must
          be used.  The selection of such gateways can be based on many
          criteria, including client expressed preferences, service
          provider preferences, and availability of gateways, in
          addition to destination telephone number.  Since gateways
          outside of the hosts' administrative domain might be used, a
          protocol is required to allow gateways in remote domains to
          distribute their attributes (such as PSTN connectivity,
          supported codecs, etc.) to entities in other domains which
          must make a selection of a gateway.  The protocol must allow
          for scalable, bandwidth efficient, and very secure
          transmission of these attributes.  The group will investigate
          and design a protocol for this purpose, generate an Internet
          Draft, and advance it to RFC as appropriate.



   Goals and Milestones:




Date     Milestone
May 98   Issue first Internet‑Draft on service framework
Jul 98   Submit framework ID to IESG for publication as an RFC.
Aug 98   Issue first Internet‑Draft on Call Processing Syntax
Oct 98   Submit Call processing syntax to IESG for consideration
         as a Proposed Standard
Dec 98   Achieve consensus on basics of gateway attribute
         distribution protocol
Jan 99   Submit Gateway Attribute Distribution protocol to IESG
         for consideration as a RFC (info, exp, stds track TB




Appendix B. Changes from RFC 2418

   Changed IETF Executive Director title to Managing Director of the
   Secretariat.



   Converted to XML input format, and made relevant insignificant
   Editorial changes.
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   Scott Bradner (editor)



   Email: sob@sobco.com
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IETF Discussion List Charter  

draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc3005bis-01


Abstract

   The Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) discussion mailing list
   furthers the development and specification of Internet technology
   through discussion of technical issues, and hosts discussions of IETF
   direction, policy, meetings, and procedures.  As this is the most
   general IETF mailing list, considerable latitude is allowed.
   Advertising, whether to solicit business or promote employment
   opportunities, falls well outside the range of acceptable topics, as
   do discussions of a personal nature.




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.



   Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working documents as Internet-Drafts.  The list of current Internet-
   Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.



   Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on April 14, 2019.




Copyright Notice

   Copyright (c) 2018 IETF Trust and the persons identified as the
   document authors.  All rights reserved.



   This document is subject to BCP 78 and the IETF Trust's Legal
   Provisions Relating to IETF Documents
   (https://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
   publication of this document.  Please review these documents
   carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
   to this document.  Code Components extracted from this document must
   include Simplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
   the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
   described in the Simplified BSD License.




1. Charter for the IETF Discussion List

   The IETF discussion list, ietf@ietf.org [1], serves two purposes.  It
   furthers the development and specification of Internet technology
   through discussion of technical issues.  It also hosts discussions of
   IETF direction, policy, meetings, and procedures.  As this is the
   most general IETF mailing list, considerable latitude is allowed.
   Advertising, whether to solicit business or promote employment
   opportunities, falls well outside the range of acceptable topics, as
   do discussions of a personal nature.



   This list is meant for initial discussion only.  Discussions that
   fall within the area of any working group or well established list
   should be moved to such more specific forum as soon as this is
   pointed out, unless the issue is one for which the working group
   needs wider input or direction.



   In addition to the topics noted above, appropriate postings include:



o  Last Call discussions of proposed protocol actions.
o  Discussion of technical issues that are candidates for IETF work,
   but do not yet have an appropriate e‑mail venue.
o  Discussion of IETF administrative policies.
o  Questions and clarifications concerning IETF meetings.
o  Announcements of conferences, events, or activities that are
   sponsored or endorsed by the Internet Society or IETF.



   Inappropriate postings include:



o  Unsolicited bulk e‑mail.
o  Discussion of subjects unrelated to IETF policy, meetings,
   activities, or technical concerns.
o  Unprofessional commentary, regardless of the general subject.
o  Announcements of conferences, events, or activities that are not
   sponsored or endorsed by the Internet Society or IETF.



   The IETF Chair, or a sergeant-at-arms appointed by the Chair, is
   empowered to restrict posting by a person, or of a thread, when the
   content is inappropriate and represents a pattern of abuse.  They are
   encouraged to take into account the overall nature of the postings by
   an individual and whether particular postings are an aberration or
   typical.  Complaints regarding their decisions should be referred to
   the IAB.




2. References


2.1. URIs

   [1] mailto:ietf@ietf.org
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Abstract

   This document describes the framework for an RFC Series and an RFC
   Editor function that incorporate the principles of organized
   community involvement and accountability that has become necessary as
   the Internet technical community has grown, thereby enabling the RFC
   Series to continue to fulfill its mandate.



   Cover Note:



   {{ RFC Editor: Please remove this cover note prior to publication. }}



   The IASA2 WG asks the IAB to publish this replacement for RFC 4844.
   The document is changed for alignment with the new structure for the
   IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA), eliminating all
   references to the IETF Administrative Oversight Committee (IAOC).




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.



   Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working documents as Internet-Drafts.  The list of current Internet-
   Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.



   Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on April 15, 2019.




Copyright Notice

   Copyright (c) 2018 IETF Trust and the persons identified as the
   document authors.  All rights reserved.



   This document is subject to BCP 78 and the IETF Trust's Legal
   Provisions Relating to IETF Documents
   (https://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
   publication of this document.  Please review these documents
   carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
   to this document.  Code Components extracted from this document must
   include Simplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
   the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
   described in the Simplified BSD License.
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1. Introduction

   The first Request for Comments (RFC) document was published in April
   of 1969 as part of the effort to design and build what we now know of
   as the Internet.  Since then, the RFC Series has been the archival
   series dedicated to documenting Internet technical specifications,
   including both general contributions from the Internet research and
   engineering community as well as standards documents.



   As described in the history of the first 30 years of RFCs
   ([RFC2555]), the RFC Series was created for the purpose of capturing
   the research and engineering thought that underlie the design of
   (what we now know of as) the Internet.  As the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF) was formalized to carry out the discussion and
   documentation of Internet standards, IETF documents have become a
   large part (but not the entirety) of the RFC Series.



   As the IETF has grown up and celebrated its own 30 years of history,
   its requirements for archival publication of its output have changed
   and become more rigorous.  Perhaps most significantly, the IETF must
   be able to define (based on its own open consensus discussion
   processes and leadership directions) and implement adjustments to its
   publication processes.



   At the same time, the Internet engineering and research community as
   a whole has grown and come to require more openness and
   accountability in all organizations supporting it.  More than ever,
   this community needs an RFC Series that is supported (operationally
   and in terms of its principles) such that there is a balance of:



   o  expert implementation;



   o  clear management and direction -- for operations and evolution
      across the whole RFC Series (whether originating in the IETF or
      not); and



   o  appropriate community input into and review of activities.



   In the past, there has been confusion and therefore sometimes tension
   over where and how to address RFC issues that are particular to
   contributing groups (e.g., the IETF, the Internet Architecture Board
   (IAB), or independent individuals).  It was not always clear where
   there should be community involvement versus RFC Editor control;
   depending on the issue, there might be more or less involvement from
   the IAB, the Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG), or the
   community at large.  There are similar issues with handling RFC
   Series-wide issues -- where to discuss and resolve them in a way that
   is balanced across the whole series.



   For example, there have been discussions about Intellectual Property
   Rights (IPR) for IETF-generated documents, but it's not clear when or
   how to abstract the portions of those discussions that are relevant
   to the rest of the RFC Series.  Discussions of labeling (of RFCs in
   general, IETF documents in particular, or some combination thereof)
   generally must be applied to the whole RFC Series-wide or not at all.
   Without an agreed-on framework for managing the RFC Series, it is
   difficult to have those discussions in a non-polarized fashion --
   either the IETF dictating the reality of the rest of the RFC Series,
   or the RFC Series imposing undue restrictions on documents from the
   IETF.



   As part of its charter (see Appendix A), the IAB has a responsibility
   for the RFC Editor.  Acknowledging the IETF's needs and the general
   Internet engineering and research community's evolving needs, the IAB
   supports a future for the RFC Series that continues to meet its
   original mandate of providing the archival series for the technical
   research and engineering documentation that describes the Internet.



   With this document, the IAB provides the framework for the RFC Series
   and an RFC Editor function with the specific purpose of ensuring that
   the RFC Series is maintained and supported in ways that are
   consistent with the stated purpose of the RFC Series and the
   realities of today's Internet research and engineering community.
   The framework describes the existing "streams" of RFCs, draws a
   roadmap of existing process documents already defining the
   implementation, and provides clear direction of how to evolve this
   framework and its supporting pieces through discussion and future
   document revision.



   Specifically, this document provides a brief charter for the RFC
   Series, describes the role of the RFC Editor, the IAB, and the IETF
   Administrative Support Activity (IASA) in a framework for managing
   the RFC Series, and discusses the streams of input to the RFC Series
   from the various constituencies it serves.




2. RFC Series Mission

   The RFC Series is the archival series dedicated to documenting
   Internet technical specifications, including general contributions
   from the Internet research and engineering community as well as
   standards documents.



   RFCs are available free of charge to anyone via the Internet.




3. Roles and Responsibilities

   As this document sets out the framework for supporting the RFC Series
   mission, this section reviews the updated roles and responsibilities
   of the entities that have had, and will have, involvement in
   continued support of the mission.




3.1. RFC Editor

   Originally, there was a single person acting as editor of the RFC
   Series (the RFC Editor).  The task has grown, and the work now
   requires the organized activity of several experts, so there are RFC
   Editors, or an RFC Editor organization.  In time, there may be
   multiple organizations working together to undertake the work
   required by the RFC Series.  For simplicity's sake, and without
   attempting to predict how the role might be subdivided among them,
   this document refers to this collection of experts and organizations
   as the "RFC Editor".



   The RFC Editor is an expert technical editor and series editor,
   acting to support the mission of the RFC Series.  As such, the RFC
   Editor is the implementer handling the editorial management of the
   RFC Series, in accordance with the defined processes.  In addition,
   the RFC Editor is expected to be the expert and prime mover in
   discussions about policies for editing, publishing, and archiving
   RFCs.




3.2. IAB

   In this model, the role of the IAB is to ensure that the RFC Series
   mission is being appropriately fulfilled for the whole community for
   which it was created.  The IAB does not, organizationally, have
   comprehensive publishing or editorial expertise.  Therefore, the role
   of the IAB is focused on ensuring that principles are met, the
   appropriate bodies and communities are duly informed and consulted,
   and the RFC Editor has what it needs in order to execute on the
   material that is in their mandate.



   It is the responsibility of the IAB to approve the appointment of the
   RFC Editor and to approve the general policy followed by the RFC
   Editor.




3.3. Operational Oversight

   The IETF Administration Limited Liability Company (IETF LLC), as part
   of the IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA), is responsible
   for administrative and financial matters for the IETF, the IAB, and
   the Internet Research Task Force (IRTF) [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct].  The
   IASA is tasked with providing the funding for and operational
   oversight of the RFC Editor.



   The IETF LLC Board provides oversight of the IASA, and the IETF
   Executive Director is the chief actor for the IASA.



   The IETF Executive Director works with the IAB to identify suitable
   persons or entities to fulfill the mandate of the RFC Editor.



   The IETF Executive Director establishes appropriate contractual
   agreements with the selected persons or entities to carry out the
   work that will satisfy the technical publication requirements defined
   for the various RFC input streams (see Section 5.2).  The IETF
   Executive Director may define additional operational requirements and
   policies for management purposes to meet the requirements defined by
   the various communities.



   The IETF Administration LLC Board approves a budget for operation of
   the RFC Editor activity, and the IETF Executive Director establishes
   and manages the necessary operational agreements for the RFC Editor
   activity.




3.4. Policy Oversight

   The IAB monitors the effectiveness of the policies in force and their
   implementation to ensure that the RFC Editor activity meets the
   editorial management and document publication needs as referenced in
   this document.  In the event of serious non-conformance, the IAB,
   either on its own initiative or at the request of the IETF
   Administration LLC Board, may require the IETF Executive Director to
   vary or terminate and renegotiate the arrangements for the RFC Editor
   activity.




4. Framework

   With the RFC Series mission outlined above, this document describes a
   framework for supporting



   o  the operational implementation of the RFC Series,



   based on



   o  public process and definition documents,



   for which there are



   o  clear responsibilities and mechanisms for update and change.



   Generally speaking, the RFC Editor is responsible for the operational
   implementation of the RFC Series.  As outlined in Section 3.3, the
   IETF Executive Director provides the oversight of this operational
   role.



   The process and definition documents are detailed below, including
   responsibility for the individual process documents (maintenance and
   update).  The RFC Editor works with the appropriate community to
   ensure that the process documents reflect current requirements.  The
   IAB is charged with the role of verifying that appropriate community
   input has been sought and that any changes appropriately account for
   community requirements.



   There are three categories of activity, and a fourth category of
   series-wide rules and guidelines, described for implementing the RFC
   Series to support its mission:



   o  Approval of documents.



   o  Editing, processing, and publication of documents.



   o  Archiving and indexing the documents and making them accessible.



   o  Series rules and guidelines.




4.1. Document Approval

   The RFC Series mission implicitly requires that documents be reviewed
   and approved for acceptance into the series.




4.1.1. Definition

   Section 5.1 describes the different streams of documents that are put
   to the RFC Editor for publication as RFCs today.  While there may be
   general policies for approval of documents as RFCs (to ensure the
   coherence of the RFC Series), there are also policies defined for the
   approval of documents in each stream.  Generally speaking, there is a
   different approving body for each stream.  The current definitions
   are catalogued in Section 5.1.




4.1.2. Operational Implementation

   Each stream has its own documented approval process.  The RFC Editor
   is responsible for the approval of documents in one of the streams
   (Independent Submission stream, see Section 5.1.4) and works with the
   other approving bodies to ensure smooth passage of approved documents
   into the next phases, ultimately to publication and archiving as an
   RFC.




4.1.3. Process Change

   From time to time, it may be necessary to change the approval
   processes for any given stream, or even add or remove streams.  This
   may occur when the RFC Editor, the IAB, the body responsible for a
   given stream of documents, or the community determines that there are
   issues to be resolved in general for RFC approval or for per-stream
   approval processes.



   In this framework, the general approach is that the IAB will work
   with the RFC Editor and other parties to get community input and it
   will verify that any changes appropriately account for community
   requirements.




4.1.4. Existing Approval Process Documents

   The existing documents describing the approval processes for each
   stream are detailed in Section 5.1.




4.2. Editing, Processing, and Publication of Documents

   Producing and maintaining a coherent, well-edited document series
   requires specialized skills and subject matter expertise.  This is
   the domain of the RFC Editor.  Nevertheless, the community served by
   the RFC Series and the communities served by the individual streams
   of RFCs have requirements that help define the nature of the series.




4.2.1. Definition

   General and stream-specific requirements for the RFC Series are
   documented in community-approved documents (catalogued in Section 5.2
   below).



   Any specific interfaces, numbers, or concrete values required to make
   the requirements operational are the subject of agreements between
   the IASA and the RFC Editor (e.g., contracts, statements of work,
   service level agreements, etc).




4.2.2. Operational Implementation

   The RFC Editor is responsible for ensuring that editing, processing,
   and publication of RFCs are carried out in a way that is consistent
   with the requirements laid out in the appropriate documents.  The RFC
   Editor works with the IASA to provide regular reporting and feedback
   on these operations.




4.2.3. Process Change

   From time to time, it may be necessary to change the requirements for
   any given stream, or the RFC Series in general.  This may occur when
   the RFC Editor, the IAB, the approval body for a given stream of
   documents, or the community determines that there are issues to be
   resolved in general for RFCs or for per-stream requirements.



   In this model, the general approach is that the IAB will work with
   the RFC Editor to get community input and it will approve changes by
   validating appropriate consideration of community requirements.




4.2.4. Existing Process Documents

   Documents describing existing requirements for the streams are
   detailed in Section 5.2.




4.3. Archiving, Indexing, and Accessibility

   The activities of archiving, indexing, and making accessible the RFC
   Series can be informed by specific subject matter expertise in
   general document series editing.  It is also important that they are
   informed by requirements from the whole community.  As long as the
   RFC Series is to remain coherent, there should be uniform archiving
   and indexing of RFCs across all streams and a common method of
   accessing the resulting documents.




4.3.1. Definition

   In principle, there should be a community consensus document
   describing the archiving, indexing, and accessibility requirements
   for the RFC Series.  In practice, we continue with the archive as
   built by the capable RFC Editors since the series' inception.



   Any specific concrete requirements for the archive, index, and
   accessibility operations are the subject of agreements between the
   IASA and the RFC Editor (e.g., contracts, statements of work, service
   level agreements, etc).




4.3.2. Operational Implementation

   The RFC Editor is responsible for ensuring that the RFC archive and
   index are maintained appropriately and that the resulting documents
   are made available to anybody wishing to access them via the
   Internet.  The RFC Editor works with the IASA for regular reporting
   and feedback.




4.3.3. Process Change

   Should there be a community move to propose changes to the
   requirements for the RFC archive and index or accessibility, the IAB
   will work with the RFC Editor to get community input and it will
   approve changes by validating appropriate consideration of community
   requirements.




4.3.4. Existing Process Documents

   There are no applicable process documents.




4.4. Series-Wide Guidelines and Rules

   The RFC Series style and content can be shaped by subject matter
   expertise in document series editing.  They are also informed by
   requirements by the using community.  As long as the RFC Series is to
   remain coherent, there should be uniform style and content for RFCs
   across all streams.  This includes, but is not limited to, acceptable
   language, use of references, and copyright rules.




4.4.1. Definition

   In principle, there should be a community consensus document (or set
   of documents) describing the content requirements for the RFC Series.
   In practice, some do exist, though some need reviewing and more may
   be needed over time.




4.4.2. Operational Implementation

   The RFC Editor is responsible for ensuring that the RFC Series
   guidelines are upheld within the RFC Series.




4.4.3. Process Change

   When additions or changes are needed to series-wide definitions, the
   IAB will work with the RFC Editor and stream stakeholders to get
   community input and review.  The IAB will approve changes by
   validating appropriate consideration of community requirements.




4.4.4. Existing Process Documents

   Existing series-wide rules and guidelines documents include:



   o  RFC Style Guide [RFC7223],



   o  The Use of Non-ASCII Characters in RFCs [RFC7997],



   o  Copyright and intellectual property rules [RFC3978] [RFC4748],



   o  Normative references [RFC3967] [RFC4897].




5. RFC Streams

   Various contributors provide input to the RFC Series.  These
   contributors come from several different communities, each with its
   own defined process for approving documents that will be published by
   the RFC Editor.  This is nothing new; however, over time the various
   communities and document requirements have grown and separated.  In
   order to promote harmony in discussing the collective set of
   requirements, it is useful to recognize each in their own space --
   and they are referred to here as "streams".



   Note that by identifying separate streams, there is no intention of
   dividing them or undermining their management as one series.  Rather,
   the opposite is true -- by clarifying the constituent parts, it is
   easier to make them work together without the friction that sometimes
   arises when discussing various requirements.



   The subsections below identify the streams that exist today.  There
   is no immediate expectation of new streams being created, and it is
   preferable that new streams NOT be created.  Creation of streams and
   all policies surrounding general changes to the RFC Series are
   discussed above in Section 4.




5.1. RFC Approval Processes

   Processes for approval of documents (or requirements) for each stream
   are defined by the community that defines the stream.  The IAB is
   charged with the role of verifying that appropriate community input
   has been sought and that the changes are consistent with the RFC
   Series mission and this overall framework.



   The RFC Editor is expected to publish all documents passed to it
   after appropriate review and approval in one of the identified
   streams.




5.1.1. IETF Document Stream

   The IETF document stream includes IETF WG documents as well as
   "individual submissions" sponsored by an IESG area director.  Any
   document being published as part of the IETF standards process must
   follow this stream -- no other stream can approve Standards-Track
   RFCs or Best Current Practice (BCP) RFCs.



   Approval of documents in the IETF stream is defined by



   o  the IETF standards process [RFC2026] (and its successors).



   o  the IESG process for sponsoring individual submissions [SPONSOR].



   Changes to the approval process for this stream are made by updating
   the IETF standards process documents.




5.1.2. IAB Document Stream

   The IAB defines the processes by which it approves documents in its
   stream.  Consistent with the above, any documents that the IAB wishes
   to publish as part of the IETF Standards Track (Standards or BCPs)
   are subject to the approval processes referred to in Section 5.1.1.



   The review and approval process for documents in the IAB stream is
   described in



   o  the IAB process for review and approval of its documents
      [RFC4845].




5.1.3. IRTF Document Stream

   The IRTF is chartered as an activity of the IAB.  With the approval
   of the IAB, the IRTF may publish and update a process for publication
   of its own, non-IETF Standards-Track, documents.



   The review and approval process for documents in the IRTF stream is
   described in



   o  IRTF Research Group RFCs [RFC5743].




5.1.4. Independent Submission Stream

   The RFC Series has always served a broader Internet technical
   community than the IETF.  The "Independent Submission" stream is
   defined to provide review and (possible) approval of documents that
   are outside the scope of the streams identified above.



   Generally speaking, approval of documents in this stream falls under
   the purview of the RFC Editor, and the RFC Editor seeks input to its
   review from the IESG.



   The process for reviewing and approving documents in the Independent
   Submission stream is defined by



   o  Independent Submissions to the RFC Editor [RFC4846],



   o  The IESG and RFC Editor Documents: Procedures [RFC3932].




5.2. RFC Technical Publication Requirements

   The Internet engineering and research community has not only grown,
   it has become more diverse, and sometimes more demanding.  The IETF,
   as a standards-developing organization, has publication requirements
   that extend beyond those of an academic journal.  The IAB does not
   have the same interdependence with IANA assignments as the IETF
   stream does.  Therefore, there is the need to both codify the
   publishing requirements of each stream, and endeavor to harmonize
   them to the extent that is reasonable.



   Therefore, it is expected that the community of effort behind each
   document stream will outline their technical publication
   requirements.



   As part of the RFC Editor oversight, the IAB must agree that the
   requirements are consistent with and implementable as part of the RFC
   Editor activity.




5.2.1. IETF Documents

   The requirements for this stream are defined in [RFC4714].




5.2.2. IAB Documents

   Although they were developed for the IETF standards process, the IAB
   has identified applicable requirements in [RFC4714] for its stream.
   In addition, procedures related to IPR for the IAB stream are
   captured in [RFC5745].



   If the IAB elects to define other requirements, they should deviate
   minimally from those (in an effort to keep the collective technical
   publication requirements reasonably managed by one technical
   publisher).




5.2.3. IRTF Documents

   The IRTF has identified applicable requirements in [RFC5743] for its
   stream.



   If the IRTF elects to define other requirements, they should deviate
   minimally from those (in an effort to keep the collective technical
   publication requirements reasonably managed by one technical
   publisher).




5.2.4. Independent Submissions

   Although they were developed for the IETF standards process, the RFC
   Editor has identified applicable requirements in [RFC4714] for the
   independent submissions stream.  In addition, procedures related to
   IPR for the independent submissions stream are captured in [RFC5744].



   If the RFC Editor elects to define other requirements, they should
   deviate minimally from those (in an effort to keep the collective
   technical publication requirements reasonably managed by one
   technical publisher).




6. Security Considerations

   The processes for the publication of documents must prevent the
   introduction of unapproved changes.  Since the RFC Editor maintains
   the index of publications, sufficient security must be in place to
   prevent these published documents from being changed by external
   parties.  The archive of RFC documents, any source documents needed
   to recreate the RFC documents, and any associated original documents
   (such as lists of errata, tools, and, for some early items, non-
   machine readable originals) need to be secured against failure of the
   storage medium and other similar disasters.




7. Changes Since RFC4844

   Sections 3.3, 3.4, and 4 have been updated to align with the
   restructuring of the IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA).
   Under the new structure, the IETF LLC performs the tasks that were
   previously assigned to the IETF Administrative Oversight Committee
   (IAOC) under the old structure.



   Many references were updated to point to the most recent documents.



   Minor editorial changes were made to reflect 10 years of using the
   framework provided in RFC 4884.  For example, RFC 4844 said, "...
   this document sets out a revised framework ...", and it is now more
   appropriate to say, "... this document sets out the framework ...".
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Appendix A. A Retrospective of IAB Charters and RFC Editor

   With this document, the IAB's role with respect to the RFC Series and
   the RFC Editor is being adjusted to work more directly with the RFC
   Editor and provide oversight to ensure the RFC Series mission
   principles and communities' input are addressed appropriately.



   This section provides an overview of the role of the IAB with respect
   to the RFC Editor as it has been presented in IAB Charter RFCs dating
   back to 1992.  The point of this section is that the IAB's role has
   historically been substantive -- whether it is supposed to be
   directly responsible for the RFC Series' editorial management (circa
   1992, Appendix A.1), or appointment of the RFC Editor organization
   and approval of general policy (circa 2000, Appendix A.3).




A.1. 1992

   [RFC1358] says:



[The IAB's] responsibilities shall include:
[...]
    (2)  The editorial management and publication of the Request for
         Comments (RFC) document series, which constitutes the
         archival publication series for Internet Standards and
         related contributions by the Internet research and
         engineering community.




A.2. 1994

   [RFC1601] says:



   [The IAB's] responsibilities under this charter include:



   (d) RFC Series and IANA



      The IAB is responsible for editorial management and publication of
      the Request for Comments (RFC) document series, and for
      administration of the various Internet assigned numbers.



   which it elaborates as



    2.4 RFC Series and Assigned Numbers



       The RFC Series constitutes the archival publication channel for
       Internet Standards and for other contributions by the Internet
       research and engineering community.  The IAB shall select an RFC
       Editor, who shall be responsible for the editorial management and
       publication of the RFC Series.




A.3. 2000

   The most recent IAB Charter [RFC2850] says:



   (d) RFC Series and IANA



   The RFC Editor executes editorial management and publication of the
   IETF "Request for Comment" (RFC) document series, which is the
   permanent document repository of the IETF.  The RFC Series
   constitutes the archival publication channel for Internet Standards
   and for other contributions by the Internet research and engineering
   community.  RFCs are available free of charge to anyone via the
   Internet.  The IAB must approve the appointment of an organization to
   act as RFC Editor and the general policy followed by the RFC Editor.




Appendix B. IAB Members at the Time of Approval

   {{ RFC Editor: Fill in the current membership. }}
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Abstract

   Contributors grant intellectual property rights to the IETF.  The
   IETF Trust holds and manages those rights on behalf of the IETF.  The
   Trustees of the IETF Trust are responsible for that management.  This
   management includes granting the licenses to copy, implement, and
   otherwise use IETF Contributions, among them Internet-Drafts and
   RFCs.  The Trustees of the IETF Trust accepts direction from the IETF
   regarding the rights to be granted.  This document describes the
   desires of the IETF regarding outbound rights to be granted in IETF
   Contributions.




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.



   Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working documents as Internet-Drafts.  The list of current Internet-
   Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.
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1. Introduction

   Under the current operational and administrative structures, IETF
   intellectual property rights are vested in the IETF Trust
   administered by a board of trustees.  This includes the right to make
   use of IETF Contributions, as granted by Contributors under the rules
   laid out in [RFC5378].  The Trustees of the IETF Trust are therefore
   responsible for defining the rights to copy granted by the IETF to
   people who wish to make use of the material in these documents.



   For consistency and clarity, this document uses the same terminology
   laid out in [RFC5378] and uses the same meanings as defined in that
   document.



   The IETF Trust, by way of its Trustees, has indicated, as is
   consistent with the IETF structure, that it will respect the wishes
   of the IETF in regard to what these granted rights ought to be.  It
   is therefore the IETF's responsibility to articulate those wishes.
   This document represents the wishes of the IETF regarding the rights
   granted to all users in regard to IETF Contributions, until it is
   superseded.




2. Purpose in Granting Rights

   In providing a description of the wishes of the IETF with regard to
   rights granted in RFCs, it is helpful to keep in mind the purpose of
   granting such rights.



   The mission of the IETF is to produce documents that make the
   Internet work better (see [RFC3935] for more details).  These
   documents, when completed, are published as RFCs.



   An important subclass of RFCs is standards describing protocols; for
   these, the primary value to the Internet is the ability of
   implementors to build solutions (products, software, etc.) that
   interoperate using these standards.  Hence, the IETF has a strong
   interest in seeing accurate, interoperable implementations of the
   material the IETF publishes.  The IETF Trust grants rights to copy to
   people to make use of the text in the RFCs in order to encourage
   accurate and interoperable implementations.



   As early implementations from Internet-Drafts make use of
   descriptions in those Internet-Drafts, similar desires apply to
   Internet-Drafts.



   Similar considerations also apply to non-standard, non-protocol
   documents such as BCP (Best Current Practice) and Informational
   documents; in this document, we recommend a common approach to the
   issue of right-to-use licenses for all IETF documents.



   Previous documents regarding rights in IETF documents have included
   in the RFC text specific text to be used to achieve the stated goals.
   This has proved problematic.  When problems are found with such text,
   even when the problem is not a change in intent, it is necessary to
   revise the RFC to fix the problem.  At best, this delays fixing legal
   issues that need prompt attention.  As such, this document describes
   the IETF desires to the Trustees of the IETF Trust, but does not
   provide the specific legal wording to address the goals.  The
   selection, and updating as necessary, of legal wording is left to the
   Trustees of the IETF Trust.




3. Powers and Authority

   As described in the introduction, and formally specified in
   [RFC5378], the legal authority for determining and granting users
   rights to copy material in RFCs and other IETF Contributions rests
   with the Trustees for the IETF Trust.  This document provides
   guidance to that body, based on the rough consensus of the IETF.  The
   Trustees of the IETF Trust have the authority and responsibility to
   determine the exact text insertions (or other mechanisms), if any,
   needed in Internet-Drafts, RFCs, and all IETF Contributions to meet
   these goals.  The IETF Trust License Policy is available from
   http://trustee.ietf.org/docs/IETF-Trust-License-Policy.pdf [1]



   The rough consensus described in this document reflects the agreement
   of the IETF as of the IETF Last Call, and the Trustees of the IETF
   Trust are to begin drafting license text and other materials to act
   on these instructions upon IESG approval of this document for RFC
   publication.  Changes to the IETF documentation, and document
   policies themselves, take effect as determined by the Trustees of the
   IETF Trust.



   This document does not specify what rights the IETF Trust receives
   from others in IETF Contributions.  That is left to another document
   ([RFC5378]).  While care has been taken by the working group in
   developing this document, and care will be taken by the Trustees of
   the IETF Trust, to see that sufficient rights are granted to the IETF
   Trust in IETF Contributions, it is also the case that the Trust can
   not grant rights it has not or does not receive, and it is expected
   that policies will be in line with that fact.  Similarly, the rights
   granted for pre-existing documents can not be expanded unless the
   holders of rights in those Contributions choose to grant expanded
   rights.  Nonetheless, to the degree it can, and without embarking on
   a massive effort, it is desirable if similar rights to those
   described below can be granted in older RFCs.




4. Recommended Grants of Right to Copy

   The IETF grants rights to copy and modify parts of IETF Contributions
   in order to meet the objectives described earlier.  As such,
   different circumstances and different parts of documents may need
   different grants.  This section contains subsections for each such
   different grant that is currently envisioned.  Each section is
   intended to describe a particular usage, to describe how that usage
   is recognizable, and to provide guidance to the Trustees of the IETF
   Trust as to what rights the IETF would like to see granted in that
   circumstance and what limitations should be put on such granting.



   These recommendations for outgoing rights are structured around the
   assumptions documented in [RFC5378].  Thus, this document is about
   granting rights derived from those granted to the IETF Trust.  The
   recommendations below are how those granted rights should in turn be
   passed on to others using IETF documents in ways and for purposes
   that fit with the goals of the IETF.  This discussion is also
   separate from discussion of the rights the IETF itself requires in
   documents to do its job, as those are not "outbound" rights.  It is
   expected that the rights granted to the IETF will be a superset of
   those copying rights we wish to grant to others.




4.1. Rights Granted for Reproduction of RFCs

   It has long been IETF policy to encourage copying of RFCs in full.
   This permits wide dissemination of the material, without risking loss
   of context or meaning.  The IETF wishes to continue to permit anyone
   to make full copies and translations of RFCs.




4.2. Rights Granted for Quoting from IETF Contributions

   There is rough consensus that it is useful to permit quoting without
   modification of excerpts from IETF Contributions.  Such excerpts may
   be of any length and in any context.  Translation of quotations is
   also to be permitted.  All such quotations should be attributed
   properly to the IETF and the IETF Contribution from which they are
   taken.




4.3. Rights Granted for Implementing Based on IETF Contributions

   IETF Contributions often include components intended to be directly
   processed by a computer.  Examples of these include ABNF definitions,
   XML Schemas, XML DTDs, XML RelaxNG definitions, tables of values,
   MIBs, ASN.1, and classical programming code.  These are included in
   IETF Contributions for clarity and precision in specification.  It is
   clearly beneficial, when such items are included in IETF
   Contributions, to permit the inclusion of such code components in
   products that implement the Contribution.  It has been pointed out
   that in several important contexts, use of such code requires the
   ability to modify the code.  One common example of this is simply the
   need to adapt code for use in specific contexts (languages,
   compilers, tool systems, etc.)  Such use frequently requires some
   changes to the text of the code from the IETF Contribution.  Another
   example is that code included in open source products is frequently
   licensed to permit any and all of the code to be modified.  Since we
   want this code included in such products, it follows that we need to
   permit such modification.  While there has been discussion of
   restricting in some way the rights to make such modifications, the
   rough consensus of the IETF is that such restrictions are likely a
   bad idea, and are certainly very complex to define.



   As such, the rough consensus is that the IETF Trust is to grant
   rights such that code components of IETF Contributions can be
   extracted, modified, and used by anyone in any way desired.  To
   enable the broadest possible extraction, modification, and usage, the
   IETF Trust should avoid adding software license obligations beyond
   those already present in a Contribution.  The granted rights to
   extract, modify, and use code should allow creation of derived works
   outside the IETF that may carry additional license obligations.  As
   the IETF Trust can not grant rights it does not receive, the rights
   to extract, modify, and use code described in this paragraph can not
   be granted in IETF Contributions that are explicitly marked as not
   permitting derivative works.



   While it is up to the Trustees of the IETF Trust to determine the
   best way of meeting this objective, two mechanisms are suggested here
   that are believed to be helpful in documenting the intended grant to
   readers and users of IETF Contributions.



   Firstly, the Trustees of the IETF Trust should maintain, in a
   suitable, easily accessible fashion, a list of common RFC components
   that will be considered to be code.  To start, this list should
   include at least the items listed above.  The Trustees of the IETF
   Trust will add to this list as they deem suitable or as they are
   directed by the IETF.



   Additionally, the Trustees of the IETF Trust should define a textual
   representation to be included in an IETF Contribution to indicate
   that a portion of the document is considered by the authors (and
   later, the working group, and upon approval, the IETF) to be code and
   thus subject to the permissions granted to use code.




4.4. Rights Granted for Use of Text from IETF Contributions

   There is no consensus at this time to permit the use of text from
   RFCs in contexts where the right to modify the text is required.  The
   authors of IETF Contributions may be able and willing to grant such
   rights independently of the rights they have granted to the IETF by
   making the Contribution.




4.5. Additional Licenses for IETF Contributions

   There have been contexts where the material in an IETF Contribution
   is also available under other license terms.  The IETF wishes to be
   able to include content that is available under such licenses.  It is
   desirable to indicate in the IETF Contribution that other licenses
   are available.  It would be inappropriate and confusing if such
   additional licenses restricted the rights the IETF intends to grant
   in the content of RFCS.



   However, the IETF does not wish to have IETF Contributions contain
   additional licenses, as that introduces a number of additional
   difficulties.  Specifically, additional text in the document, and any
   additional license referred to by permitted additional text, must not
   in any way restrict the rights the IETF intends to grant to others
   for using the contents of IETF Contributions.



   Authors of Contributions retain all rights in their Contributions.
   As such, an author may directly grant any rights they wish separately
   from what the IETF grants.  However, a reader wishing to determine or
   make use of such grants will need to either consult external sources
   of information, possibly including open source code and documents, or
   contact the author directly.




5. IANA Considerations

   No values are assigned in this document, no registries are created,
   and there is no action assigned to the IANA by this document.  One
   list (of kinds of code sections) is anticipated, to be created and
   maintained by the Trustees of the IETF Trust.  It is up to the
   Trustees of the IETF Trust whether they create such a list and
   whether they choose to involve the IANA in maintaining that list.




6. Security Considerations

   This document introduces no new security considerations.  It is a
   process document about the IETF's IPR rights being granted to other
   people.  While there may be attacks against the integrity or
   effectiveness of the IETF processes, this document does not address
   such issues.




7. References


7.1. Normative References


   [RFC5378]
  Bradner, S., Ed. and J. Contreras, Ed., "Rights
              Contributors Provide to the IETF Trust", BCP 78, RFC 5378,
              October 2008.




7.2. Informative References


   [RFC3935]
  Alvestrand, H., "A Mission Statement for the IETF",
              BCP 95, RFC 3935, DOI 10.17487/RFC3935, October 2004,
              <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc3935>.




7.3. URIs

   [1] http://trustee.ietf.org/docs/IETF-Trust-License-Policy.pdf



Author's Address



Joel M. Halpern (editor)
Ericsson
P. O. Box 6049
Leesburg, VA  20178
US



   EMail: joel.halpern@ericsson.com

















































draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6220bis-02 - Defining the Role and Function of IETF Protocol

Index
Back 5
Prev
Next
Forward 5


Internet Architecture Board(IAB)

Internet-Draft

Obsoletes: 6220 (if approved)

Intended status: Informational

Expires: April 21, 2019










D. McPherson, Ed.

O. Kolkman, Ed.

ISOC

J. Klensin, Ed.



G. Huston, Ed.

APNIC

IAB

October 18, 2018

Defining the Role and Function of IETF Protocol Parameter Registry Operators  

draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6220bis-02


Abstract

   Many Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) protocols make use of
   commonly defined values that are passed in messages or packets.  To
   ensure consistent interpretation of these values between independent
   implementations, there is a need to ensure that the values and
   associated semantic intent are uniquely defined.  The IETF uses
   registry functions to record assigned protocol parameter values and
   their associated semantic intentions.  For each IETF protocol
   parameter, it is current practice for the IETF to delegate the role
   of Protocol Parameter Registry Operator to a nominated entity.  This
   document provides a description of, and the requirements for, these
   delegated functions.
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1. Overview

   Many IETF protocols make use of commonly defined values that are
   passed within messages or packets.  To ensure consistent
   interpretation of these values between independent implementations,
   there is a need to ensure that the values and associated semantic
   intent are uniquely defined.  The IETF uses registries to record each
   of the possible values of a protocol parameter and their associated
   semantic intent.  These registries, their registration policy, and
   the layout of their content are defined in the so-called "IANA
   Considerations" sections of IETF documents.



   The organizational separation between the IETF and its Registry
   Operators parallels ones that are fairly common among standards
   development organizations (SDOs) although less common among
   technology consortia and similar bodies.  These functions have been
   separated into different organizations for several reasons.  They
   include dealing with administrative issues, addressing concerns about
   maintaining an adequate distance between basic policy and specific
   allocations, and avoiding any potential conflicts of interest that
   might arise from commercial or organizational relationships.  For
   example, most ISO and ISO/IEC JTC1 standards that require
   registration activities specify a Registration Authority (RA) or
   Maintenance Agency (MA) that, in turn, control the actual
   registration decisions.  The databases of what is registered for each
   standard may then be maintained by a secretariat or database function
   associated with the RA or MA or, less frequently, by the secretariat
   of the body that created and maintains the standard itself.



   This structural separation of roles exists within several places in
   the IETF framework (e.g., the RFC Editor function).  The Internet
   Architecture Board (IAB), on behalf of the IETF, has the
   responsibility to define and manage the relationship with the
   Protocol Registry Operator role.  This responsibility includes the
   selection and management of the Protocol Parameter Registry Operator,
   as well as management of the parameter registration process and the
   guidelines for parameter allocation.



   As with other SDOs, although it may delegate authority for some
   specific decisions, the IETF asserts authority and responsibility for
   the management of all of its protocol parameters and their
   registries, even while it generally remains isolated from the
   selection of particular values once a registration is approved.  This
   document describes the function of these registries as they apply to
   individual protocol parameters defined by the IETF Internet Standards
   Process [RFC2026] to allow for an orderly implementation by the IETF
   Administration Limited Liability Company (IETF LLC), and others as
   needed, under guidance from the IAB.



   Below we provide a description of the requirements for these
   delegated functions, which the IETF traditionally refers to as the
   Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) function.



2.  Roles and Responsibilities Concerning IETF Protocol Parameter
    Registries



   The IETF's longstanding practice is to outsource the management and
   implementation of some important functions (e.g.,
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis]).  The protocol parameter registry
   function falls into this category of outsourced functions, and what
   follows here is the description of the roles and responsibilities
   with respect to the registration of IETF protocol parameters.



   Specifically, this document describes the operation and role of a
   delegated IETF Protocol Parameter Registry Operator, to be selected
   and administered by the IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA)
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct].  While there is generally a single Protocol
   Parameter Registry Operator, additional Operators may be selected to
   implement specific registries, and that has been done occasionally.
   Having a single Operator facilitates coordination among registries,
   even those that are not obviously related, and also makes it easier
   to have consistency of formats and registry structure, which aids
   users of the registries and assists with quality control.



   Many protocols make use of identifiers consisting of constants and
   other well-known values.  Even after a protocol has been defined and
   deployment has begun, new values may need to be assigned (e.g., for a
   new option type in DHCP, or a new encryption or authentication
   algorithm for IPsec).  To ensure that such quantities have consistent
   values and interpretations in different implementations, their
   assignment must be administered by a central authority.  For IETF
   protocols, that role is provided by a delegated Protocol Parameter
   Registry Operator.  For any particular protocol parameter there is a
   single delegated Registry Operator.




2.1. Protocol Parameter Registry Operator Role

   The IETF Protocol Parameter Registry function is undertaken under the
   auspices of the Internet Architecture Board.



   The roles of the Protocol Parameter Registry Operator are as follows:



   o  Review and Advise



      *  A Registry Operator may be requested to review Internet-Drafts
         that are being considered by the Internet Engineering Steering
         Group (IESG), with the objective of offering advice to the IESG



         regarding the contents of the "IANA Considerations" section,
         whether such a section, when required, is clear in terms of
         direction to the Registry Operator, and whether the section is
         consistent with the current published Registry Operator
         guidelines.



   o  Registry



      *  To operate a registry of protocol parameter assignments.



      *  The delegated Registry Operator registers values for Internet
         protocol parameters only as directed by the criteria and
         procedures specified in RFCs, including Proposed, Draft, and
         full Internet Standards, Best Current Practice documents, and
         other RFCs that require protocol parameter assignment.



         If values for Internet protocol parameters were not specified,
         or in case of ambiguity, the Registry Operator will continue to
         assign and register only those protocol parameters that have
         already been delegated to the Operator, following past and
         current practice for such assignments, unless otherwise
         directed in terms of operating practice by the IESG.  In the
         case of ambiguity, the Registry Operator is expected to
         identify the ambiguity to the IAB or IESG as appropriate and
         either suggest better text or ask the appropriate parties for
         clarification.



      *  For each protocol parameter, the associated registry includes:



         +  a reference to the RFC document that describes the parameter
            and the associated "IANA Considerations" concerning the
            parameter, and



         +  for each registration of a protocol parameter value, the
            source of the registration and the date of the registration,
            if the date of registration is known, and



         +  any other information specified as being included in the
            registration data in the RFC document that describes the
            parameter.



         +  If in doubt or in case of a technical dispute, the Registry
            Operator will seek and follow technical guidance exclusively
            from the IESG.  Where appropriate, the IESG will appoint an
            expert to advise the Registry Operator.



      *  The Registry Operator will work with the IETF to develop any
         missing criteria and procedures over time, which the Registry
         Operator will adopt when so instructed by the IESG.



      *  Unless special circumstances apply to subsets of the data and
         specific rules are established by IETF consensus, each protocol
         parameter registry operates as a public registry, and the
         contents of the registry are openly available to the public,
         on-line and free of charge.



      *  The Registry Operator assigns protocol parameter values in
         accordance with the policy associated with the protocol
         parameter, such as "First Come First Served" or "Expert Review"
         [RFC8126].



   o  Mailing Lists



      *  The Registry Operator maintains public mailing lists as
         specified in IANA Considerations [RFC8126].  Such lists are
         designated for the purpose of review of assignment proposals in
         conjunction with a designated expert review function.  In
         addition, each Protocol Parameter Registry Operator should
         maintain a mailing list that enables the registry staff of the
         Registry Operator to be contacted by email.



   o  Liaison Activity



      *  The Registry Operator will nominate a liaison point of contact.
         The Registry Operator, through this liaison, may be requested
         to provide advice to the IESG on IETF protocol parameters as
         well as the "IANA Considerations" section of each Internet-
         Draft that is being reviewed for publication as an RFC.  Where
         appropriate the IESG will appoint an expert to advise the
         Registry Operator.



   o  Reporting



      *  The Registry Operator will submit periodic reports to the IAB
         concerning the operational performance of the registry
         function.  As an example of the requirements for such reports,
         the reader is referred to a supplement [MoU_SUPP2018] to the
         "Memorandum of Understanding Concerning the Technical Work of
         the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority" [RFC2860] that
         provides service level agreement (SLA) guidelines under which
         ICANN, the current protocol parameter registry, must operate.



      *  At the request of the chair of the IETF or IAB, or the IETF
         Executive Director [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct], the Registry



         Operator will undertake periodic reports to IETF Plenary
         meetings, or elsewhere as they may direct, concerning the
         status of the registry function.



      *  The Registry Operator will publish an annual report describing
         the status of the function and a summary of performance
         indicators.



   o  Intellectual Property Rights and the Registry Operator



      *  All assigned values are to be published and made available free
         of any charges.



      *  The assignment values may be redistributed without
         modification.



      *  Any intellectual property rights of the IETF protocol parameter
         assignment information, including the IETF protocol parameter
         registry and its contents, are to be held by the IETF Trust
         (BCP 101, currently [RFC4071] [RFC4371]).




2.2. IAB Role

   An Operator of an IETF protocol parameter registry undertakes the
   role as a delegated function under the authority of the IAB.



   The IAB has the responsibility to review the current description of
   the registry function from time to time and direct the Registry
   Operator to adopt amendments relating to its role and mode of
   operation according to the best interests of the IETF and the
   Internet community in general.



   The IAB has the responsibility to appoint an organization to
   undertake the delegated functions of the Protocol Parameter Registry
   Operator for each IETF protocol parameter.  Specifically, the IAB
   defines the role and requirements for the desired functions.  The
   IETF LLC is responsible for identifying a potential vendor, and once
   under agreement, managing the various aspects of the relationships
   with that vendor.  To be clear, the IAB is in the deciding role
   (e.g., for appointment and termination), but must work in close
   consultation with the IETF LLC.



   The IAB has the responsibility to determine the terms and conditions
   of this delegated role.  Such terms and conditions should ensure that
   the registry operates in a manner that is fully conformant to the
   functions described in this document.  In addition, such terms and
   conditions must not restrict the rights and interests of the IETF
   with respect to the registry contents and maintenance.




2.3. IESG Role

   The IESG is responsible for the technical direction regarding entries
   into IETF protocol parameter registries and maintaining the policies
   by which such technical directions are given.  Technical direction
   itself is provided through the adoption of directives within the
   "IANA Considerations" section of IETF Stream RFCs or through stand-
   alone "IANA Considerations" RFCs.



   The IESG shall verify that Internet-Drafts that are offered for
   publication as IETF Stream RFCs [RFC4844] include "IANA
   Considerations" sections when needed, and that "IANA Considerations"
   sections conform to the current published guidelines.



   Since technical assessment is not generally a responsibility of the
   Registry Operator, as part of providing the technical direction the
   IESG is responsible for identifying the technical experts that are
   required to, where appropriate, review registration requests or
   resolve open technical questions that relate to the registration of
   parameters.



   At its discretion, the IESG will organize the liaison activities with
   the Registry Operator's liaison point of contact so as to facilitate
   clear communications and effective operation of the registry
   function.




2.4. Role of the IETF Trust

   The IETF Trust [RFC4371] was formed to act as the administrative
   custodian of all copyrights and other intellectual property rights
   relating to the IETF Standards Process, a function that had
   previously been performed by the Internet Society (ISOC) and the
   Corporation for National Research Initiatives (CNRI).



   Any intellectual property rights of IETF protocol parameter
   assignment information, including the registry and its contents, and
   all registry publications, are to be held by the IETF Trust on behalf
   of the IETF.



   The IETF Trust may make such regulations as appropriate for the
   redistribution of assignment values and registry publications.




2.5. Role of the IETF Administration Limited Liability Company

   The IETF Administration Limited Liability Company (IETF LLC)
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] is responsible for identifying a potential
   vendor in a manner of its choosing, based on IAB consultation, and
   for managing the various aspects of the relationships with that
   vendor.



   In addition, the IETF LLC has the responsibility to ensure long-term
   access, stability, and uniqueness across all such registries.  This
   responsibility is of particular significance in the event that a
   relation with a Protocol Parameter Registry Operator is terminated.




3. Miscellaneous Considerations

   While this document has focused on the creation of protocols by the
   IETF, the requirements provided are generically applicable to the
   extended IETF community as well (e.g., Internet Research Task Force
   (IRTF)).



   The IESG is responsible for the technical direction of the IETF
   Protocol Parameter registries and maintaining the policies by which
   such technical directions are given.  The IESG is responsible, as
   part of the document approval process associated with the IETF Stream
   RFCs [RFC4844], for "IANA Considerations" verification.  For the
   other RFC streams, the approval bodies are responsible for verifying
   that the documents include "IANA Considerations" sections when
   needed, and that "IANA Considerations" sections conform to the
   current published guidelines.  In the case that IANA considerations
   in non-IETF document streams lead to a dispute, the IAB makes the
   final decision.



   This document talks about "Registry Operator" (singular), and while
   there are stability and economy-of-scale advantages for one single
   Operator, this document does not exclude having different Operators
   for different protocol registries when justified by the
   circumstances.




4. Security Considerations

   This document does not propose any new protocols and does not
   introduce any new security considerations.




5. IANA Considerations

   This document requires no direct IANA actions in terms of the
   creation or operation of a protocol parameter registry.  However,
   this document does define the roles and responsibilities of various
   bodies who are responsible for, and associated with, the operation of
   protocol parameter registration functions for the IETF.
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1. Introduction

   The RFC Editor Model [I-D.ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis] defines a set of
   streams that produce draft RFCs, which are submitted for publication.
   This document defines the management function for the Independent
   Submission stream, specifically the role of Independent Submission
   Editor (ISE).



   The previous version of this document is a derivative of [RFC5620],
   Section 3.2, and was separated out from [RFC6635].



   This document updates the Independent Submission Editor Model to be
   aligned with IASA 2.0 Model [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] that creates a
   IETF Administration Limited Liability Company ("LLC") managed by a
   board of directors ("LLC Board").  This document obsoletes [RFC6548].




2. Independent Submission Editor

   The ISE is an individual who is responsible for the Independent
   Submission stream of RFCs, as defined by [RFC4844].  The Independent
   Submission stream and the ISE are not under the authority or
   direction of the RSE or the RFC Series Oversight Committee (RSOC)
   (see [I-D.ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis]).  As noted below, the ISE is
   appointed by and is responsible directly to the IAB.




2.1. Qualifications

   The ISE is a senior position for which the following qualifications
   are desired:



   1.  Technical competence, i.e., broad technical experience and
       perspective across a wide range of Internet technologies and
       applications, and also the ability to work effectively with
       portions of that spectrum in which they have no personal
       expertise.



   2.  Thorough familiarity with the RFC series.



   3.  An ability to define and constitute advisory and document review
       arrangements.  If those arrangements include an Editorial Board
       similar to the current one or some equivalent arrangement, the
       ability to assess the technical competence of potential Editorial
       Board members (see Section 3).



   4.  Good standing in the technical community, in and beyond the IETF.



   5.  Demonstrated editorial skills, good command of the English
       language, and demonstrated history of being able to work
       effectively with technical documents and materials created by
       others.



   6.  The ability to work effectively in a multi-actor environment with
       divided authority and responsibility similar to that described in
       [RFC6635].




2.2. Responsibilities

   The ISE is an individual who may have assistants and who is
   responsible for:



   1.  Maintaining technical quality of the Independent Submission
       stream.



   2.  Reviewing, approving, and processing Independent Submissions.



   3.  Forwarding draft RFCs in the Independent Submission stream to the
       RFC Production Center.



   4.  Defining and developing the scope of the Independent Submission
       stream as a part of the overall RFC Editor function [RFC6635].



   5.  Reviewing and approving RFC errata for Independent Submissions.



   6.  Coordinating work and conforming to general RFC Series policies
       as specified by the IAB and RSE.



   7.  Providing statistics and documentation as requested by the RSE
       and/or LLC.



   The ISE may choose to select individuals to participate in an
   Advisory Board for assistance in special topics as the ISE deems
   appropriate.  Such an Advisory Board exists at the pleasure of the
   ISE, and its members serve at the pleasure of the ISE.



   The individual with the listed qualifications is selected by the IAB
   after input has been collected from the community.



   While the ISE itself is considered a volunteer function, the IAB
   considers maintaining the Independent Submission stream part of the
   IAB's supported activities.  Therefore, the LLC should include these
   costs in the IASA budget.




3. Independent Submission Editorial Board

   The ISE is supported by an Editorial Board for the review of
   Independent Submission stream documents.  This board is known as the
   Independent Submission Editorial Board.  This volunteer Editorial
   Board exists at the pleasure of the ISE, and its members serve at the
   pleasure of the ISE.  The existence of this board is simply noted
   within this model, and additional discussion of such is considered
   out of scope of this document.




4. Security Considerations

   This document has no specific security implications, however the same
   security considerations as those in [RFC4846] and [RFC4844] apply.




5. IAB Members at the Time of Approval

   The IAB members at the time of approval of [RFC6548] were: Bernard
   Aboba, Ross Callon, Alissa Cooper, Joel Halpern, Spencer Dawkins,
   Russ Housley, David Kessens, Olaf Kolkman, Danny McPherson, Jon
   Peterson, Andrei Robachevsky, Dave Thaler, and Hannes Tschofenig.



   The IAB members at the time of approval of this document were: Jari
   Arrko, Alissa Cooper, Ted Hardie, Christian Heuitema, Gabriel
   Montenegro, Erik Nordmark, Mark Nottingham, Melina Shore, Robert
   Sparks, Jeff Tantsura, Martin Thomson, Brian Trammell, and Suzanne
   Woolf.




6. Acknowledgements

   Generous thanks to Joel Hapern for all his help with this document,
   and for all his work on [RFC6635]).  Thanks also to the IAB members,
   whose comments and suggestions were both welcome and useful.



   Bob Hinden served as documented editor for this version of this
   document that aligned it with the IASA 2.0 model.




7. References


7.1. Normative References


   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis]

              Kolkman, O., Halpern, J., and R. Hinden, "RFC Editor Model
              (Version 2)", draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis-01 (work in
              progress), August 2018.




   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct]

              Haberman, B., Hall, J., and J. Livingood, "Record of
              Proposed Structure of the IETF Administrative Support
              Activity (IASA), Version 2.0", draft-ietf-iasa2-struct-06
              (work in progress), September 2018.




   [RFC4844]
  Daigle, L., Ed. and Internet Architecture Board, "The RFC
              Series and RFC Editor", RFC 4844, DOI 10.17487/RFC4844,
              July 2007, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4844>.




   [RFC4846]
  Klensin, J., Ed. and D. Thaler, Ed., "Independent
              Submissions to the RFC Editor", RFC 4846, DOI 10.17487/
              RFC4846, July 2007, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/
              rfc4846>.




   [RFC6548]
  Brownlee, N., Ed. and IAB, "Independent Submission Editor
              Model", RFC 6548, DOI 10.17487/RFC6548, June 2012,
              <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6548>.




7.2. Informative References


   [RFC5620]
  Kolkman, O., Ed. and IAB, "RFC Editor Model (Version 1)",
              RFC 5620, DOI 10.17487/RFC5620, August 2009,
              <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc5620>.




   [RFC6635]
  Kolkman, O., Ed., Halpern, J., Ed., and IAB, "RFC Editor
              Model (Version 2)", RFC 6635, DOI 10.17487/RFC6635, June
              2012, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6635>.




Appendix A. Change log [RFC Editor: Please remove]

      draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6548bis-01, 2018-September-11




*  Added paragraph to introduction about purpose of this version
   of the document, and updated history.  Similar changes to to
   Abstract.
*  Changed occurrences of IETF Administrative Oversight Committee
   (IAOC) to IETF Administration Limited Liability Company (LLC).
*  Changed occurrences of IAOC to LLC.
*  Added new editor to acknowledgement section.
*  Changed document to obsolete RFC6548.
*  Removed text from Section 2.2 "An approach similar to the one
   used by the IAB to select an IAOC member every other year as
   described in [RFC4333] should be used" because it was no longer
   appropriate.
*  Added name of IAB members at the time this document was
   approved.
*  Editorial changes.



      draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6548bis-00, 2018-September-11




      *  Original version with only changes from RFC6635 were to convert
         to ID format and adding new editor to allow submission.



Authors' Addresses



Nevil Brownlee (editor)
The University of Auckland



   Email: n.brownlee@auckland.ac.nz




   Internet Architecture Board



   Email: iab@iab.org




Robert M. Hinden (editor)
Check Point Software
959 Skyway Road
San Carlos, CA  94070
USA



   Email: bob.hinden@gmail.com









draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis-01 - R. Hinden, Ed. Check Point Software August 24, 

Index
Back 5
Prev
Next
Forward 5


Network Working Group

Internet-Draft

Obsoletes: 6635 (if approved)

Intended status: Informational

Expires: February 25, 2019


O. Kolkman, Ed.



J. Halpern, Ed.

Ericsson

IAB

R. Hinden, Ed. Check Point Software August 24, 2018 

                      RFC Editor Model (Version 2)
                     draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6635bis-01




Abstract

   The RFC Editor model described in this document divides the
   responsibilities for the RFC Series into three functions: the RFC
   Series Editor, the RFC Production Center, and the RFC Publisher.
   Internet Architecture Board (IAB) oversight via the RFC Series
   Oversight Committee (RSOC) is described, as is the relationship
   between the IETF Administration Limited Liability Company and the
   RSOC.  This document reflects the experience gained with "RFC Editor
   Model (Version 1)", documented in RFC 5620; and obsoletes RFC 6635 to
   replace all references to the IASA and related structures with those
   defined by the IASA 2.0 Model.




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.



   Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working 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 maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on February 25, 2019.
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1. Introduction

   This document reflects the experience gained with "RFC Editor Model
   (Version 1)", documented in [RFC5620], and updates the RFC Editor
   Model (Version 2) to be aligned with the new IASA 2.0 Model
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] that creates a IETF Administration Limited
   Liability Company ("LLC") managed by a board of directors ("LLC
   Board").  As part of the IASA 2.0 Model the Internet Administrative
   Oversight Committee (IAOC) is eliminated, and its oversight and
   advising functions transferred to the new LLC.  This document
   obsoletes [RFC6635] to replace all references to the IASA and related
   structures with those defined by the IASA 2.0 Model.



   The IAB, on behalf of the Internet technical community, is concerned
   with ensuring the continuity of the RFC Series, orderly RFC Editor
   succession, RFC quality, and RFC document accessibility.  The IAB is
   also sensitive to the concerns of the LLC about providing the
   necessary services in a cost-effective and efficient manner.



   The contemporary RFC Editor model [RFC5620] was first approved in
   October 2008, and our understanding of the model has evolved with our
   experience since.  During the implementation of version 1 of the
   model [RFC5620], it was quickly realized that the role of the RFC
   Series Editor (RSE) and the oversight responsibilities needed to be
   structured differently.  In order to gain experience with "running
   code", a transitional RSE was hired who analyzed the managerial
   environment and provided recommendations.  This was followed by the
   appointment of an acting RSE, who ably managed the series while work
   was undertaken to select and hire a permanent RSE.  This version of
   the model is based on the recommendations of both temporary RFC
   Series Editors and the extensive discussion in the IETF community, on
   the rfc-interest list, and within the IAB.



   This document, and the resulting structures, will be modified as
   needed through normal procedures.  The RSE, and the IAB, through the
   RFC Oversight Committee (see Section 3.1), will continue to monitor
   discussions within the community about potential adjustments to the
   RFC Editor model and recognize that the process described in this
   document may need to be adjusted to align with any changes that
   result from such discussions; hence, the version number in the title.



   The IAB maintains it's responsibilities as defined in [RFC2850].




1.1. The RFC Editor Function

   The RFC Series is described in [RFC4844].  Its Section 3.1 defines
   "RFC Editor":



      Originally, there was a single person acting as editor of the RFC
      Series (the RFC Editor).  The task has grown, and the work now
      requires the organized activity of several experts, so there are
      RFC Editors, or an RFC Editor organization.  In time, there may be
      multiple organizations working together to undertake the work
      required by the RFC Series.  For simplicity's sake, and without
      attempting to predict how the role might be subdivided among them,
      this document refers to this collection of experts and
      organizations as the "RFC Editor".



      The RFC Editor is an expert technical editor and series editor,
      acting to support the mission of the RFC Series.  As such, the RFC
      Editor is the implementer handling the editorial management of the
      RFC Series, in accordance with the defined processes.  In
      addition, the RFC Editor is expected to be the expert and prime
      mover in discussions about policies for editing, publishing, and
      archiving RFCs.



   RFC 4844 does not explore the internal organization of the RFC
   Editor.  However, RFC 4844 envisions changes in the RFC Editor
   organizational structure.  There have been several iterations on
   efforts to improve and clarify this structure.  These have been led
   by the IAB, in consultation with the community and many leadership
   bodies within the community.  This first resulted in the publication
   of [RFC5620] and then in further discussions leading to this
   document.  Some of the details on this evolution can be found below.
   In undertaking this evolution, the IAB considered changes that
   increase flexibility and operational support options, provide for the
   orderly succession of the RFC Editor, and ensure the continuity of
   the RFC Series, while maintaining RFC quality, maintaining timely
   processing, ensuring document accessibility, reducing costs, and
   increasing cost transparency.  The model set forth below describes
   the internal organization of the RFC Editor, while remaining
   consistent with RFC 4844.



   Note that RFC 4844 uses the term "RFC Editor function" or "RFC
   Editor" as the collective set of responsibilities for which this memo
   provides a model for internal organization.  This memo defines the
   term "RFC Series Editor" or "Series Editor" for one of the
   organizational components.




2. RFC Editor Model

   The RFC Editor model divides the responsibilities for the RFC Series
   into the following components:



   o  RFC Series Editor (RSE)



   o  RFC Production Center



   o  RFC Publisher



   The structure and relationship of the components of the RFC Series
   production and process is schematically represented by the figure
   below.  The picture does not depict oversight and escalation
   relations.  It does include the streams and their managers (which are
   not part of the RFC Series Editor, the RFC Production Center, or
   Publisher facilities) in order to more fully show the context in
   which the RFC Series Editor operates.



                                      +‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑+
                                      |             |
                       +‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑+     IAB     <‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑+
                       |              |             |            |
                       |              |=============|            |
                       |              |             |            |
                       |              |     RSOC    <‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑‑+
                       |              |             |            |
                       |              +‑‑‑‑‑‑‑+‑‑‑‑‑+      +‑‑‑‑‑+‑‑‑‑‑+
                       |                      |            |           |
                       |          +...........|.........+  | Community |
                       |          .           |         .  |    at     |
                       |          .   +‑‑‑‑‑‑‑V‑‑‑‑‑+   .  |   Large   |
                       |          .   |             |   .  |           |
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   In this model, documents are produced and approved through multiple
   document streams.  The stream manager for each stream is responsible
   for the content of that stream.  The four streams that now exist are
   described in [RFC4844].  The RFC Editor function is responsible for
   the packaging and distribution of the documents.  As such, documents
   from these streams are edited and processed by the Production Center
   and published by the Publisher.  The RFC Series Editor will exercise
   strategic leadership and management over the activities of the RFC
   Publisher and the RFC Production Center (both of which can be seen as
   back-office functions) and will be the entity that:



   o  Represents the RFC Series and the RFC Editor Function within the
      IETF and externally.



   o  Leads the community in the design of improvements to the RFC
      Series.



   o  Is responsible for planning and seeing to the execution of
      improvements in the RFC Editor production and access processes.



   o  Is responsible for the content of the rfc-editor.org web site,
      which is operated and maintained by the RFC Publisher.



   o  Is responsible for developing consensus versions of vision and
      policy documents.  These documents will be reviewed by the RFC
      Series Oversight Committee (Section 3.1) and subject to its
      approval before final publication.



   These responsibilities are defined below, although the specific work
   items under them are a matter for the actual employment contract and
   its Statement of Work (SOW).



   The IAB maintain it's chartered responsibility as defined in
   [RFC2850].  More details on the oversight by the IAB via the RFC
   Series Oversight Committee (RSOC) can be found in Section 3.1.  For
   example, the RSE does not have the direct authority to hire or fire
   RFC Editor contractors or personnel.




2.1. RFC Series Editor

   The RFC Series Editor is the individual with overall responsibility
   for the quality, continuity, and evolution of the RFC Series.



   The RSE is appointed by the IAB, but formally hired by the LLC.  The
   IAB delegates the direct oversight over the RSE to the RSOC, which it
   appoints.



   The RSE is expected to cooperate closely with the LLC and the stream
   managers.



2.1.1.  Strategic Leadership and Management of the Publication and
        Production Functions



   With respect to the RFC Publisher and Production Center functions,
   the RSE provides input to the LLC budget, SOWs, and manages vendor
   selection processes.  The RSE performs annual reviews of the RFC
   Production Center and Publisher function, which are then provided to
   the RSOC, the LLC, and the community.  Normally, private financial
   details would not be included in a public version unless the LLC
   concludes it is necessary to make such information public.



   The RSE is responsible for the performance of the RFC Production
   Center and Publisher.  The RSE is responsible for issues that go
   beyond the RFC Production Center or Publisher functions, such as
   cross-stream coordination of priorities.  Issues that require changes
   to the budget or contracts shall be brought to the attention of the
   LLC by the RSE.



   The RSE is also responsible for creating documentation and structures
   that will allow for continuity of the RFC Series in the face of
   changes in contracts and personnel.



   Vendor selection for the RFC Production Center and Publisher
   functions is done in cooperation with the streams and under final
   authority of the LLC.  Details on this process can be found in
   Section 4.1.




2.1.2. Representation of the RFC Series

   The RSE is the primary representative of the RFC Series.  This
   representation is important both internally, relative to the IETF,
   and externally.




2.1.2.1. Representation to the IETF

   The RSE is the primary point of contact to the IETF on matters
   relating to the RFC Series in general, or policy matters relating to
   specific documents.  Issues of practical details in the processing of
   specific documents are generally worked through directly with the RFC
   Production Center staff.



   This includes providing suitable reports to the community at large,
   providing email contact for policy questions and inputs, and enabling
   and participating in suitable on-line forums for discussion of issues
   related to the RFC Series.



   Due to the history and nature of the interaction between the RSE and
   the IETF, certain principles, described in the following subsections,
   must be understood and adhered to by the RSE in his or her
   interactions with the community.  These apply to the representation
   function, as well as to the leadership the RSE provides for
   production and series development.




2.1.2.1.1. Volunteerism

   The vast majority of Internet technical community work is led,
   initiated, and done by community volunteers, including oversight,
   policy making, and direct production of, for example, many software
   tools.  The RSE, while not a volunteer, is dependent upon these
   volunteer participants.  Also, the spirit of the community is heavily
   focused on and draws from these volunteers.  As such, the RSE needs
   to support the vitality and effectiveness of volunteer participation.




2.1.2.1.2. Policy Authority

   All decisions are to be made in the overall interest of the broader
   Internet community.  The RSE is responsible for identifying
   materially concerned interest groups within the Internet community
   and reaching out to them.  Those interest groups include at least the
   IETF community, the IRTF community, the network research community,
   and the network operations community.  Other interest groups might
   also be materially interested.



   The RSE must consult with the community on policy issues.  The RSE
   works with the community to achieve policy that meets the overall
   quality, continuity, and evolution goals the RSE is charged with
   meeting.  As described in Section 3.1, the RSE reports the results of
   such interactions to the RSOC, including a description of the
   outreach efforts and the specific recommendations on policy.  This
   enables the RSOC to provide the oversight the IAB is required to
   apply, as well as to confirm that the Internet community has been
   properly consulted and considered in making policy.




2.1.2.2. External Representation

   From time to time, individuals or organizations external to the IETF
   need a contact person to talk to about the RFC Series.  The RSE, or
   the RSE's designate, serves this role.



   Over time, the RSE should determine what, if any, means should be
   employed to increase end-user awareness of the series, to reinforce
   the stature of the series, and to provide the contact point for
   outside parties seeking information on the series or the Editor.




2.1.3. Development of RFC Production and Publication

   Closely related to providing strategic leadership and management to
   the RFC Production Center and Publisher functions is the need to
   develop and improve those functions.  The RSE is responsible for
   ensuring that such ongoing development takes place.



   This effort must include the dimensions of document quality,
   timeliness of production, and accessibility of results.  It must also
   specifically take into account issues raised by the IETF community,
   including all the streams feeding into the RFC Editor function.




2.1.4. Development of the RFC Series

   In order to develop the RFC Series, the RSE is expected to develop a
   relationship with the Internet technical community.  The Editor is
   expected to engage with the Internet technical community in a process
   of articulating and refining a vision for the series and its
   continuous evolution.  The RSE is also expected to engage other users
   of the RFC Series, in particular, the consumers of these documents,
   such as those people who use them to specify products, write code,
   test behaviors, or other related activities.



   Concretely:



      The RSE is responsible for the coordination of discussion on
      series evolution among the series' stream participants and the
      broader Internet technical community.



      In time, the RSE is expected to develop and refine a vision for
      the RFC Series, including examining:



      *  The RFC Series, as it continues to evolve.  The RSE is expected
         to take a broad view and look for the best ways to evolve the
         series for the benefit of the entire Internet community.  As
         such, the RSE may even consider evolution beyond the historical
         'by engineers for engineers' emphasis; and



      *  Its publication-technical environment, by looking at whether it
         should be slowly changing in terms of publishing and archiving
         techniques -- particularly to better serve the communities that
         produce and depend on the RFC Series.  For example, all of
         those communities have been slowly changing to include a
         significant population of multi-lingual individuals or non-
         native speakers of English.  Another example is that some of
         these constituencies also have shifted to include significant
         groups whose primary focus is on the constraints and



         consequences of network engineering, rather than a primary
         interest in the engineering issues themselves.



   For this type of responsibility, the RSE cooperates closely with the
   community, and operates under oversight of the RSOC: thus,
   ultimately, under oversight of the IAB.




2.1.5. Workload

   On average, the job is expected to take half of a full-time
   equivalent position (FTE, thus approx 20 hrs per week), with the
   workload per week nearing full time during IETF weeks.  In addition,
   the job is expected to take more than 20 hours per week in the first
   few months of the engagement and when involved in special projects.




2.1.6. Qualifications

   The RFC Series Editor is a senior technology professional.  The
   following qualifications are desired:



   1.   Strategic leadership and management experience fulfilling the
        requirements outlined in this document, the many aspects of this
        role, and the coordination of the overall RFC Editor process.



   2.   Good understanding of the English language and technical
        terminology related to the Internet.



   3.   Good communication skills.



   4.   Experience with editorial processes.



   5.   Ability to develop strong understanding of the IETF and RFC
        process.



   6.   Independent worker.



   7.   Willingness to, and availability for, travel.



   8.   The ability to work effectively in a multi-actor and matrixed
        environment with divided authority and responsibility similar to
        that described in this document.



   9.   Experience with and ability to participate in, and manage,
        activities by email and teleconferences, not just face-to-face
        interactions.



   10.  Demonstrated experience in strategic planning and the management
        of entire operations.



   11.  Experience as an RFC author.




2.1.7. Conflict of Interest

   The RSE is expected to avoid even the appearance of conflict of
   interest or judgment in performing these roles.  As such, the RSE is
   barred from having any ownership, advisory, or other relationship to
   the vendors executing the RFC Publisher or Production Center
   functions except as specified elsewhere in this document.  If
   necessary, an exception can be made after public disclosure of those
   relationships and with the explicit permission of the IAB and LLC.




2.2. RFC Production Center

   The RFC Production Center function is performed by a paid contractor,
   and the contractor's responsibilities include the following:



   1.   Editing inputs from all RFC streams to comply with the RFC Style
        Manual, under the direction of the RSE;



   2.   Creating records of edits performed on documents;



   3.   Identifying where editorial changes might have technical impact
        and seeking necessary clarification;



   4.   Engaging in dialog with authors, document shepherds, IANA, and/
        or stream-dependent contacts when clarification is needed;



   5.   Creating records of dialog with document authors;



   6.   Requesting advice from the RFC Series Editor as needed;



   7.   Providing suggestions to the RFC Series Editor as needed;



   8.   Providing sufficient resources to support reviews of RFC
        Publisher performance by the RFC Series Editor and external
        reviews of the RFC Editor function initiated by the IAB or LLC;



   9.   Coordinating with IANA to ensure correct documentation of IANA-
        performed protocol registry actions;



   10.  Assigning RFC numbers;



   11.  Establishing publication readiness of each document through
        communication with the authors, document shepherds, IANA, and/or
        stream-dependent contacts, and, if needed, with the RFC Series
        Editor;



   12.  Forwarding documents that are ready for publication to the RFC
        Publisher;



   13.  Forwarding records of edits and author dialog to the RFC
        Publisher so these can be preserved;



   14.  Liaising with the streams as needed.



   All these activities will be done under the general direction, but
   not day-to-day management, of the RSE and need some level of
   coordination with various submission streams and the RSE.



   The RFC Production Center contractor is to be selected through an LLC
   Request for Proposal (RFP) process as described in Section 4.1.




2.3. RFC Publisher

   The RFC Publisher responsibilities include the following:



   1.  Announcing and providing on-line access to RFCs.



   2.  Providing an on-line system to submit RFC Errata.



   3.  Providing on-line access to approved RFC Errata.



   4.  Providing backups.



   5.  Providing storage and preservation of records.



   6.  Authenticating RFCs for legal proceedings.



   All these activities will be done under the general direction, but
   not day-to-day management, of the RSE and need some level of
   coordination with various submission streams and the RSE.



   The RFC Publisher contractor is to be selected through an LLC RFP
   process as described in Section 4.1.




3. Committees


3.1. RFC Series Oversight Committee (RSOC)

   The IAB is responsible for the oversight of the RFC Series and acts
   as a body for final conflict resolution, including the process
   described in Section 4.3.



   In order to provide continuity over periods longer than the NomCom
   appointment cycle [RFC3777] and assure that oversight includes
   suitable subject matter expertise, the IAB will establish a group
   that implements oversight for the IAB, the RFC Series Oversight
   Committee (RSOC).



   The RSOC will act with authority delegated from the IAB: in general,
   it will be the RSOC that will approve consensus policy and vision
   documents as developed by the RSE in collaboration with the
   community.  While it is expected that the IAB will exercise due
   diligence in its supervision of the RSOC, the RSOC should be allowed
   the latitude to do its job without undue interference from the IAB.
   Therefore, it is expected that the IAB will accord RSOC reports and
   recommendations the benefit of the doubt.



   For all decisions that affect the RSE individually (e.g., hiring and
   firing), the RSOC prepares recommendations for the IAB, but the final
   decision is the responsibility of the IAB.  For instance the RSOC
   would do the following:



   o  perform annual reviews of the RSE and report the result of these
      reviews to the IAB.



   o  manage RSE candidate selection and advise the IAB on candidate
      appointment (in other words, select the RSE subject to IAB
      approval).



   RSOC members are expected to recognize potential conflicts of
   interest and behave accordingly.



   For the actual recruitment and selection of the RSE, the RSOC will
   propose a budget for the search process.  It will work with the LLC
   to refine that budget and develop remuneration criteria and an
   employment agreement or contracting plans, as appropriate.



   The RSOC will be responsible for ensuring that the RFC Series is run
   in a transparent and accountable manner.



   The RSOC shall develop and publish its own rules of order.



   The initial RSOC was charged with designing and executing a
   solicitation, search, and selection process for the first actual (not
   transitional or "acting") RSE appointment.  That process involved
   iteration on this and related documents and evaluation of various
   strategies and options.  During the creation of this document, it was
   expected that the RSOC would describe the process it ultimately
   selected to the community.  The RSOC did involve the community in
   interim considerations when that was likely to be of value.
   Following completion of the selection process, the RSOC will
   determine the best way to share information learned and experience
   gained with the community and determine how to best preserve that
   information for future use.




3.1.1. RSOC Composition

   The RSOC will operate under the authority of the IAB, with the IAB
   retaining final responsibility.  The IAB will delegate authority and
   responsibility to the RSOC as appropriate and as RSOC and RSE
   relationships evolve.  The RSOC will include people who are not
   current IAB members.  Currently, this is aligned with the IAB program
   structure.  The IAB will designate the membership of the RSOC with
   the following goals: preserving effective stability; keeping it small
   enough to be effective, and keeping it large enough to provide
   general Internet community expertise, specific IETF expertise,
   publication expertise, and stream expertise.  Members serve at the
   pleasure of the IAB and are expected to bring a balance between
   short- and long-term perspectives.  Specific input about, and
   recommendations of, members will be sought from the streams, the LLC,
   and the RSE.



   In addition to the members from outside of the IAB appointed to the
   RSOC, IAB members may participate as full members of the RSOC.  Under
   most circumstances, there will be a specific individual IAB member
   appointed by the IAB as the program lead, who will be a full member
   of the RSOC.  This member's role is distinct from any RSOC-internal
   organizational roles, such as would be created by the RSOC choosing
   to appoint a chair from among its members.  Other IAB members may
   choose to be full members of the RSOC, with the consent of the IAB.
   This consent is primarily concerned with avoiding overpopulating the
   RSOC and providing it with relatively stable membership, which will
   work best if it is not too large a committee.



   The LLC will appoint an individual to serve as its liaison to the
   RSOC.  The RSE and the LLC Liaison will serve as non-voting ex
   officio members of the RSOC.  Either or both can be excluded from its
   discussions if necessary.




4. Administrative Implementation

   The exact implementation of the administrative and contractual
   activities described here are a responsibility of the IETF
   Administration Limited Liability Company [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] in
   cooperation with the RFC Series Editor.  The authority structure is
   described in Figure 2 below.
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4.1. Vendor Selection for the Production and Publisher Functions

   As stated earlier, vendor selection is done in cooperation with the
   streams and under the final authority of the LLC.



   The RSE owns and develops the work definition (the SOW) and
   participates in the LLC vendor selection process.  The work
   definition is created within the LLC budget and takes into account
   the stream managers and community input.



   The process to select and contract for an RFC Production Center, RFC
   Publisher, and other RFC-related services, is as follows:



   o  The LLC establishes the contract process, including the steps
      necessary to issue an RFP when necessary, the timing, and the
      contracting procedures.



   o  The LLC establishes the Selection Committee, which will consist of
      the RSE, the LLC Executive Director, and other members selected by
      the RSOC and the LLC.  The Committee shall be chaired by the RSE.



   o  The Selection Committee selects the vendor, subject to the
      successful negotiation of a contract approved by the LLC.  In the
      event that a contract cannot be reached, the matter shall be
      referred to the Selection Committee for further action.



   o  The Selection Committee may select an RFC Publisher either through
      the LLC RFP process or, at the Committee's option, the Committee
      may select the IETF Secretariat to provide RFC Publisher services,
      subject to negotiations in accordance with the LLC procedures.




4.2. Budget

   The expenses discussed in this document are not new expenses.  They
   have been and remain part of the IETF Administration Limited
   Liability Company [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] budget.



   The RFC Series portion of the LLC budget shall include entries for
   the RSOC, RSE, RFC Production Center, and the RFC Publisher.  The LLC
   budget shall also include entries for the streams, including the
   independent stream.



   The LLC has the responsibility to approve the total RFC Editor budget
   (and the authority to deny it).  The RSE must work within the LLC
   budgetary process.



   The RSE is responsible for managing the RFC Editor function to
   operate within those budgets.  If production needs change, the RSE is
   responsible for working with the Production Center, and where
   appropriate, other RFC Editor component institutions, relevant
   streams, and/or the RSOC to determine what the correct response
   should be.  If they agree that a budgetary change is needed, that
   decision needs to be taken to the LLC.




4.3. Disagreements among Entities Related to the RFC Editor

   The RFC Series Editor and the RFC Production Center and Publisher
   facilities work with the various streams to produce RFCs.
   Disagreements may arise between these entities during the execution
   of the RFC Editor operations.  In particular, different streams may
   disagree with each other, or disagree with the RFC Editor function.
   Potentially, even the RSOC or the LLC could find themselves in
   disagreement with some aspect of the RFC Editor operations.  Note
   that disagreements between an author and the RFC Production Center
   are not cross-entity issues, and they are to be resolved by the RSE,
   in accordance with the rest of this document.



   If such cross-entity disagreements arise, the community would
   generally hope that they can be resolved politely and directly.
   However, this is not always possible.  At that point, any relevant
   party would first formally request a review and reconsideration of
   the decision.  If the party still disagrees after the
   reconsideration, that party may ask the RSE to decide or, especially
   if the RSE is involved, the party may ask the IAB Chair (for a
   technical or procedural matter) to mediate or appoint a mediator to
   aid in the discussions, although he or she not is obligated to do so.
   All parties should work informally and in good faith to reach a
   mutually agreeable conclusion.  As noted below, any such issues that
   involve contractual matters must be brought to the attention of the
   LLC.  If the IAB Chair is asked to assist in resolving the matter,
   the Chair may ask for advice or seek assistance from anyone the Chair
   deems helpful.  The Chair may also alert any appropriate individuals
   or organizations to the existence of the issue.



   If such a conclusion is not possible through the above less formal
   processes, then the matter must be registered with the RFC Series
   Oversight Committee.  The RSOC may choose to offer advice to the RSE
   or more general advice to the parties involved and may ask the RSE to
   defer a decision until it formulates its advice.  However, if a
   timely decision cannot be reached through discussion, mediation, and
   mutual agreement, the RSE is expected to make whatever decisions are
   needed to ensure the smooth operation of the RFC Editor function;
   those decisions are final.



   The RSE may make final decisions unilaterally only to assure the
   functioning of the process, and only while there is an evaluation of
   current policies to determine whether they are appropriately
   implemented in the decision or need adjustment.  In particular, it
   should be noted that final decisions about the technical content of
   individual documents are the exclusive responsibility of the stream
   approvers from which those documents originate, as shown in the
   illustration in Figure 1.



   If informal agreements cannot be reached, then formal RSOC review and
   decision making may be required.  If so, the RSE must present the
   issues involved to the community so that the community is aware of
   the situation.  The RSE will then report the issue to the RSOC for
   formal resolution by the RSOC with confirmation by the IAB in its
   oversight capacity.



   IAB and community discussion of any patterns of disputes are expected
   to inform future changes to RFC Series policies, including possible
   updates to this document.




4.4. Issues with Contractual Impact

   If a disagreement or decision has immediate or future contractual
   consequences, it falls under [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct]; thus, the RSE
   must identify the issue and provide his or her advice to the LLC;
   additionally, if the RSOC has provided advice, forward that advice as
   well.  The LLC must notify the RSOC and IAB regarding the action it
   concludes is required to resolve the issue based on its applicable
   procedures and provisions in the relevant contracts.




5. IANA Considerations

   This document defines several functions within the overall RFC Editor
   structure, and it places the responsibility for coordination of
   registry value assignments with the RFC Production Center.  The LLC
   will facilitate the establishment of the relationship between the RFC
   Production Center and IANA.



   This document does not create a new registry nor does it register any
   values in existing registries, and no IANA action is required.




6. Security Considerations

   The same security considerations as those in [RFC4844] apply.  The
   processes for the publication of documents must prevent the
   introduction of unapproved changes.  Since the RFC Editor maintains
   the index of publications, sufficient security must be in place to
   prevent these published documents from being changed by external
   parties.  The archive of RFC documents, any source documents needed
   to recreate the RFC documents, and any associated original documents
   (such as lists of errata, tools, and, for some early items, originals
   that are not machine readable) need to be secured against any kind of
   data storage failure.



   The LLC should take these security considerations into account during
   the implementation and enforcement of the RFC Editor component
   contracts.
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   of the document, and updated Abstract similarly.
*  Added new editor to acknowledgement section.
*  Changed document to now oboslete RFC6635.
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9. References


9.1. Normative References


   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct]

              Haberman, B., Hall, J., and J. Livingood, "Proposed
              Structure of the IETF Administrative Support Activity
              (IASA), Version 2.0", draft-ietf-iasa2-struct-05 (work in
              progress), August 2018.




   [RFC2850]
  Internet Architecture Board and B. Carpenter, Ed.,
              "Charter of the Internet Architecture Board (IAB)", BCP
              39, RFC 2850, DOI 10.17487/RFC2850, May 2000,
              <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc2850>.




   [RFC4844]
  Daigle, L., Ed. and Internet Architecture Board, "The RFC
              Series and RFC Editor", RFC 4844, DOI 10.17487/RFC4844,
              July 2007, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4844>.




   [RFC6635]
  Kolkman, O., Ed., Halpern, J., Ed., and IAB, "RFC Editor
              Model (Version 2)", RFC 6635, DOI 10.17487/RFC6635, June
              2012, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6635>.




9.2. Informative References


   [RFC3777]
  Galvin, J., Ed., "IAB and IESG Selection, Confirmation,
              and Recall Process: Operation of the Nominating and Recall
              Committees", RFC 3777, DOI 10.17487/RFC3777, June 2004,
              <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc3777>.




   [RFC5620]
  Kolkman, O., Ed. and IAB, "RFC Editor Model (Version 1)",
              RFC 5620, DOI 10.17487/RFC5620, August 2009,
              <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc5620>.



Authors' Addresses



   Olaf M. Kolkman (editor)



   Email: olaf@nlnetlabs.nl




Joel M. Halpern (editor)
Ericsson



   Email: joel.halpern@ericsson.com




   Internet Architecture Board



   Email: iab@iab.org




Robert M. Hinden (editor)
Check Point Software
959 Skyway Road
San Carlos, CA  94070
USA



   Email: bob.hinden@gmail.com




















draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6702-bis-00 - Promoting Compliance with Intellectual Propert

Index
Back 5
Prev
Next
Forward 5


Network Working Group

Internet-Draft

Obsoletes: 6702 (if approved)

Intended status: Informational

Expires: April 20, 2019






R. Housley, Ed.

Vigil Security

T. Polk

NIST

P. Saint-Andre

Mozilla

October 17, 2018

Promoting Compliance with Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) Disclosure Rules  

draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc6702-bis-00


Abstract

   The disclosure process for intellectual property rights (IPR) in
   documents produced within the IETF stream is essential to the
   accurate development of community consensus.  However, this process
   is not always followed by IETF participants.  Regardless of the cause
   or motivation, noncompliance with IPR disclosure rules can delay or
   even derail completion of IETF specifications.  This document
   describes some strategies for promoting compliance with the IPR
   disclosure rules.  These strategies are primarily intended for use by
   area directors, working group chairs, and working group secretaries.




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.
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   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working documents as Internet-Drafts.  The list of current Internet-
   Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.



   Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on April 20, 2019.
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1. Introduction

   The disclosure process for intellectual property rights (IPR) in
   documents produced within the IETF stream [RFC5741] is essential to
   the efficient and accurate development of community consensus.  In
   particular, ensuring that IETF working groups and participants have
   as much information as possible regarding IPR constraints, as early
   as possible in the process, increases the likelihood that the
   community can develop an informed consensus regarding technical
   proposals.  Statements to that effect appear in both the second and
   third revisions of the Internet Standards Process ([RFC1602],
   Section 5.5, Clause (B) and [RFC2026], Section 10.4, Clause (B)).



   However, sometimes IPR disclosures do not occur at the earliest
   possible stage in the IETF process.  There are many reasons why an
   individual might not disclose IPR early in the process: for example,
   through a simple oversight, to introduce delay, or to subvert the
   emergence of consensus.



   Regardless of the cause or motivation, noncompliance with IPR
   disclosure rules can delay or even derail completion of IETF
   specifications.  Disclosure of IPR after significant decisions, such
   as Working Group Last Call (WGLC), might lead to reconsideration of
   those actions.  As one example, a working group (WG) might change
   course and use a previously rejected technical proposal with less
   onerous licensing requirements.  Such "course corrections" produce
   unnecessary delays in the standardization process.



   This document suggests some strategies for promoting compliance with
   the IETF's IPR disclosure rules and thereby avoiding such delays.
   These strategies are primarily intended for use by area directors
   (ADs), WG chairs, and WG secretaries.



   These strategies are focused on promoting early disclosure by
   document authors, since late disclosure involving authors has
   historically caused significant delays in the standardization
   process.  Many of these strategies also promote early disclosure by
   other IETF contributors.



   Naturally, even if ADs, WG chairs, and WG secretaries do not apply
   the strategies described in this document, IETF contributors are
   still bound by the rules defined in BCP 79 (see [RFC3979] and
   [RFC4879]) and BCP 78 (see [RFC5378]).  This document does not modify
   those rules, nor does it normatively extend those rules; it merely
   provides suggestions intended to aid ADs, WG chairs, and WG
   secretaries.



   By intent, this document does not claim to define best current
   practices; instead, it suggests strategies that ADs, WG chairs, and
   WG secretaries might find useful.  With sufficient use and
   appropriate modification to incorporate the lessons of experience,
   these strategies might someday form the basis for documentation of
   best current practices.



   This document does not consider the parallel, but important, issue of
   potential actions that can be taken by the IETF itself for lack of
   conformance with the IETF's IPR policy.  That topic is discussed in
   [RFC6701].



   At the time of this writing, the Internet Research Task Force (IRTF)
   follows the same IPR disclosure rules as the IETF (see
   <http://irtf.org/ipr>); therefore, the strategies described here
   might also be appropriate for use by IRTF research group chairs.




1.1. Terminology

   This document relies on the definitions provided in Section 1 of
   [RFC3979].



   The term "formal disclosure" refers to an IPR disclosure statement
   that has been officially submitted by using the IPR disclosure tools
   currently available at <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/file-disclosure> or
   by sending a message to ietf-ipr@ietf.org.  The term "informal
   disclosure" refers to a statement that is provided in a less official
   manner, such as orally during a presentation, in writing within
   presentation materials, or posted via email to the relevant
   discussion list before a presentation.



   Since this document is purely informational, by intent it does not
   use the conformance language described in BCP 14 [RFC2119][RFC8174].




2. Background

   The responsibilities of IETF contributors regarding IPR disclosure
   are documented in [RFC3979] and [RFC4879].  These documents do not
   assign any further responsibilities to ADs, WG chairs, and WG
   secretaries, other than those imposed by their roles as contributors
   or participants.  However, late disclosure of IPR has a direct impact
   on the effectiveness of working groups, WG chairs, and ADs.



   According to [RFC2418], WG chairs are responsible for "making forward
   progress through a fair and open process" and ADs are responsible for
   "ensuring that working groups in their area produce ... timely
   output"; in addition, because WG chairs can appoint one or more WG
   secretaries to help them with the day-to-day business of running the
   working group (see [RFC2418]), some of the actions suggested in this
   document might fall to WG secretaries.



   IPR disclosure at the earliest possible time is an essential feature
   of a "fair and open process", and late disclosure can impede timely
   output since it can cause the WG to revisit previous decisions,
   needlessly revise technical specifications, and face the prospect of
   appeals.  To better fulfill their responsibilities in the IETF
   Standards Process, ADs, WG chairs, and WG secretaries might wish to
   adopt strategies to encourage early disclosure consistent with the
   responsibilities established in [RFC3979] and [RFC4879], such as the
   strategies described in this document.




3. Strategies for Working Group Documents

   Building upon the framework provided in [RFC3669], this section
   identifies opportunities to promote IPR disclosure within the
   document lifecycle for IETF working group documents.  These
   opportunities are typically encountered during initial public
   discussion, working group adoption, WGLC, and IETF Last Call.  WG
   chairs might also want to make WG participants aware of the
   importance of IPR disclosure more generally, as exemplified by the
   sample message provided under Appendix A.1.



   The strategies described in this section are primarily implemented by
   WG chairs.  (The exceptions are strategies for IETF Last Call, which
   would be implemented by ADs.)  In cases where the WG secretary
   creates meeting agendas or initiates consensus calls, the secretary
   might also implement these strategies.




3.1. Presenting an Internet-Draft at an IETF Meeting

   The first opportunity to encourage early IPR disclosure might occur
   even before a technical proposal becomes a working group document.



   When IETF participants wish to promote public discussion of a
   personal draft in hopes of future adoption by a working group, one
   common strategy is to request a slot on the agenda at an upcoming
   face-to-face meeting.  Before the community commits resources to
   reviewing and considering the draft, it is very reasonable for the WG
   chairs to confirm (often via email) that all IPR disclosures have
   been submitted.  The chairs ought to request confirmation from each
   of the authors and listed contributors, especially if those
   individuals are associated with multiple organizations.



   If the necessary disclosures have not been submitted, the chairs have
   a choice: deny the agenda slot unless formal IPR disclosure
   statements are submitted, or insist on informal disclosure.  One
   factor in this decision could be the number of revisions that have
   occurred: the chairs might wish to permit presentation of a -00 draft
   with informal disclosure, but not after a draft has gone through
   multiple revision cycles.  If informal disclosure is allowed, the
   chairs ought to make sure that the disclosure is documented in the
   minutes, and ought to encourage submission of formal disclosure
   statements after the meeting.



   In some cases, an IETF participant has not yet submitted an Internet-
   Draft but might still request a slot on the agenda to discuss a
   proposal for a new draft, or a new feature for an existing working
   group document.  Here again, it is very reasonable for the WG chairs
   to confirm, before approving the agenda slot, that all IPR claims
   have been disclosed (likely in an informal manner as described above,
   since the participant has not yet made a Contribution as defined by
   the Internet Standards Process [RFC3979]).



   A sample message of the kind that might be sent at this stage is
   provided under Appendix A.2.




3.2. Requesting WG Adoption

   When a technical proposal is considered for adoption by a working
   group, the chairs have an opportunity to confirm (or reconfirm) IPR
   compliance with authors and listed contributors.  In addition, the
   chairs might wish to explicitly ask the WG participants if anyone is
   aware of IPR that is associated with the proposal.



   A sample message of the kind that might be sent at this stage is
   provided under Appendix A.3.




3.3. Requesting WG Last Call

   Working Group Last Call is a particularly significant milestone for a
   working group document, measuring consensus within the working group
   one final time.  If IPR disclosure statements have not been
   submitted, the judgement of consensus by the chairs would be less
   than reliable because it would be based on incomplete assumptions.
   Even if procedures such as those described above have been
   implemented to promote IPR disclosure during initial public
   discussion and adoption, features might have evolved in a way that
   introduces new IPR concerns.  In addition, new participants with
   knowledge of IPR claims might have become active in the working
   group.  Therefore, the WG chairs might wish to reconfirm with each of
   the authors and listed contributors that appropriate IPR disclosure
   statements have been filed, even if they all work for the same
   organization.  The chairs might also wish to include a reminder about
   the importance of IPR disclosures in any WGLC message communicated to
   the working group.  (Note: If IPR disclosure statements have been
   filed, the chairs might wish to include a link in the WGLC message to
   ensure that the consensus call reflects this information.)



   A sample message of the kind that might be sent at this stage is
   provided under Appendix A.4.




3.4. AD Review

   After successfully completing WGLC, a working group document is
   forwarded to the appropriate area director for AD review, with a
   request that the AD process the document for publication as an RFC.
   Such a publication request is accompanied by a Document Shepherd
   Write-Up as required by [RFC4858] using the template found at
   <http://www.ietf.org/iesg/template/doc-writeup.html>.  At the time of
   this writing, the template asks the document shepherd to answer the
   following question:



      (7) Has each author confirmed that any and all appropriate IPR
      disclosures required for full conformance with the provisions of
      BCP 78 and BCP 79 have already been filed?  If not, explain why.



   Shepherds ought to be asking authors that question directly.
   Additionally, the AD can ask the WG chairs whether they took explicit
   action to promote disclosure of IPR.



   If the answer to the write-up question is not favorable, or if the
   chairs did not take any of the actions listed above, the AD might
   choose to contact the authors and listed contributors to confirm that
   the appropriate IPR disclosure statements have been filed before
   advancing the document through the publication process.



   A sample message of the kind that might be sent at this stage is
   provided under Appendix A.5.




3.5. IETF Last Call

   IETF Last Call is the mechanism used by the AD and the IESG as a
   whole to gauge IETF-wide consensus.  It is critical that the
   community have easy access to all related IPR statements when
   considering an Internet-Draft.  The current tools automatically
   include the URL for each IPR statement explicitly linked to the draft
   when the default IETF Last Call message is generated.  If the AD
   edits this message, the links to IPR disclosure statements ought to
   be preserved.




4. Strategies for Individual Submissions

   This section identifies opportunities to promote IPR disclosure
   within the IETF document lifecycle for documents that are processed
   outside the context of a working group (so-called "individual
   submissions").  In general, these opportunities are encountered
   during initial public discussion, area director review, and IETF Last
   Call.




4.1. Presenting an Internet-Draft at an IETF Meeting

   When IETF participants wish to promote public discussion of a
   personal draft not intended for a working group, it is still common
   to request a slot on the agenda at an upcoming face-to-face meeting.
   These requests might be made to related working groups or area
   meetings, or even during plenary time.  Before the community commits
   resources to reviewing and considering the draft, it is very
   reasonable for the chairs of that meeting (WG chair, AD, IESG chair,
   or IAB chair) to confirm that all IPR disclosures have been
   submitted.



   The meeting chairs ought to request confirmation from each of the
   authors and listed contributors, especially if those individuals are
   associated with multiple organizations.  Where the presentation
   covers a concept that has not yet been documented as an Internet-
   Draft, the chairs ought to at least request informal disclosure from
   the authors and listed contributors, as described above.



   A sample message of the kind that might be sent at this stage is
   provided under Appendix A.2.




4.2. AD Review

   When considering the possibility of sponsoring an individual
   submission, an AD ought to confirm that all IPR disclosures have been
   submitted.  The AD ought to require confirmation from each of the
   authors and listed contributors, even if those individuals are
   associated with the same organization.  As with WG documents, a
   Document Shepherd Write-Up is also required for AD-sponsored
   documents, following the template at
   <http://www.ietf.org/iesg/template/individual-doc-writeup.html>.  At
   the time of this writing, the template asks the document shepherd to
   answer the following question:



      (7) Has each author confirmed that any and all appropriate IPR
      disclosures required for full conformance with the provisions of
      BCP 78 and BCP 79 have already been filed?  If not, explain why.



   A sample message of the kind that might be sent at this stage is
   provided under Appendix A.6.




4.3. IETF Last Call

   As with working group documents, IETF Last Call is the mechanism used
   by the AD and the IESG as a whole to gauge IETF-wide consensus.  It
   is critical that the community have easy access to all related IPR
   statements when considering an Internet-Draft.  The current tools
   automatically include the URL for each IPR statement explicitly
   linked to the draft when the default IETF Last Call message is
   generated.  If the AD edits this message, the links to IPR disclosure
   statements ought to be preserved.




5. A Note about Preliminary Disclosures

   Early disclosures are not necessarily complete disclosures.  Indeed,
   [RFC3979] can be read as encouraging "preliminary disclosure" (e.g.,
   when a new patent application is made), yet a preliminary disclosure
   might not be updated as new information becomes available later in
   the standardization process (e.g., when a patent is actually
   granted).  To help prevent early IPR disclosures from becoming stale
   or incomplete, at important junctures in the standardization process
   (e.g., at working group adoption, before Working Group Last Call, and
   before IETF Last Call) WG chairs and ADs are encouraged to request
   that the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat contact those who
   submitted early IPR disclosures about updating their disclosures.




6. Conclusions

   WG chairs and ADs are not expected to enforce IPR disclosure rules,
   and this document does not suggest that they take on such a role.
   However, lack of compliance with IPR disclosure policies can have a
   significant impact on the Internet Standards Process.  To support the
   efficient development of IETF standards and avoid unnecessary delays,
   WG chairs and ADs are encouraged to look for opportunities to promote
   awareness and compliance with the IETF's IPR policies.  The
   strategies in this document promote compliance by raising the
   question of IPR disclosure at critical junctures in the
   standardization process.




7. Security Considerations

   This document suggests strategies for promoting compliance with IPR
   disclosure rules during the IETF Standards Process.  These procedures
   do not have a direct impact on the security of the Internet.




8. Changes Since RFC 6702

   Section 5 was updated to align with the restructuring of the IETF
   Administrative Support Activity (IASA) [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct].  In
   particular, the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat will be asked to
   make contact with parties that submit early IPR disclosures.



   The references for BCP 14 were updated.
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Appendix A. Sample Messages

   This section provides sample messages of the kind that ADs, WG
   chairs, and WG secretaries can send to meeting presenters, document
   authors, document editors, listed contributors, and working groups
   during various stages of the Internet Standards Process.  The
   messages use a hypothetical working group called the "FOO WG",
   hypothetical WG chairs named "Alice" and "Bob", a hypothetical author
   named "Nigel Throckmorton", a hypothetical AD named "Christopher",
   and hypothetical documents about a hypothetical technology called
   "wiffle"; any resemblance to actual working groups, WG chairs, ADs,
   or documents is strictly coincidental.  The last two messages might
   be appropriate for sending to individuals who have requested a slot
   on the agenda during an IETF meeting or who have requested AD
   sponsorship of an individual submission.




A.1. General WG Reminder

   Subject: Reminder about IETF IPR Policy



   Dear FOO WG:



   As FOO WG chairs, we would like to minimize or hopefully even
   eliminate late disclosures relating to documents under consideration
   within the FOO WG.  Therefore, you might see us send "reminder"
   messages in the future to authors or to the FOO WG email list as a
   whole, asking people whether they know of Intellectual Property
   Rights (IPR) relating to specific documents.  In order to comply with
   IETF processes and avoid unnecessary delays, document authors and
   contributors to our discussions in the FOO WG are asked to pay
   careful attention to these messages and to reply in a timely fashion.



   Please note that these messages are only reminders of existing IETF
   policy, and we are all bound by that policy even in the absence of
   such reminder messages.  Everyone who participates in the Internet
   Standards Process (whether by posting to IETF mailing lists,
   authoring documents, attending IETF meetings, or in other ways) needs
   to be aware of the IETF rules with regard to IPR.  These rules are
   described in BCP 79 and can be referenced through
   <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/policy.html>.  In addition, online tools for
   filing IPR disclosures can be found at <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/file-
   disclosure>.  Finally, existing disclosures can be searched online at
   <https://datatracker.ietf.org/ipr/search/>.



   Also note that these are personal requirements applying to all IETF
   participants as individuals, and that these requirements also apply
   to all participants in the FOO WG.



   Thanks,



   Alice and Bob



   (as FOO WG co-chairs)




A.2. Reminder to Meeting Presenter

   Subject: IPR about draft-throckmorton-wiffle-bar



   Dear Nigel,



   I have received your request to give a talk about draft-throckmorton-
   wiffle-bar at the next IETF meeting.  Before approving this request,
   I would like to check whether there are any claims of Intellectual
   Property Rights (IPR) on this document.



   Are you aware of any IPR that applies to draft-throckmorton-wiffle-
   bar?  If so, has this IPR been disclosed in compliance with IETF IPR
   rules?  (See RFCs 3979, 4879, 3669, and 5378 for more details.)



   Please reply to this email regardless of whether or not you are
   personally aware of any relevant IPR.  I might not be able to approve
   your request for a slot on the agenda until I have received a reply
   from you and any listed contributor.



   Online tools for filing IPR disclosures can be found at
   <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/file-disclosure>.



   Thanks,



   Alice



   (as FOO WG co-chair)




A.3. Reminder before WG Adoption of an Individual Internet-Draft

   Subject: Reminder about IPR relating to draft-throckmorton-foo-wiffle



   Dear FOO WG, and Especially Authors and Contributors:



   As you can see from the consensus call the WG chairs have sent out,
   the authors have asked for draft-throckmorton-foo-wiffle to be
   considered for adoption as a WG document.  We would like to check
   whether there are claims of Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) on the
   document that need to be disclosed.



   Are you personally aware of any IPR that applies to draft-
   throckmorton-foo-wiffle?  If so, has this IPR been disclosed in
   compliance with IETF IPR rules?  (See RFCs 3979, 4879, 3669, and 5378
   for more details.)



   If you are a document author or listed contributor on this document,
   please reply to this email message regardless of whether or not you
   are personally aware of any relevant IPR.  We might not be able to
   advance this document to the next stage until we have received a
   reply from each author and listed contributor.



   If you are on the FOO WG email list but are not an author or listed
   contributor for this document, you are reminded of your opportunity
   for a voluntary IPR disclosure under BCP 79.  Please do not reply
   unless you want to make such a voluntary disclosure.



   Online tools for filing IPR disclosures can be found at
   <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/file-disclosure>.



   Thanks,



   Alice



   (as FOO WG co-chair)




A.4. Reminder before Working Group Last Call

   Subject: Reminder about IPR relating to draft-ietf-foo-wiffle



   Dear FOO WG:



   The authors of draft-ietf-foo-wiffle have asked for a Working Group
   Last Call.  Before issuing the Working Group Last Call, we would like
   to check whether any claims of Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) on
   the document have not yet been disclosed.



   Are you personally aware of any IPR that applies to draft-ietf-foo-
   wiffle?  If so, has this IPR been disclosed in compliance with IETF
   IPR rules?  (See RFCs 3979, 4879, 3669, and 5378 for more details.)



   If you are a document author or listed contributor on this document,
   please reply to this email regardless of whether or not you are
   personally aware of any relevant IPR.  We might not be able to
   advance this document to the next stage until we have received a
   reply from each author and listed contributor.



   If you are on the FOO WG email list but are not an author or listed
   contributor for this document, you are reminded of your opportunity
   for a voluntary IPR disclosure under BCP 79.  Please do not reply
   unless you want to make such a voluntary disclosure.



   Online tools for filing IPR disclosures can be found at
   <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/file-disclosure>.



   Thanks,



   Bob



   (as FOO WG co-chair)



A.5.  Reminder to Authors and Listed Contributors of a Working Group
      Document before IETF Last Call



   Subject: Reminder about IPR relating to draft-ietf-foo-wiffle



   Dear Authors and Contributors (Chairs and Shepherd cc'd),



   Before proceeding with your request to issue an IETF Last Call on
   draft-ietf-foo-wiffle, I would like to check whether there are any
   claims of Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) on the document.



   Are you personally aware of any IPR that applies to draft-ietf-foo-
   wiffle?  If so, has this IPR been disclosed in compliance with IETF
   IPR rules?  (See RFCs 3979, 4879, 3669, and 5378 for more details.)



   Please reply to this email regardless of whether or not you are
   personally aware of any relevant IPR.  I might not be able to advance
   this document to the next stage until I have received a reply from
   you and any listed contributor.



   Online tools for filing IPR disclosures can be found at
   <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/file-disclosure>.



   Thanks,



   Christopher



   (as AD)



A.6.  Reminder to Author of an Individual Submission before IETF Last
      Call



   Subject: Reminder about IPR relating to draft-throckmorton-wiffle-bar



   Dear Nigel,



   Before proceeding with your request for AD sponsoring of draft-
   throckmorton-wiffle-bar, I would like to check whether there are any
   claims of Intellectual Property Rights (IPR) on the document.



   Are you personally aware of any IPR that applies to draft-
   throckmorton-wiffle-bar?  If so, has this IPR been disclosed in
   compliance with IETF IPR rules?  (See RFCs 3979, 4879, 3669, and 5378
   for more details.)



   Please reply to this email regardless of whether or not you are
   personally aware of any relevant IPR.  I might not be able to advance
   this document to the next stage until I have received a reply from
   you and any listed contributor.



   Online tools for filing IPR disclosures can be found at
   <http://www.ietf.org/ipr/file-disclosure>.



   Thanks,



   Christopher



   (as AD)
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1. Introduction

   This document is a revision of [RFC7437] that updates it to be
   consistent with the IASA 2.0 changes.  RFC 7437 was based on
   [RFC3777] that consolidated and updated other RFCs that updated that
   document into a single specification.  The result is a complete
   specification of the process by which members of the Internet
   Architecture Board (IAB) and Internet Engineering Steering Group
   (IESG), some Trustees of the IETF Trust, and some Directors of the
   IETF Administration LLC (IETF LLC), are selected, confirmed, and
   recalled.



   Section 2 of [I-D.ietf-iasa2-trust-update] provides further details
   about the IETF Trust Trustees positions that are filled by the IETF
   Nominating Committee (NomCom).



   Section 4 of [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] provides further details about
   the IETF LLC Board Director positions that are filled by the NomCom.



   The following two assumptions continue to be true of this
   specification:



   1.  The Internet Research Task Force (IRTF) and Internet Research
       Steering Group (IRSG) are not a part of the process described
       here.



   2.  The organization (and reorganization) of the IESG is not a part
       of the process described here.



   The time frames specified here use IETF meetings as a frame of
   reference.  The time frames assume that the IETF meets three times
   per calendar year with approximately equal amounts of time between
   them.  The meetings are referred to as the First IETF, Second IETF,
   or Third IETF as needed.



   The next section lists the words and phrases commonly used throughout
   this document with their intended meaning.



   The majority of this document is divided into four major topics as
   follows:



General:  This is a set of rules and constraints that apply to the
   selection and confirmation process as a whole.

Nominating Committee Selection:  This is the process by which the
   volunteers who will serve on the NomCom are selected.

Nominating Committee Operation:  This is the set of principles,
   rules, and constraints that guide the activities of the NomCom,
   including the confirmation process.

Member, Trustee, and Director Recall:  This is the process by which
   the behavior of a sitting member of the IESG, or IAB, IETF Trust
   Trustee, or IETF LLC Director may be questioned, perhaps resulting
   in the removal of the sitting member.  See Section 2 for a
   description of what a sitting member means for each of these
   groups.



   A final section describes how this document differs from [RFC3777]
   and [RFC7437].



   An appendix of useful facts and practices collected from previous
   NomComs is also included.



   This document updates the IAB, IESG, and IAOC Selection,
   Confirmation, and Recall Process to be aligned with IASA 2.0 Model
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] that creates a IETF Administration Limited
   Liability Company ("IETF LLC") managed by a Board of Directors ("LLC
   Board").  This document obsoletes [RFC7437] and [RFC8318].




2. Definitions

   The following words and phrases are commonly used throughout this
   document.  They are listed here with their intended meaning for the
   convenience of the reader.



Candidate:  A nominee who has been selected to be considered for
   confirmation by a confirming body.

Confirmed Candidate:  A candidate that has been reviewed and approved
   by a confirming body.

Nominating Committee Term:  The term begins when its members are
   officially announced, which is expected to be prior to the Third
   IETF to ensure it is fully operational at the Third IETF.  The
   term ends at the Third IETF (not three meetings) after the next
   NomCom's term begins.

IETF Executive Director:  The person charged with day‑to‑day
   operation of the IETF's administrative functions.  (See
   Section 4.4 of [I‑D.ietf‑iasa2‑struct]).  Note: This was
   previously the name of the IETF Secretariat position that is now
   called the "Managing Director, IETF Secretariat".

Managing Director, IETF Secretariat:  The person charged with
   operation of the IETF Secretariat function.  (See Section 2 of
   [RFC3710]).

Nominee:  A person who is being or has been considered for one or
   more open positions of the IESG, IAB, IETF Trust Trustee or IETF
   LLC.

Sitting Member:  A person who is currently serving as a member of the
   IESG or IAB.

Sitting Director:  A person who is currently serving as a Director of
   the IETF LLC.

Sitting IETF Trust Trustee:  A person who is currently serving as a
   Trustee of the IETF Trust.




3. General

   The following set of rules apply to the process as a whole.  If
   necessary, a paragraph discussing the interpretation of each rule is
   included.




3.1. Completion Due

   The completion of the annual process is due within seven months.



   The completion of the annual process is due one month prior to the
   Friday of the week before the First IETF.  It is expected to begin at
   least eight months prior to the Friday of the week before the First
   IETF.



   The process officially begins with the announcement of the Chair of
   the committee.  The process officially ends when all confirmed
   candidates have been announced.



   The annual process is comprised of three major components as follows:



   1.  The selection and organization of the NomCom members.



   2.  The selection of candidates by the NomCom.



   3.  The confirmation of the candidates.



   There is an additional month set aside between when the annual
   process is expected to end and the term of the new candidates is to
   begin.  This time may be used during unusual circumstances to extend
   the time allocated for any of the components listed above.




3.2. Nominating Committee Principal Functions

   The principal functions of the NomCom are to review each open IESG,
   IAB, and IETF LLC position and to nominate either its incumbent or a
   superior candidate.



   Although there is no term limit for serving in any IESG, IAB, or IETF
   LLC position, the NomCom may use length of service as one of its
   criteria for evaluating an incumbent.



   The NomCom does not select the open positions to be reviewed; it is
   instructed as to which positions to review.



   The NomCom will be given the titles of the positions to be reviewed
   and a brief summary of the desired expertise of the candidate that is
   nominated to fill each position.



   Incumbents must notify the NomCom if they wish to be nominated.



   The NomCom does not confirm its candidates; it presents its
   candidates to the appropriate confirming body as indicated below.



   A superior candidate is one who the NomCom believes would contribute
   in such a way as to improve or enhance the body to which he or she is
   nominated.




3.3. Positions To Be Reviewed

   Approximately one-half of each of the then current IESG and IAB
   positions, and one IETF Trust and IETF LLC position, is selected to
   be reviewed each year.



   The intent of this rule is to ensure the review of approximately one-
   half of each of the IESG and IAB sitting members, one of the three
   NomCom nominated IETF LLC Director positions, and one of the three
   nominated IETF Trust Trustee positions, each year.  It is recognized
   that circumstances may exist that will require the NomCom to review
   more or less than the usual number of positions, e.g., if the IESG,
   IAB, IETF Trust, or IETF LLC have reorganized prior to this process
   and created new positions, if there are an odd number of current
   positions, or if a member or Director unexpectedly resigns.




3.4. Term Lengths

   Confirmed IESG and IAB candidates are expected to serve at least a
   two-year term.  The intent of this rule is to ensure that members of
   the IESG and IAB serve the number of years that best facilitates the
   review of one-half of the members each year.



   Confirmed IETF LLC Director candidates are expected to serve at least
   a three-year term, except if a nominating or selection body decides
   to use a shorter term to allow for initial staggered appointments.
   Please refer to Sections 4.9, 4.10, and 4.11 of
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct] for additional guidance on terms length and
   term limits for the IETF LLC.



   Confirmed IETF Trust Trustee candidates are expected to serve at
   least a three-year term, except if a nominating or selection body
   decides to use a shorter term to allow for initial staggered
   appointments.  Please refer to Section 2. of
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-trust-update] for additional guidance on terms length
   and term limits for the IETF Trust.



   The term of a confirmed candidate selected according to the mid-term
   vacancy rules may be less than a full term (two years for IESG and
   IAB, three years for the IETF Trust and IETF LLC), as stated
   elsewhere in this document.



   It is consistent with this rule for the NomCom to choose one or more
   of the currently open positions to which it may assign a term of not
   more than three years in order to ensure the ideal application of
   this rule in the future.



   It is consistent with this rule for the NomCom to choose one or more
   of the currently open positions that share responsibilities with
   other positions (both those being reviewed and those sitting) to
   which it may assign a term of not more than three years to ensure
   that all such members or Directors will not be reviewed at the same
   time.



   All sitting member terms end during the First IETF meeting
   corresponding to the end of the term for which they were confirmed.
   All confirmed candidate terms begin during the First IETF meeting
   corresponding to the beginning of the term for which they were
   confirmed.



   For confirmed candidates of the IESG, the terms begin no later than
   when the currently sitting members' terms end on the last day of the
   meeting.  A term may begin or end no sooner than the first day of the
   meeting and no later than the last day of the meeting as determined
   by the mutual agreement of the currently sitting member and the
   confirmed candidate.  A confirmed candidate's term may overlap the
   sitting member's term during the meeting as determined by their
   mutual agreement.



   For confirmed candidates of the IAB, the terms overlap with the terms
   of the sitting members for the entire week of the meeting.



   For confirmed Trustee candidates of the IETF Trust, the term begins
   at the next IETF Trust meeting or as dictated by the policies and
   procedures of the IETF Trust.



   For confirmed Director candidates of the IETF LLC, the term begins at
   the next appropriate IETF LLC Board meeting or as dictated by the
   policies and procedures of the IETF LLC.



   For candidates confirmed under the mid-term vacancy rules, the term
   begins as soon as possible after the confirmation.




3.5. Mid-term Vacancies

   Mid-term vacancies are filled by the same rules as documented here
   with four qualifications, namely:



   1.  When there is only one official NomCom, the body with the mid-
       term vacancy relegates the responsibility to fill the vacancy to
       it.  If the mid-term vacancy occurs during the period of time
       that the term of the prior year's NomCom overlaps with the term
       of the current year's NomCom, the body with the mid-term vacancy
       must relegate the responsibility to fill the vacancy to the prior
       year's NomCom.



   2.  If it is the case that the NomCom is reconvening to fill the mid-
       term vacancy, then the completion of the candidate selection and
       confirmation process is due within six weeks, with all other time
       periods otherwise unspecified prorated accordingly.



   3.  The confirming body has two weeks from the day it is notified of
       a candidate to reject the candidate, otherwise the candidate is
       assumed to have been confirmed.



   4.  The term of the confirmed candidate will be either:



       A.  the remainder of the term of the open position if that

           remainder is not less than one year or



       B.  the remainder of the term of the open position plus the next

           two-year term if that remainder is less than one year.



   In both cases, a year is the period of time from a First IETF meeting
   to the next First IETF meeting.




3.6. Confidentiality

   All deliberations and supporting information that relates to specific
   nominees, candidates, and confirmed candidates are confidential.



   The NomCom and confirming body members will be exposed to
   confidential information as a result of their deliberations, their
   interactions with those they consult, and from those who provide
   requested supporting information.  All members and all other
   participants are expected to handle this information in a manner
   consistent with its sensitivity.



   It is consistent with this rule for current NomCom members who have
   served on prior NomComs to advise the current committee on
   deliberations and results of the prior committee, as necessary and
   appropriate.



   The list of nominees willing to be considered for positions under
   review in the current NomCom cycle is not confidential.  The NomCom
   may disclose a list of names of nominees who are willing to be
   considered for positions under review to the community, in order to
   obtain feedback from the community on these nominees.



   The list of nominees disclosed for a specific position should contain
   only the names of nominees who are willing to be considered for the
   position under review.



   The NomCom may choose not to include some names in the disclosed
   list, at their discretion.



   The NomCom may disclose an updated list, at its discretion.  For
   example, the NomCom might disclose an updated list if it identifies
   errors/omissions in a previously disclosed version of the disclosed
   list, or if the NomCom finds it necessary to call for additional
   nominees, and these nominees indicate a willingness to be considered
   before the NomCom has completed its deliberations.



   Nominees may choose to ask people to provide feedback to the NomCom
   but should not encourage any public statements of support.  NomComs
   should consider nominee-encouraged lobbying and campaigning to be
   unacceptable behavior.



   IETF community members are encouraged to provide feedback on nominees
   to the NomCom but should not post statements of support/non-support
   for nominees in any public forum.




3.7. Advice and Consent Model

   Unless otherwise specified, the advice and consent model is used
   throughout the process.  This model is characterized as follows.




3.7.1. Positions To Be Reviewed

   The chair of the IESG, IAB, IETF Trust and IETF LLC each informs the
   NomCom of their respective positions to be reviewed.



   The IESG, IAB, IETF Trust and IETF LLC are responsible for providing
   a summary of the expertise desired of the candidates selected for
   their respective open positions.  The summaries are provided to the
   NomCom for its consideration.




3.7.2. Candidate Selection

   The NomCom selects candidates based on its understanding of the IETF
   community's consensus of the qualifications required and advises each
   confirming body of its respective candidates.




3.7.3. Candidate Review

   The confirming bodies review their respective candidates, they may at
   their discretion communicate with the NomCom, and then consent to
   some, all, or none of the candidates.



   The sitting IAB members review the IESG candidates.



   The Internet Society Board of Trustees reviews the IAB candidates.



   The sitting IESG members review the IETF Trust Trustee Candidates.



   The IETF LLC candidate is reviewed as specified in
   [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct].



   The confirming bodies conduct their review using all information and
   any means acceptable to them, including but not limited to the
   supporting information provided by the NomCom, information known
   personally to members of the confirming bodies and shared within the
   confirming body, the results of interactions within the confirming
   bodies, and the confirming bodies' interpretation of what is in the
   best interests of the IETF community.



   If all of the candidates are confirmed, the job of the NomCom with
   respect to those open positions is complete.



   If some or none of the candidates submitted to a confirming body are
   confirmed, the confirming body should communicate with the NomCom
   both to explain the reason why all the candidates were not confirmed
   and to understand the NomCom's rationale for its candidates.



   The confirming body may reject individual candidates, in which case
   the NomCom must select alternate candidates for the rejected
   candidates.



   Any additional time required by the NomCom should not exceed its
   maximum time allotment.




3.7.4. Confirmation

   A confirming body decides whether it confirms each candidate using a
   confirmation decision rule chosen by the confirming body.



   If a confirming body has no specific confirmation decision rule, then
   confirming a given candidate should require at least one-half of the
   confirming body's sitting members to agree to that confirmation.



   The decision may be made by conducting a formal vote, by asserting
   consensus based on informal exchanges (e.g., email), or by any other
   mechanism that is used to conduct the normal business of the
   confirming body.



   Regardless of which decision rule the confirming body uses, any
   candidate that is not confirmed under that rule is considered to be
   rejected.



   The confirming body must make its decision within a reasonable time
   frame.  The results from the confirming body must be reported
   promptly to the NomCom.




3.8. Sitting Members and Directors

   The following rules apply to nominees and candidates who are
   currently sitting members of the IESG or IAB, or IETF LLC Directors
   and who are not sitting in an open position being filled by the
   NomCom.



   The confirmation of a candidate to an open position does not
   automatically create a vacancy in the IESG, IAB, or IETF LLC position
   currently occupied by the candidate.  The mid-term vacancy cannot
   exist until, first, the candidate formally resigns from the current
   position and, second, the body with the vacancy formally decides for
   itself that it wants the NomCom to fill the mid-term vacancy
   according to the rules for a mid-term vacancy documented elsewhere in
   this document.



   The resignation should be effective as of when the term of the new
   position begins.  The resignation may remain confidential to the
   IESG, IAB, IETF LLC, and NomCom until the confirmed candidate is
   announced for the new position.  The process, according to rules set
   out elsewhere in this document, of filling the seat vacated by the
   confirmed candidate may begin as soon as the vacancy is publicly
   announced.



   Filling a mid-term vacancy is a separate and independent action from
   the customary action of filling open positions.  In particular, a
   NomCom must complete its job with respect to filling the open
   positions and then separately proceed with the task of filling the
   mid-term vacancy according to the rules for a mid-term vacancy
   documented elsewhere in this document.



   However, the following exception is permitted in the case where the
   candidate for an open position is currently a sitting member of the
   IAB.  It is consistent with these rules for the announcements of a
   resignation of a sitting member of the IAB and of the confirmed
   candidate for the mid-term vacancy created by that sitting member on
   the IAB to all occur at the same time as long as the actual sequence
   of events that occurred did so in the following order:



   1.  The NomCom completes the advice and consent process for the open
       position being filled by the candidate currently sitting on the
       IAB.



   2.  The newly confirmed candidate resigns from their current position
       on the IAB.



   3.  The IAB with the new mid-term vacancy requests that the NomCom
       fill the position.



   4.  The IAB Chair (or the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat, if no
       Chair has been named or the vacancy was created via the departure
       of the IAB Chair) informs the NomCom of the mid-term vacancy.



   5.  The NomCom acts on the request to fill the mid-term vacancy.




3.9. Announcements

   All announcements must be made using at least the mechanism used by
   the IETF Secretariat for its announcements, including a notice on the
   IETF web site.



   As of the publication of this document, the current mechanism is an
   email message to both the "ietf" and the "ietf-announce" mailing
   lists.




4. Nominating Committee Selection

   The following set of rules apply to the creation of the NomCom and
   the selection of its members.




4.1. Timeline

   The completion of the process of selecting and organizing the members
   of the NomCom is due within three months.



   The completion of the selection and organization process is due at
   least one month prior to the Third IETF.  This ensures the NomCom is
   fully operational and available for interviews and consultation
   during the Third IETF.




4.2. Term

   The term of a NomCom is expected to be 15 months.



   It is the intent of this rule that the end of a NomCom's term overlap
   by approximately three months the beginning of the term of the next
   NomCom.



   The term of a NomCom begins when its members are officially
   announced.  The term ends at the Third IETF (not three meetings),
   i.e., the IETF meeting after the next NomCom's term begins.



   A term is expected to begin at least two months prior to the Third
   IETF to ensure the NomCom has at least one month to get organized
   before preparing for the Third IETF.



   A NomCom is expected to complete any work in progress before it is
   dissolved at the end of its term.



   During the period of time when the terms of the NomComs overlap, all
   mid-term vacancies are to be relegated to the prior year's NomCom.
   The prior year's NomCom has no other responsibilities during the
   overlap period.  At all times other than the overlap period, there is
   exactly one official NomCom and it is responsible for all mid-term
   vacancies.



   When the prior year's NomCom is filling a mid-term vacancy during the
   period of time that the terms overlap, the NomCom operate
   independently.  However, some coordination is needed between them.
   Since the prior year's Chair is a non-voting advisor to the current
   NomCom, the coordination is expected to be straightforward.




4.3. Structure

   The NomCom comprises at least a Chair, 10 voting volunteers, two
   liaisons, and an advisor.



   Any committee member may propose the addition of an advisor to
   participate in some or all of the deliberations of the committee.
   The addition must be approved by the committee according to its
   established voting mechanism.  Advisors participate as individuals.



   Committee members are encouraged to propose the addition of
   advisor(s) who are knowledgeable about the operations of the IETF
   Trust and/or IETF LLC, whether or not that NomCom is reviewing an
   IETF Trust Trustee or IETF LLC Director position.  The NomCom may
   choose to ask the IETF Trust and/or IETF LLC to suggest advisors who
   are knowledgeable about their operations but may select any advisor
   they vote to approve.



   Any committee member may propose the addition of a liaison from other
   unrepresented organizations to participate in some or all of the
   deliberations of the committee.  The addition must be approved by the
   committee according to its established voting mechanism.  Liaisons
   participate as representatives of their respective organizations.



   The Chair is selected according to rules stated elsewhere in this
   document.



   The 10 voting volunteers are selected according to rules stated
   elsewhere in this document.



   The IESG and IAB liaisons are selected according to rules stated
   elsewhere in this document.



   The Internet Society Board of Trustees may appoint a liaison to the
   NomCom at its own discretion.



   The IETF Trust may appoint a liaison to the NomCom at its own
   discretion.



   The IETF LLC may appoint a liaison to the NomCom at its own
   discretion.



   The Chair of last year's NomCom serves as an advisor according to
   rules stated elsewhere in this document.



   The Chair, liaisons, and advisors do not vote on the selection of
   candidates.  They do vote on all other issues before the committee
   unless otherwise specified in this document.




4.4. Chair Duties

   The Chair of the NomCom is responsible for ensuring the NomCom
   completes its assigned duties in a timely fashion and performs in the
   best interests of the IETF community.



   The Chair must be thoroughly familiar with the rules and guidance
   indicated throughout this document.  The Chair must ensure the NomCom
   completes its assigned duties in a manner that is consistent with
   this document.



   The Chair must attest by proclamation at a plenary session of the
   First IETF that the results of the committee represent its best
   effort and the best interests of the IETF community.



   The Chair does not vote on the selection of candidates.




4.5. Chair Selection

   The Internet Society President appoints the Chair, who must meet the
   same requirements for membership in the NomCom as a voting volunteer.



   The NomCom Chair must agree to invest the time necessary to ensure
   that the NomCom completes its assigned duties and to perform in the
   best interests of the IETF community in that role.



   The appointment is due no later than the Second IETF meeting to
   ensure it can be announced during a plenary session at that meeting.
   The completion of the appointment is necessary to ensure the annual
   process can complete at the time specified elsewhere in this
   document.




4.6. Temporary Chair

   A Chair, in consultation with the Internet Society President, may
   appoint a temporary substitute for the Chair position.



   There are a variety of ordinary circumstances that may arise from
   time to time that could result in a Chair being unavailable to
   oversee the activities of the committee.  The Chair, in consultation
   with the Internet Society President, may appoint a substitute from a
   pool comprised of the liaisons currently serving on the committee and
   the prior year's Chair or designee.



   Any such appointment must be temporary and does not absolve the Chair
   of any or all responsibility for ensuring the NomCom completes its
   assigned duties in a timely fashion.




4.7. Liaisons

   Liaisons are responsible for ensuring the NomCom in general and the
   Chair in particular execute their assigned duties in the best
   interests of the IETF community.



   Liaisons are expected to represent the views of their respective
   organizations during the deliberations of the committee.  They should
   provide information as requested or when they believe it would be
   helpful to the committee.



   Liaisons from the IESG, IAB, IETF Trust, and IETF LLC are expected to
   provide information to the NomCom regarding the operation,
   responsibility, and composition of their respective bodies.



   Liaisons are expected to convey questions from the committee to their
   respective organizations and responses to those questions to the
   committee, as requested by the committee.



   Liaisons from the IESG, IAB, and Internet Society Board of Trustees
   (if one was appointed) are expected to review the operation and
   executing process of the NomCom and to report any concerns or issues
   to the Chair of the NomCom immediately.  If they cannot resolve the
   issue between themselves, liaisons must report it according to the
   dispute resolution process stated elsewhere in this document.



   Liaisons from confirming bodies are expected to assist the committee
   in preparing the testimony it is required to provide with its
   candidates.



   Liaisons may have other NomCom responsibilities as required by their
   respective organizations or requested by the NomCom, except that such
   responsibilities may not conflict with any other provisions of this
   document.



   Liaisons do not vote on the selection of candidates.




4.8. Liaison Appointment

   The sitting IAB and IESG members each appoint a liaison from their
   current membership, someone who is not sitting in an open position,
   to serve on the NomCom.



   The sitting IETF Trust Trustees and IETF LLC Directors each may
   appoint a liaison from their current membership, someone who is not
   sitting in an open position, to serve on the NomCom.




4.9. Advisors

   An advisor is responsible for such duties as specified by the
   invitation that resulted in the appointment.



   Advisors do not vote on the selection of candidates.




4.10. Past Chair

   The Chair of the prior year's NomCom serves as an advisor to the
   current committee.



   The prior year's Chair is expected to review the actions and
   activities of the current Chair and to report any concerns or issues
   to the NomCom Chair immediately.  If they cannot resolve the issue
   between themselves, the prior year's Chair must report it according
   to the dispute resolution process stated elsewhere in this document.



   The prior year's Chair may select a designee from a pool composed of
   the voting volunteers of the prior year's committee and all prior
   Chairs if the Chair is unavailable.  If the prior year's Chair is
   unavailable or is unable or unwilling to make such a designation in a
   timely fashion, the Chair of the current year's committee may select
   a designee in consultation with the Internet Society President.



   Selecting a prior year's committee member as the designee permits the
   experience of the prior year's deliberations to be readily available
   to the current committee.  Selecting an earlier prior year Chair as
   the designee permits the experience of being a Chair as well as that
   Chair's committee deliberations to be readily available to the
   current committee.



   All references to "prior year's Chair" in this document refer to the
   person serving in that role, whether it is the actual prior year's
   Chair or a designee.




4.11. Voting Volunteers

   Voting volunteers are responsible for completing the tasks of the
   NomCom in a timely fashion.



   Each voting volunteer is expected to participate in all activities of
   the NomCom with a level of effort approximately equal to all other
   voting volunteers.  Specific tasks to be completed are established
   and managed by the Chair according to rules stated elsewhere in this
   document.




4.12. Milestones

   The Chair must establish and announce milestones for the selection of
   the NomCom members.



   There is a defined time period during which the selection process is
   due to be completed.  The Chair must establish a set of milestones
   which, if met in a timely fashion, will result in the completion of
   the process on time.




4.13. Open Positions

   The Chair (or the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat, if no Chair
   has been named four weeks after the First IETF meeting of the year)
   obtains the list of positions to be reviewed and announces it along
   with a solicitation for names of volunteers from the IETF community
   willing to serve on the NomCom.



   If the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat issues the solicitation
   for volunteers, the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat must also
   collect responses to the solicitation and provide the names of
   volunteers to the incoming NomCom Chair when the incoming NomCom
   Chair is named.



   At the Chair's request, the IETF Secretariat may perform other
   clerical support tasks, as long as the task being performed does not
   require NomCom Chair judgment, in the NomCom Chair's opinion, and as
   long as the community is appropriately notified that this request is
   being made.  This request may come from the incoming NomCom Chair (if
   one has been selected for this NomCom cycle) or the previous NomCom
   Chair (if the search for an incoming NomCom Chair is still underway).



   The solicitation must permit the community at least 30 days during
   which they may choose to volunteer to be selected for the NomCom.



   The list of open positions is published with the solicitation to
   facilitate community members choosing between volunteering for an
   open position and volunteering for the NomCom.




4.14. Volunteer Qualification

   Members of the IETF community must have attended at least three of
   the last five IETF meetings in order to volunteer.



   The five meetings are the five most recent meetings that ended prior
   to the date on which the solicitation for NomCom volunteers was
   submitted for distribution to the IETF community.



   The IETF Secretariat is responsible for confirming that volunteers
   have met the attendance requirement.



   Volunteers must provide their full name, email address, and primary
   company or organization affiliation (if any) when volunteering.



   Volunteers are expected to be familiar with the IETF processes and
   procedures, which are readily learned by active participation in a
   working group and especially by serving as a document editor or
   working group chair.




4.15. Not Qualified

   Any person who serves on the Internet Society Board of Trustees, the
   IETF Trust, the IETF LLC Board of Directors, the IAB, or the IESG,
   including those who serve on these bodies in ex officio positions,
   may not volunteer to serve as voting members of the NomCom.  In
   addition, employees or contractors of the IETF LLC may not volunteer
   to serve as voting members of the NomCom.  Liaisons to these bodies
   from other bodies or organizations are not excluded by this rule.




4.16. Selection Process

   The Chair announces both the list of the pool of volunteers from
   which the 10 voting volunteers will be randomly selected and the
   method with which the selection will be completed.



   The announcement should be made at least one week prior to the date
   on which the random selection will occur.



   The pool of volunteers must be enumerated or otherwise indicated
   according to the needs of the selection method to be used.



   The announcement must specify the data that will be used as input to
   the selection method.  The method must depend on random data whose
   value is not known or available until the date on which the random
   selection will occur.



   It must be possible to independently verify that the selection method
   used is both fair and unbiased.  A method is fair if each eligible
   volunteer is equally likely to be selected.  A method is unbiased if
   no one can influence its outcome in favor of a specific outcome.



   It must be possible to repeat the selection method, either through
   iteration or by restarting in such a way as to remain fair and
   unbiased.  This is necessary to replace selected volunteers should
   they become unavailable after selection.



   The selection method must produce an ordered list of volunteers.



   One possible selection method is described in [RFC3797].




4.17. Announcement of Selection Results

   The Chair randomly selects the 10 voting volunteers from the pool of
   names of volunteers and announces the members of the NomCom.



   No more than two volunteers with the same primary affiliation may be
   selected for the NomCom.  The Chair reviews the primary affiliation
   of each volunteer selected by the method in turn.  If the primary
   affiliation for a volunteer is the same as two previously selected
   volunteers, that volunteer is removed from consideration and the
   method is repeated to identify the next eligible volunteer.



   There must be at least two announcements of all members of the
   NomCom.



   The first announcement should occur as soon after the random
   selection as is reasonable for the Chair.  The community must have at
   least one week during which any member may challenge the results of
   the random selection.



   The challenge must be made in writing (email is acceptable) to the
   Chair.  The Chair has 48 hours to review the challenge and offer a
   resolution to the member.  If the resolution is not accepted by the
   member, that member may report the challenge according to the dispute
   resolution process stated elsewhere in this document.



   If a selected volunteer, upon reading the announcement with the list
   of selected volunteers, finds that two or more other volunteers have
   the same affiliation, then the volunteer should notify the Chair who
   will determine the appropriate action.



   During at least the one week challenge period, the Chair must contact
   each of the members and confirm their willingness and availability to
   serve.  The Chair should make every reasonable effort to contact each
   member.



   o  If the Chair is unable to contact a liaison, the problem is
      referred to the respective organization to resolve.  The Chair
      should allow a reasonable amount of time for the organization to
      resolve the problem and then may proceed without the liaison.



   o  If the Chair is unable to contact an advisor, the Chair may elect
      to proceed without the advisor, except for the prior year's Chair



      for whom the Chair must consult with the Internet Society
      President as stated elsewhere in this document.



   o  If the Chair is unable to contact a voting volunteer, the Chair
      must repeat the random selection process in order to replace the
      unavailable volunteer.  There should be at least one day between
      the announcement of the iteration and the selection process.



   After at least one week and confirming that 10 voting volunteers are
   ready to serve, the Chair makes the second announcement of the
   members of the NomCom, which officially begins the term of the
   NomCom.




4.18. Committee Organization

   The Chair works with the members of the committee to organize itself
   in preparation for completing its assigned duties.



   The committee has approximately one month during which it can self-
   organize.  Its responsibilities during this time include but are not
   limited to the following:



   o  Setting up a regular teleconference schedule.



   o  Setting up an internal web site.



   o  Setting up a mailing list for internal discussions.



   o  Setting up an email address for receiving community input.



   o  Establishing operational procedures.



   o  Establishing milestones in order to monitor the progress of the
      selection process.




5. Nominating Committee Operation

   The following rules apply to the operation of the NomCom.  If
   necessary, a paragraph discussing the interpretation of each rule is
   included.



   The rules are organized approximately in the order in which they
   would be invoked.




5.1. Discretion

   All rules and special circumstances not otherwise specified are at
   the discretion of the committee.



   Exceptional circumstances will occasionally arise during the normal
   operation of the NomCom.  This rule is intended to foster the
   continued forward progress of the committee.



   Any member of the committee may propose a rule for adoption by the
   committee.  The rule must be approved by the committee according to
   its established voting mechanism.



   All members of the committee should consider whether the exception is
   worthy of mention in the next revision of this document and follow-up
   accordingly.




5.2. Selection Timeline

   The completion of the process of selecting candidates to be confirmed
   by their respective confirming body is due within three months.



   The completion of the selection process is due at least two months
   prior to the First IETF.  This ensures the NomCom has sufficient time
   to complete the confirmation process.




5.3. Confirmation Timeline

   The completion of the process of confirming the candidates is due
   within one month.



   The completion of the confirmation process is due at least one month
   prior to the First IETF.




5.4. Milestones

   The Chair must establish a set of NomCom milestones for the candidate
   selection and confirmation process.



   There is a defined time period during which the candidate selection
   and confirmation process must be completed.  The Chair must establish
   a set of milestones that, if met in a timely fashion, will result in
   the completion of the process on time.  The Chair should allow time
   for iterating the activities of the committee if one or more
   candidates are not confirmed.



   The Chair should ensure that all committee members are aware of the
   milestones.




5.5. Voting Mechanism

   The Chair must establish a voting mechanism.



   The committee must be able to objectively determine when a decision
   has been made during its deliberations.  The criteria for determining
   closure must be established and known to all members of the NomCom.




5.6. Voting Quorum

   At least a quorum of committee members must participate in a vote.



   Only voting volunteers vote on a candidate selection.  For a
   candidate selection vote, a quorum is comprised of at least seven of
   the voting volunteers.



   At all other times, a quorum is present if at least 75% of the NomCom
   members are participating.




5.7. Voting Member Recall

   Any member of the NomCom may propose to the committee that any other
   member except the Chair be recalled.  The process for recalling the
   Chair is defined elsewhere in this document.



   There are a variety of ordinary circumstances that may arise that
   could result in one or more members of the committee being
   unavailable to complete their assigned duties, for example, health
   concerns, family issues, or a change of priorities at work.  A
   committee member may choose to resign for unspecified personal
   reasons.  In addition, the committee may not function well as a group
   because a member may be disruptive or otherwise uncooperative.



   Regardless of the circumstances, if individual committee members
   cannot work out their differences between themselves, the entire
   committee may be called upon to discuss and review the circumstances.
   If a resolution is not forthcoming, a vote may be conducted.  A
   member may be recalled if at least a quorum of all committee members
   agree, including the vote of the member being recalled.



   If a liaison member is recalled, the committee must notify the
   affected organization and must allow a reasonable amount of time for
   a replacement to be identified by the organization before proceeding.



   If an advisor member other than the prior year's Chair is recalled,
   the committee may choose to proceed without the advisor.  In the case
   of the prior year's Chair, the Internet Society President must be
   notified and the current Chair must be allowed a reasonable amount of
   time to consult with the Internet Society President to identify a
   replacement before proceeding.



   If a single voting volunteer position on the NomCom is vacated,
   regardless of the circumstances, the committee may choose to proceed
   with only nine voting volunteers at its own discretion.  In all other
   cases, a new voting member must be selected, and the Chair must
   repeat the random selection process including an announcement of the
   iteration prior to the actual selection as stated elsewhere in this
   document.



   A change in the primary affiliation of a voting volunteer during the
   term of the NomCom is not a cause to request the recall of that
   volunteer, even if the change would result in more than two voting
   volunteers with the same affiliation.




5.8. Chair Recall

   Only the prior year's Chair may request the recall of the current
   Chair.



   It is the responsibility of the prior year's Chair to ensure the
   current Chair completes the assigned tasks in a manner consistent
   with this document and in the best interests of the IETF community.



   Any member of the committee who has an issue or concern regarding the
   Chair should report it to the prior year's Chair immediately.  The
   prior year's Chair is expected to report it to the Chair immediately.
   If they cannot resolve the issue between themselves, the prior year's
   Chair must report it according to the dispute resolution process
   stated elsewhere in this document.




5.9. Deliberations

   All members of the NomCom may participate in all deliberations.



   The emphasis of this rule is that no member can be explicitly
   excluded from any deliberation.  However, a member may individually
   choose not to participate in a deliberation.




5.10. Call for Nominees

   The Chair announces the open positions to be reviewed, the desired
   expertise provided by the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat, and
   the call for nominees.



   The call for nominees must include a request for comments regarding
   the past performance of incumbents, which will be considered during
   the deliberations of the NomCom.



   The call must request that a nomination include a valid, working
   email address, a telephone number, or both for the nominee.  The
   nomination must include the set of skills or expertise the nominator
   believes the nominee has that would be desirable.




5.11. Nominations

   Any member of the IETF community may nominate any member of the IETF
   community for any open position, whose eligibility to serve will be
   confirmed by the NomCom.



   A self-nomination is permitted.



   NomCom members are not eligible to be considered for filling any open
   position by the NomCom on which they serve.  They become ineligible
   as soon as the term of the NomCom on which they serve officially
   begins.  They remain ineligible for the duration of that NomCom's
   term.



   Although each NomCom's term overlaps with the following NomCom's
   term, NomCom members are eligible for nomination by the following
   committee if not otherwise disqualified.



   Members of the IETF community who were recalled from any IESG, IAB,
   or IETF LLC position during the previous two years are not eligible
   to be considered for filling any open position.




5.12. Candidate Selection

   The NomCom selects candidates based on its understanding of the IETF
   community's consensus of the qualifications required to fill the open
   positions.



   The intent of this rule is to ensure that the NomCom consults with a
   broad base of the IETF community for input to its deliberations.  In
   particular, the NomCom must determine if the desired expertise for
   the open positions matches its understanding of the qualifications
   desired by the IETF community.



   The consultations are permitted to include names of nominees, if all
   parties to the consultation agree to observe the same confidentiality
   rules as the NomCom itself, or the names are public as discussed in
   Section 3.6.  Feedback on individual nominees should always be
   confidential.



   A broad base of the community should include the existing members of
   the IESG and IAB, and IETF LLC Directors, especially sitting members
   who share responsibilities with open positions, e.g., co-Area
   Directors, and working group chairs, especially those in the areas
   with open positions.



   Only voting volunteer members vote to select candidates.




5.13. Consent to Nomination

   Nominees should be advised that they are being considered and must
   consent to their nomination prior to being chosen as candidates.



   Although the NomCom will make every reasonable effort to contact and
   to remain in contact with nominees, any nominee whose contact
   information changes during the process and who wishes to still be
   considered should inform the NomCom of the changes.



   A nominee's consent must be written (email is acceptable) and must
   include a commitment to provide the resources necessary to fill the
   open position and an assurance that the nominee will perform the
   duties of the position for which they are being considered in the
   best interests of the IETF community.



   Consenting to a nomination must occur prior to a nominee being a
   candidate and may occur as soon after the nomination as needed by the
   NomCom.



   Consenting to a nomination must not imply the nominee will be a
   candidate.



   The NomCom should help nominees provide justification to their
   employers.




5.14. Notifying Confirming Bodies

   The NomCom advises the confirming bodies of their candidates,
   specifying a single candidate for each open position and testifying
   as to how each candidate meets the qualifications of an open
   position.



   For each candidate, the testimony must include a brief statement of
   the qualifications for the position that is being filled, which may
   be exactly the expertise that was requested.  If the qualifications
   differ from the expertise originally requested, a brief statement
   explaining the difference must be included.



   The testimony may include a brief resume of the candidate and/or a
   brief summary of the deliberations of the NomCom.




5.15. Confirming Candidates

   Confirmed candidates must consent to their confirmation, and rejected
   candidates and nominees must be notified before confirmed candidates
   are announced.



   It is not necessary to notify and get consent from all confirmed
   candidates together.



   A nominee may not know they were a candidate.  This permits a
   candidate to be rejected by a confirming body without the nominee
   knowing about the rejection.



   Rejected nominees, who consented to their nomination, and rejected
   candidates must be notified prior to announcing the confirmed
   candidates.



   It is not necessary to announce all confirmed candidates together.



   The NomCom must ensure that all confirmed candidates are prepared to
   serve prior to announcing their confirmation.




5.16. Archives

   The NomCom should archive the information it has collected or
   produced for a period of time but not to exceed its term.



   The purpose of the archive is to assist the NomCom should it be
   necessary for it to fill a mid-term vacancy.



   The existence of an archive, how it is implemented, and what
   information to archive is at the discretion of the committee.  The
   decision must be approved by a quorum of the voting volunteer
   members.



   The implementation of the archive should make every reasonable effort
   to ensure that the confidentiality of the information it contains is
   maintained.




6. Dispute Resolution Process

   The dispute resolution process described here is to be used as
   indicated elsewhere in this document.  Its applicability in other
   circumstances is beyond the scope of this document.



   The NomCom operates under a strict rule of confidentiality.  For this
   reason, when process issues arise, it is best to make every
   reasonable effort to resolve them within the committee.  However,
   when circumstances do not permit this, or no resolution is
   forthcoming, the process described here is to be used.



   The following rules apply to the process.



   1.  The results of this process are final and binding.  There is no
       appeal.



   2.  The process begins with the submission of a request as described
       below to the Internet Society President.



   3.  As soon as the process begins, the NomCom may continue those
       activities that are unrelated to the issue to be resolved except
       that it must not submit any candidates to a confirming body until
       the issue is resolved.



   4.  All parties to the process are subject to the same
       confidentiality rules as each member of the NomCom.



   5.  The process should be completed within two weeks.



   The process is as follows:



   1.  The party seeking resolution submits a written request (email is
       acceptable) to the Internet Society President detailing the issue
       to be resolved.



   2.  The Internet Society President appoints an arbiter to investigate
       and resolve the issue.  A self-appointment is permitted.



   3.  The arbiter investigates the issue making every reasonable effort
       to understand both sides of the issue.  Since the arbiter is
       subject to the same confidentiality obligations as all NomCom
       members, all members are expected to cooperate fully with the
       arbiter and to provide all relevant information to the arbiter
       for review.



   4.  After consultation with the two principal parties to the issue,
       the arbiter decides on a resolution.  Whatever actions are
       necessary to execute the resolution are immediately begun and
       completed as quickly as possible.



   5.  The arbiter summarizes the issue, the resolution, and the
       rationale for the resolution for the Internet Society President.



   6.  In consultation with the Internet Society President, the arbiter
       prepares a report of the dispute and its resolution.  The report
       should include all information that in the judgment of the
       arbiter does not violate the confidentiality requirements of the
       NomCom.



   7.  The Chair includes the dispute report when reporting on the
       activities of the NomCom to the IETF community.




7. Member, Trustee, and Director Recall

   The following rules apply to the recall process.  If necessary, a
   paragraph discussing the interpretation of each rule is included.



   It applies to IESG and IAB Members, the NomCom appointed IETF Trust
   Trustees, and the NomCom appointed IETF LLC Directors.




7.1. Petition

   At any time, a signed petition (email is acceptable) may be submitted
   to the Internet Society President to request the recall of any
   sitting IESG or IAB member, or NomCom appointed IETF Trust Trustee,
   or NomCom appointed IETF LLC Director.  There are two different types
   of petitions: a petition by members of the IETF community, and a
   petition by the Ombudsteam as described in [RFC7776].




7.1.1. Community Petition

   A recall petition can be made by at least 20 members of the IETF
   community who are qualified to be voting members of a NomCom.  All
   individual and collective qualifications of NomCom eligibility are
   applicable, including that no more than two signatories may have the
   same primary affiliation.



   Each signature must include a full name, email address, and primary
   company or organization affiliation.



   The IETF Secretariat is responsible for confirming that each
   signatory is qualified to be a voting member of a NomCom.  A valid
   petition must be signed by at least 20 qualified signatories.



   The petition must include a statement of justification for the recall
   and all relevant and appropriate supporting documentation.



   The petition and its signatories must be announced to the IETF
   community.




7.1.2. Ombudsteam Petition

   The Ombudsteam process allows the Ombudsteam to form a recall
   petition on its own without requiring 20 signatories from the
   community.  As defined in [RFC7776], the petition and its signatories
   (the Ombudsteam) shall be announced to the IETF community, and a
   Recall Committee Chair shall be appointed to complete the Recall
   Committee process.  It is expected that the Recall Committee will
   receive a briefing from the Ombudsteam explaining why recall is
   considered an appropriate remedy.




7.2. Recall Committee Chair

   The Internet Society President shall appoint a Recall Committee
   Chair.



   The Internet Society President must not evaluate the recall request.
   It is explicitly the responsibility of the IETF community to evaluate
   the behavior of its leaders.




7.3. Recall Committee Creation

   The recall committee is created according to the same rules as is the
   NomCom with the qualifications that both the person being
   investigated and the parties requesting the recall must not be a
   member of the recall committee in any capacity.




7.4. Recall Committee Rules

   The recall committee operates according to the same rules as the
   NomCom with the qualification that there is no confirmation process.




7.5. Recall Committee Operation

   The recall committee investigates the circumstances of the
   justification for the recall and votes on its findings.



   The investigation must include at least both an opportunity for the
   member being recalled to present a written statement and consultation
   with third parties.




7.6. 3/4 Majority

   A 3/4 majority of the members who vote on the question is required
   for a recall.




7.7. Position To Be Filled

   If a sitting member is recalled, the open position is to be filled
   according to the mid-term vacancy rules.




8. IANA Considerations

   No IANA actions required.




9. Security Considerations

   Any selection, confirmation, or recall process necessarily involves
   investigation into the qualifications and activities of prospective
   candidates.  The investigation may reveal confidential or otherwise
   private information about candidates to those participating in the
   process.  Each person who participates in any aspect of the process
   must maintain the confidentiality of any and all information not
   explicitly identified as suitable for public dissemination.



   When the NomCom decides it is necessary to share confidential or
   otherwise private information with others, the dissemination must be
   minimal and must include a prior commitment from all persons
   consulted to observe the same confidentiality rules as the NomCom
   itself.
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Appendix A. Changes Since RFC 3777

   o  Converted source file from nroff to XML, resulting in some
      reformatting.



   o  Applied errata for RFC 3777 ([Err232] and [Err4179]).



   o  Applied RFC 5078 update.



   o  Applied RFC 5633 update.



   o  Applied RFC 5680 update.



   o  Applied RFC 6859 update.



   o  Corrected a few grammatical errors.



   o  Added a reference to RFC 3710.




Appendix B. Changes Since RFC 7437

   o  Changed all mentions of the Internet Administrative Oversight
      committee (IAOC), and replaced it with the appropriate references
      to the IETF Administration LLC (IETF LLC).  This included making
      changes on an as needed basis to some aspects of the process for
      the IETF LLC, in accordance with IASA2.



   o  Revised definition of IETF Executive Director, and added
      definition of "Managing Director, IETF Secretariat".  Changed text
      to "Managing Director, IETF Secretariat" where appropriate.



   o  Added references to appropriate IASA2 documents.



   o  Modified the Advice and Consent model to enable IESG, IAB, and
      IETF LLC to communicate directly with the NomCom rather than via
      the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat.



   o  Updated removal text to reflect the new LLC rules, which enables
      removal via the LLC or the IETF recall process, except for the
      ISOC-appointed Director.



   o  Updated the document to clarify that there are members of the IAB
      and IESG, and Director of the IETF LLC.



   o  Updated document to also specify procedures for the NomCom
      appointed IETF Trust Trustees.



   o  Revised Abstract and Introduction to provide current context.



   o  Changed "nominating committee" to "NomCom" throughout the document
      because it is what most use to describe the IETF Nominating
      Committee.



   o  Added that the IETF Trust Trustees and IETF LLC Directors, each
      may appoint a liaison to the NomCom.



   o  Incorporated the update to RFC7437 done by RFC7776.



   o  Incorporated the update to RFC7437 done by [RFC8318] and updated
      it to refer to the IETF Trust and IETF LLC. instead of the IAOC.



   o  Editorial changes.




Appendix C. Oral Tradition

   Over the years, various NomComs have learned through oral tradition
   passed on by liaisons that there are certain consistencies in the
   process and information considered during deliberations.  Some items
   from that oral tradition are collected here to facilitate its
   consideration by future NomComs.



   1.  It has been found that experience as an IETF Working Group Chair
       or an IRTF Research Group Chair is helpful in giving a nominee
       experience of what the job of an Area Director involves.  It also
       helps a NomCom judge the technical, people, and process
       management skills of the nominee.



   2.  No person should serve both on the IAB and as an Area Director,
       except the IETF Chair whose roles as an IAB member and Area
       Director of the General Area are set out elsewhere.



   3.  The strength of the IAB is found in part in the balance of the
       demographics of its members (e.g., national distribution, years
       of experience, gender, etc.), the combined skill set of its
       members, and the combined sectors (e.g., industry, academia,
       etc.) represented by its members.



   4.  There are no term limits explicitly because the issue of
       continuity versus turnover should be evaluated each year
       according to the expectations of the IETF community, as it is
       understood by each NomCom.



   5.  The number of NomCom members with the same primary affiliation is
       limited in order to avoid the appearance of improper bias in
       choosing the leadership of the IETF.  Rather than defining
       precise rules for how to define "affiliation", the IETF community
       depends on the honor and integrity of the participants to make
       the process work.




Appendix D. Nominating Committee Timeline

   This appendix is included for the convenience of the reader and is
   not to be interpreted as the definitive timeline.  It is intended to
   capture the detail described elsewhere in this document in one place.
   Although every effort has been made to ensure the description here is
   consistent with the description elsewhere, if there are any conflicts
   the definitive rule is the one in the main body of this document.



   The only absolute in the timeline rules for the annual process is
   that its completion is due by the First IETF of the year after the
   NomCom begins its term.  This is supported by the fact that the
   confirmed candidate terms begin during the week of the First IETF.



   The overall annual process is designed to be completed in seven
   months.  It is expected to start nine months prior to the First IETF.
   The time is split between three major components of the process
   roughly as follows:



   1.  First is the selection and organization of the committee members.
       Three months are allotted for this process.



   2.  Second is the selection of the candidates by the NomCom.  Four
       months are allotted for this process.



   3.  Third is the confirmation of the candidates by their respective
       confirming bodies.  Two months are allotted for this process.



   The following list captures the details of the milestones within each
   component.  For illustrative purposes, the list presumes the Friday
   before the First IETF is March 1.  Numbers shown in square brackets
   indicate the expected number of weeks at each step.



   1.   BEGIN Eight Months Prior to First IETF (approx.  June 1);
        Internet Society President appoints the Chair.  The appointment
        must be done no later than the Second IETF or eight months prior
        to the First IETF, whichever comes first.  The Chair must be
        announced and recognized during a plenary session of the Second
        IETF. [0]



   2.   The Chair establishes and announces milestones to ensure the
        timely selection of the NomCom members. [1]



   3.   The Chair contacts the IESG, IAB, and Internet Society Board of
        Trustees and requests a liaison.  The Chair contacts the prior
        year's Chair and requests an advisor.  The Chair obtains the
        list of IESG, IAB, IETF Trust, and IETF LLC open positions and
        descriptions from the chairs of each group. [0]



   4.   The Chair announces the solicitation for voting volunteer
        members that must remain open for at least 30 days.  The
        announcement must be done no later than seven months and two
        weeks prior to the First IETF (approx.  June 15). [6]



   5.   After the solicitation closes, the Chair announces the pool of
        volunteers and the date of the random selection, which must be
        at least one week in the future.  The announcement must be done
        no later than six months and two weeks prior to the First IETF
        (approx.  July 15). [1]



   6.   On the appointed day, the random selection occurs and the Chair
        announces the members of the committee and the one week
        challenge period.  The announcement must be done no later than
        six months and one week prior to the First IETF (approx.  July
        22). [1]



   7.   During the challenge period, the Chair contacts each of the
        committee members and confirms their availability to
        participate.  [0]



   8.   After the challenge period closes, the Chair announces the
        members of the committee and its term begins.  The announcement
        must be done no later than six months prior to the First IETF
        (approx.  August 1). [1]



   9.   The committee has one month during which it is to self-organize
        in preparation for completing its assigned duties.  This must be
        done no later than five months prior to the First IETF (approx.
        September 15). [6]



   10.  END the Committee Member Selection Process; BEGIN the Selection
        of Candidates; Time is at least five months prior to the First
        IETF (approx.  September 22). [0]



   11.  The Chair establishes and announces the milestones to ensure the
        timely selection of the candidates, including a call for
        nominations for the open positions.  The announcement must be
        done no later than five months prior to the First IETF (approx.
        October 1). [1]



   12.  Over the next three months, the NomCom collects input and
        deliberates.  It should plan to conduct interviews and other
        consultations during the Third IETF.  The committee is due to
        complete its candidate selection no later than two months prior
        to the First IETF (approx.  January 1). [17]



   13.  END the Selection of Candidates; BEGIN the Confirmation of
        Candidates; Time is at least two months prior to the First IETF
        (approx.  January 1). [0]



   14.  The committee presents its candidates to their respective
        confirming bodies.  The presentation must be done no later than
        two months prior to the First IETF (approx.  January 1). [0]



   15.  The confirming bodies have one month to deliberate and, in
        communication with the NomCom, accept or reject candidates. [4]



   16.  The Chair notifies and advises unsuccessful nominees that they
        have not been selected. [1]



   17.  The Chair announces the confirmed candidates.  The announcement
        must be done no later than one month prior to the First IETF
        (approx.  February 1). [4]
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Appendix F. Change log [RFC Editor: Please remove]

      draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc74337bis-03, 2018-October-22:




*  Revised Section 7 to focus on repeal of the the NomCom appoint
   LLC Director positions.
*  Added that the IETF Trust Trustees and IETF LLC Directors, each
   may appoint a liaison to the NomCom.
*  Incorporated the update to RFC7437 done by RFC7776.
*  Incorporated the update to RFC7437 done by [RFC8318] and
   updated it to refer to the IETF Trust and IETF LLC. instead of
   the IAOC.
*  Editorial changes.



      draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc74337bis-02, 2018-October-19:




*  Added "IETF" before Nominating and Recall Committees in the
   title.
*  Added leading capitalization to Trustee(s) and Director(s) for
   consistency.
*  Fixed other minor grammatical, spelling, or abbreviation nits.



      draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc74337bis-01, 2018-October-16:




*  Modified the Advice and Consent model to enable IESG, IAB, and
   IETF LLC to communicate directly with the NomCom rather than
   via the Managing Director, IETF Secretariat.
*  Updated member removal text to reflect the new LLC rules, which
   enables removal via the LLC or the IETF recall process, except
   for the ISOC‑appointed Director.
*  Removed discussion text from the volunteer eligibility section.
   This means that IETF LLC employees and contractors cannot
   volunteer for the NomCom but does not extend that prohibition
   to ISOC employees and contractors.
*  Updated the document to clarify that there are members of the
   IAB and IESG, Trustees of the IETF Trust, and Directors of the
   IETF LLC.
*  Removed ISOC Board of Trustees members from the definition of
   "sitting members" because it doesn't apply.
*  Updated document to also include procedures for the NomCom
   appointed IETF Trust Trustees.
*  Revised Abstract and Introduction to provide current context.
*  Changed "nominating committee" to "NomCom" throughout the
   document because it is what most use to describe the IETF
   Nominating Committee.
*  Added an no‑actions IANA Considerations Section.
*  Editorial changes.

draft‑ietf‑iasa2‑rfc74337bis‑00, 2018‑October‑12:
Initial bis draft, Changes include:

*  Changed all mentions of the Internet Administrative Oversight
   committee (IAOC), and replaced it with the appropriate
   references to the IETF Administration LLC (IETF LLC).  This
   included making changes on an as needed basis to some aspects
   of the process for the IETF LLC, in accordance with IASA2.
*  Revised definition of IETF Executive Director, and added
   definition of "Managing Director, IETF Secretariat".  Changed
   text to "Managing Director, IETF Secretariat" where
   appropriate.

*  Added references to appropriate IASA2 documents.
*  Corrected a few grammatical errors.
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0. Cover Note

   {{ RFC Editor: Please remove this section prior to publication. }}



   The IASA2 WG asks the IAB to publish this replacement for RFC 7500.
   Section 3.4 is changed for alignment with the new structure for the
   IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA).




1. Introduction

   The Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and its predecessors have
   traditionally separated the publication of protocol specifications in
   immutable Request for Comments (RFCs) and the registries containing
   protocol parameters.  Traditionally, the registries are maintained by
   a set of functions known collectively as the Internet Assigned
   Numbers Authority (IANA).  Dating back to the earliest days of the
   Internet, specification publication and the registry operations were
   tightly coupled: Jon Postel of the Information Sciences Institute
   (ISI) of the University of Southern California (USC) was responsible
   for both RFC publication and IANA registry operation.  This tight
   coupling had advantages, but it was never a requirement.  Indeed,
   today the RFC Editor and IANA registry operation are provided by
   different entities.



   Internet registries are critical to the operation of the Internet,
   because they provide a definitive record of the value and meaning of
   identifiers that protocols use when communicating with each other.
   Almost every Internet protocol makes use of registries in some form.
   At the time of writing, the IANA maintains more than two thousand
   protocol parameter registries.



   Internet registries hold protocol identifiers consisting of constants
   and other well-known values used by Internet protocols.  These values
   can be numbers, strings, addresses, and so on.  They are uniquely
   assigned for one particular purpose or use.  Identifiers can be
   maintained in a central list (such as a list of cryptographic
   algorithms) or they can be hierarchically allocated and assigned by
   separate entities at different points in the hierarchy (such as IP
   addresses and domain names).  To maximize trust and usefulness of the
   IANA registries, the principles in this document should be taken into
   consideration for centralized registries as well as hierarchically
   delegated registries.  In hierarchically delegated registries,
   entries nearest to top level have broad scope, but lower-level
   entries have narrow scope.   The Internet Architecture Board (IAB)
   will encourage support for these principles in all delegations of
   Internet identifiers.



   The registry system is built on trust and mutual cooperation.  The
   use of the registries is voluntary and is not enforced by mandates or
   certification policies.  While the use of registries is voluntary, it
   is noted that the success of the Internet creates enormous pressure
   to use Internet protocols and the identifier registries associated
   with them.



   This document provides principles for the operation of IANA
   registries, ensuring that protocol identifiers have consistent
   meanings and interpretations across all implementations and
   deployments, and thus providing the necessary trust in the IANA
   registries.




2. Principles for the Operation of IANA Registries

   The following key principles underscore the successful functioning of
   the IANA registries, and they provide a foundation for trust in those
   registries:



Ensure Uniqueness:  The same protocol identifier must not be used for
   more than one purpose.

Stable:  Protocol identifier assignment must be lasting.

Predictable:  The process for making assignments must not include
   unexpected steps.

Public:  The protocol identifiers must be made available in well‑
   known locations in a manner that makes them freely available to
   everyone.

Open:  The process that sets the policy for protocol identifier
   assignment and registration must be open to all interested
   parties.

Transparent:  The protocol registries and their associated policies
   should be developed in a transparent manner.

Accountable:  Registry policy development and registry operations
   need to be accountable to the affected community.




3. Discussion

   The principles discussed in Section 2 provide trust and confidence in
   the IANA registries.  This section expands on these principles.




3.1. Ensuring Uniqueness, Stability, and Predictability

   Protocol identifier assignment and registration must be unique,
   stable, and predictable.  Developers, vendors, customers, and users
   depend on the registries for unique protocol identifiers that are
   assigned in a stable and predictable manner.



   A protocol identifier may only be reassigned for a different purpose
   after due consideration of the impact of such a reassignment, and if
   possible, with the consent of the original assignee.



   Recognizing that some assignments involve judgment, such as those
   involving a designated expert [RFC5226], a predictable process does
   not require completion in a predetermined number of days.  Rather, it
   means that no unexpected steps are introduced in the process of
   making an assignment.




3.2. Public

   Once assigned, the protocol identifiers must be made available in a
   manner that makes them freely available to everyone without
   restrictions.  The use of a consistent publication location builds
   confidence in the registry.  This does not mean that the publication
   location can never change, but it does mean that it must change
   infrequently and only after adequate prior notice.




3.3. Open and Transparent

   The process that sets the policy for protocol identifier assignment
   and registration must be open to all interested parties and operate
   in a transparent manner.



   When a registry is established, a policy is set for the addition of
   new entries and the updating of existing entries.  While making
   additions and modifications, the registry operator may expose
   instances where policies lack clarity.  When this occurs, the
   registry operator should provide helpful feedback to allow those
   policies to be improved.  In addition, the registry operator not
   being involved in establishing registry policy avoids the risks
   associated with (perceptions of) favoritism and unfairness.



   Recognizing that some assignments involve judgment, such as those
   involving a designated expert [RFC5226], the recommendations by
   designated experts must be visible to the public to the maximum
   extent possible and subject to challenge or appeal.




3.4. Accountable

   The process that sets the policy for IANA registries and the
   operation of the registries must be accountable to the parties that
   rely on the protocol identifiers.  Oversight is needed to ensure
   these are properly serving the affected community.



   In practice, accountability mechanisms for the registry operator may
   be defined by contract, memoranda of understanding, or service level
   agreements (SLAs).  An oversight body uses these mechanisms to ensure
   that the registry operator is meeting the needs of the affected
   community.  The oversight body is held accountable to the affected
   community by vastly different mechanisms, for instance recall and
   appeal processes.



   For protocol parameters [RFC6220], the general oversight of the IANA
   function is performed by the IAB as a chartered responsibility from
   [RFC2850].  In addition, the IETF Administration Limited Liability
   Company (IETF LLC), as part of the IETF Administrative Support
   Activity (IASA), is responsible for IETF administrative and financial
   matters [ID.ietf-iasa2-struct], and in that role, the IETF LLC
   maintains a SLA with the current registry operator, the Internet
   Corporation for Assigned names and Numbers (ICANN), thereby
   specifying the operational requirements with respect to the
   coordination, maintenance, and publication of the protocol parameter
   registries.  Both the IAB and the Board of the IETF LLC are
   accountable to the larger Internet community and are being held
   accountable through the IETF NomCom process [BCP10].



   For the Internet Number Registries [RFC7249], oversight is performed
   by the Regional Internet Registries (RIRs) as described RFC 7020
   [RFC7020].  The RIRs are member-based organizations, and they are
   accountable to the affected community by elected governance boards.
   Furthermore, per agreement between the RIRs and ICANN, the policy
   development for the global IANA number registries is coordinated by a
   community-elected number council and subject to process review before
   ratification by the ICANN Board of Trustees [ASOMOU].




4. Security Considerations

   Internet Registries are critical to elements of Internet security.
   The principles described in this document are necessary for the
   Internet community to place trust in the IANA registries.




5. Changes Since RFC 7500

   Section 3.4 has been updated to align with the restructuring of the
   IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA).  Under the new
   structure, the IETF LLC maintains a SLA with the protocol parameter
   registry operator.  Under the old structure, the SLA was maintained
   by the IETF Administrative Oversight Committee (IAOC).




6. Informative References


   [ASOMOU]
   ICANN, "ICANN Address Supporting Organization (ASO) MoU",
              October 2004,
              <http://archive.icann.org/en/aso/aso-mou-29oct04.htm>.




   [BCP10]
    Kucherawy, M., Ed., "IAB, IESG, and IAOC Selection,
              Confirmation, and Recall Process: Operation of the
              Nominating and Recall Committees", BCP 10, RFC 7437,
              January 2015, <http://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp10>.




   [ID.ietf-iasa2-struct]

              Haberman, B., Hall, J., and J. Livingood, "Record of
              Proposed Structure of the IETF Administrative Support
              Activity (IASA), Version 2.0", work-in-progress,
              7 September 2018.
              <https://www.ietf.org/id/draft-ietf-iasa2-struct-06.txt>




   [RFC2850]
  Internet Architecture Board and B. Carpenter, Ed.,
              "Charter of the Internet Architecture Board (IAB)", BCP
              39, RFC 2850, May 2000,
              <http://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc2850>.




   [RFC2860]
  Carpenter, B., Baker, F., and M. Roberts, "Memorandum of
              Understanding Concerning the Technical Work of the
              Internet Assigned Numbers Authority", RFC 2860, June 2000,
              <http://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc2860>.




   [RFC5226]
  Narten, T. and H. Alvestrand, "Guidelines for Writing an
              IANA Considerations Section in RFCs", BCP 26, RFC 5226,
              May 2008, <http://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc5226>.




   [RFC6220]
  McPherson, D., Ed., Kolkman, O., Ed., Klensin, J., Ed.,
              Huston, G., Ed., and Internet Architecture Board,
              "Defining the Role and Function of IETF Protocol Parameter
              Registry Operators", RFC 6220, April 2011,
              <http://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6220>.




   [RFC7020]
  Housley, R., Curran, J., Huston, G., and D. Conrad, "The
              Internet Numbers Registry System", RFC 7020, August 2013,
              <http://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7020>.




   [RFC7249]
  Housley, R., "Internet Numbers Registries", RFC 7249, May
              2014, <http://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7249>.



IAB Members at the Time of Approval



   {{ RFC Editor: Fill in the current membership. }}



Contributors and Acknowledgements



   This text has been developed within the IAB IANA Evolution Program.
   The ideas and many text fragments, and corrections came from or were
   inspired on comments from: Bernard Aboba, Jaap Akkerhuis, Jari Arkko,
   Marcelo Bagnulo, Mark Blanchet, Brian Carpenter, David Conrad, Steve
   Crocker, John Curran, Alissa Cooper, Leslie Daigle, Elise Gerich,
   John Klensin, Bertrand de La Chapelle, Eliot Lear, Danny McPherson,
   George Michaelson, Thomas Narten, Andrei Robachevsky, Andrew
   Sullivan, Dave Thaler, Brian Trammell, and Greg Wood.  Further
   inspiration and input was drawn from various meetings with IETF and
   other Internet community (RIRs, ISOC, W3C, IETF, and IAB) leadership.



   Please do not assume those acknowledged endorse the resulting text.



Authors' Addresses



Russ Housley
Vigil Security, LLC
918 Spring Knoll Drive
Herndon, VA 20170
USA
EMail: housley@vigilsec.com

Olaf Kolkman
Internet Society
Science Park 400
Amsterdam  1098 XH
The Netherlands
EMail: kolkman@isoc.org






















draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc7776bis-01 - Update to the IETF Anti-Harassment Procedures f

Index
Back 5
Prev
Next


IASA 2.0

Internet-Draft

BCP: 25

Updates: 7776 (if approved)

Intended status: Best Current Practice

Expires: April 14, 2019


P. Resnick

Episteme Technology Consulting LLC

A. Farrel

Old Dog Consulting

October 11, 2018



Update to the IETF Anti-Harassment Procedures for the Replacement of the IAOC with the IETF Administration LLC  

draft-ietf-iasa2-rfc7776bis-01


Abstract
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1. Introduction

   The IETF Anti-Harassment Procedures are described in RFC 7776
   [RFC7776].  Those procedures include direction for the IETF Chair and
   Ombudsteam to take advice from the IETF Administrative Oversight
   Committee (IAOC) with respect to the budget available for training.



   The IAOC has been replaced by the IETF Administration LLC.  This
   document updates RFC 7776 to replace all mention of the IAOC with
   reference to the IETF Administration LLC.



   This document makes no other changes to the procedures described in
   RFC 7776.




2. Changes to RFC 7776

   Section 3.4 of RFC 7776 [RFC7776] is about Qualifications and
   Training.  The last paragraph of that section is replaced as follows:



   OLD



      In determining the appropriate training, the IETF Chair and
      Ombudsteam shall take professional advice and will consult with
      the IETF Administrative Oversight Committee (IAOC) with respect to
      the overall IETF budget.



   NEW



      In determining the appropriate training, the IETF Chair and
      Ombudsteam shall take professional advice and will consult with
      the IETF Administration LLC with respect to the overall IETF
      budget.




3. IANA Considerations

   This document makes no request for IANA action.




4. Security Considerations

   This document has no implications for Internet security.




5. Normative References


   [RFC7776]
  Resnick, P. and A. Farrel, "IETF Anti-Harassment
              Procedures", BCP 25, RFC 7776, DOI 10.17487/RFC7776, March
              2016, <https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7776>.
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Abstract

   The IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA) was originally
   established in 2005.  In the 13 years from 2005 to 2018, the needs of
   the IETF have evolved in ways that require changes to its
   administrative structure.  The purpose of this document is to outline
   a proposed new "IASA 2.0" structure and to document the decisions
   made by the IASA2 Working Group over the past 20 months in developing
   the proposed structure.  The proposal is for the work of the IETF's
   administrative and fundraising tasks to be conducted by a new
   administrative organization, the IETF Administration Limited
   Liability Company ("LLC").  Under the proposal, the Internet
   Administrative Oversight Committee (IAOC) will be eliminated, and its
   oversight and advising functions transferred to the new LLC Board.




Status of This Memo

   This Internet-Draft is submitted in full conformance with the
   provisions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.



   Internet-Drafts are working documents of the Internet Engineering
   Task Force (IETF).  Note that other groups may also distribute
   working documents as Internet-Drafts.  The list of current Internet-
   Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.



   Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on March 11, 2019.
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1. Introduction

   The IETF Administrative Support Activity (IASA) was originally
   established in 2005.  In the 13 years from 2005 to 2018, the needs of
   the IETF have evolved in ways that require changes to its
   administrative structure.  The purpose of this document is to outline
   a proposed new "IASA 2.0" structure.  The proposal is for the work of
   the IETF's administrative and fundraising tasks to be conducted by a
   new administrative organization, the IETF Administration Limited
   Liability Company ("LLC").  Under the proposal, the Internet
   Administrative Oversight Committee (IAOC) will be eliminated, and its
   oversight and advising functions transferred to the new LLC Board.
   This document explores all of the details involved in the proposal.



   [I-D.haberman-iasa20dt-recs] discusses the challenges facing the
   current structure as well as several options for reorganizing the
   IETF's administration under different legal structures.  This
   document outlines how such an organization will be structured and
   describes how the organization will fit together with existing and
   new IETF community structures.



   This document outlines the high level details of the planned "IASA
   2.0" arrangement, some of which are dependent on the choice of legal
   structure.  The point of this document has been to solicit community
   input about how to address the challenges identified in
   [I-D.haberman-iasa20dt-recs], and included much debate on the IASA2
   mailing list and the IASA2 working group meetings at IETF 101
   [ietf101-slides] and IETF 102 [ietf102-slides].  Changes will
   subsequently be required in a replacement of RFC 4071 (BCP 101) and
   RFC 4371, which are of course based on IETF community input and the
   work in the IASA2 working group.



   The proposal in this document is to transfer most of the
   responsibilities that RFC 4071 currently assigns to the Internet
   Administrative Director (IAD) and Internet Society (ISOC) to the
   newly created LLC.  The IAOC will be eliminated, and its oversight
   and advising functions transferred to the LLC Board.  It will be the
   job of LLC to meet the administrative needs of the IETF and ensure
   that LLC and IASA 2.0 meet the needs of the IETF community.



   Eliminating the IAOC means that there will need to be another way for
   trustees to be appointed for the IETF Trust.  The details of how this
   is done is outside the scope of this document.




2. Scope Limitation

   The document does not propose any changes to anything related to the
   oversight or steering of the standards process as currently conducted
   by the Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG) and Internet
   Architecture Board (IAB), the appeals chain, the process for making
   and confirming IETF and IAB appointments, the IETF Nominations
   Committee (NomCom), the Internet Research Task Force (IRTF), or
   ISOC's memberships in or support of other organizations.



   If the community decides to make changes to its administrative
   process along the lines outlined in this document, normative changes
   to IETF processes will need to be documented in one or more
   additional RFCs.  Additional legal documents (e.g., certificate of
   formation, operating agreement, transition and shared services
   agreement) relating to the legal entity would provide the official,
   legal definitions of processes, roles, etc.  Section 9 lists some
   initial thoughts about transition; publishing a detailed transition
   plan would likely also be useful.




2.1. Operating Agreement with the Internet Society

   The Operating Agreement (OA) is also out of scope for this document.
   The OA is being developed between the IETF and ISOC and is expected
   to include all critical terms, while still enabling maximum
   unilateral flexibility for the LLC Board.  Thus, it is anticipated
   that the OA will include only basic details about how the Board
   manages itself or manages LLC staff, so that the LLC Board has
   flexibility to make changes without amending the OA.  The LLC Board
   can independently develop policy or procedures documents that fill
   gaps.




3. Key Differences from the IASA 1.0 Structure

   o  The IAOC and IAD roles defined in RFC 4071 are eliminated.



   o  The ISOC and IAD responsibilities described in RFC 4071 are
      assigned to a new organization, IETF Administration LLC.



   o  The Board of Directors of the LLC - formally a multi-member
      "manager" of the LLC on behalf of ISOC - will assume the oversight
      responsibilities of the IAOC.



   o  The Board of the LLC shall be more focused on strategy and
      oversight, with the IETF Executive Director and their team in
      charge of day-to-day operations.




4. IETF Administration LLC


4.1. General LLC Responsibilities

   The LLC will be established to provide administrative support to the
   IETF.  It will have no authority over the standards development
   activities of the IETF.



   The proposed responsibilities of the LLC are:



   o  Operations.  The LLC is responsible for supporting the ongoing
      operations of the IETF, including meetings and non-meeting
      activities.



   o  Finances.  The LLC is responsible for managing the IETF's finances
      and budget.



   o  Fundraising.  The LLC is responsible for raising money on behalf
      of the IETF.



   o  Compliance.  The LLC is responsible for establishing and enforcing
      policies to ensure compliance with applicable laws, regulations,
      and rules.



   The manner by which these responsibilities under the LLC are
   organized is intended to address the problems described in Sections
   3.1.1., 3.1.2, and 3.1.3 of [I-D.haberman-iasa20dt-recs].
   Specifically, this is intended to bring greater clarity around roles,
   responsibilities, representation, decision-making, and authority.



   In addition, by having the LLC manage the IETF's finances and conduct
   the IETF's fundraising, confusion about who is responsible for
   representing the IETF to sponsors and who directs the uses of
   sponsorship funds will be eliminated.  Finally, having the LLC reside
   in a defined, distinct legal entity, and taking responsibility for
   operations, will enable the organization to execute its own contracts
   without the need for review and approval by ISOC.




4.2. LLC Working Principles

   The LLC will be expected to conduct its work according to the
   following proposed principles:



   o  Transparency.  The LLC will keep the IETF community informed about
      its work and will engage with the community to obtain consensus-
      based community input on key issues and otherwise as needed.  As
      discussed in [ietf101-slides], whatever doesn't have a specific
      justification for being kept confidential, should be made public.



      There must exist a public list of confidential items, describing
      the nature of the information and the reason for confidentiality.



   o  Responsiveness to the community.  The LLC will act consistently
      with the documented consensus of the IETF community, to be
      responsive to the community's needs, and adapt its decisions in
      response to consensus-based community feedback.



   o  Diligence.  The LLC will act responsibly so as to minimize risks
      to IETF participants and to the future of the IETF as a whole,
      such as financial risks.



   The transparency and responsiveness principles are designed to
   address the concern outlined in Section 3.3 of
   [I-D.haberman-iasa20dt-recs] about the need for improved timeliness
   of sharing of information and decisions and seeking community
   comments.  The issue of increased transparency was important
   throughout the IASA 2.0 process, with little to no dissent.  It was
   recognized that there will naturally be a confidentiality requirement
   about some aspects of hotel contracting, personnel matters, and other
   narrow areas.




4.3. LLC Board Responsibilities

   The LLC Board will be responsible for conducting oversight of LLC's
   execution of its responsibilities, as described in Section 4.1.  They
   have duties of loyalty, care, and good faith.  This includes the
   responsibility to:



   o  provide strategic direction for the LLC to the IETF Executive
      Director;



   o  hire, supervise, and manage the employment of the role of the IETF
      Executive Director of the LLC, including tasks such as hiring,
      termination, performance review, amendment of employment terms,
      the award of compensation and other requisite employment benefits
      or decisions;



   o  adopting any employee benefit plans;



   o  approving any changes to the LLC governance structure;



   o  exercising a fiduciary duty to ensure that LLC has the financial
      and business stability that it needs to be able to meet the needs
      of the IETF, including adopting an annual budget, and as necessary
      incurring any debt or making other financial arrangements;



   o  approving or entering into agreements that meet a significant
      materiality threshold;



   o  exercising a legal duty to ensure that the LLC complies with any
      applicable tax and other laws;



   o  ensuring that LLC is run in a manner that is transparent and
      accountable to the IETF community;



   o  recruit new Directors, for consideration in all of the various
      appointment processes.



   The Board will be an oversight body, with responsibilities limited to
   those listed above.  It will not directly conduct any of the IETF's
   administrative work, which is the day-to-day job of the IETF
   Executive Director at their team.



   The role of the LLC Board will be to ensure that the strategy and
   conduct of LLC is consistent with the IETF's needs - both its
   concrete needs and its needs for transparency and accountability.
   The Board is not intended to directly define the IETF's needs; to the
   extent that is required, the IETF community should document its needs
   in consensus-based RFCs (e.g., as the community is aiming to do in
   [I-D.ietf-mtgvenue-iaoc-venue-selection-process]) and provide more
   detailed input via consultations with the LLC Board (such as takes
   place on email discussion lists or at IETF meetings).



   As part of the responsibilities outlined above the Board shall work
   to ensure that LLC will:



   o  Act consistently with ISOC's 501(c)(3) status;



   o  Provide accurate financial statements to ISOC on a timely basis;



   o  Prepare its financial reports in accordance with generally
      accepted accounting principles;



   o  Provide assistance to help facilitate ISOC's tax compliance,
      including but not limited to assistance related to preparing the
      Form 990 and responding to any IRS questions and audits;



   o  Obtain appropriate insurance, including commercial general
      liability insurance with appropriate limits;



   o  Implement risk management and compliance processes in a manner
      consistent with industry norms.



   The description below outlines the composition of the LLC Board,
   selection of LLC Board Directors, and related details.




4.4. IETF Executive Director and Staff Responsibilities

   The LLC shall be led by an IETF Executive Director chosen by the
   Board.  The IETF Executive Director will be responsible for managing
   the day-to-day operations of the LLC, including hiring staff to
   perform various operational functions.  The IETF Executive Director
   and any staff may be employees or independent contractors.



   Allowing for the division of responsibilities among multiple staff
   members and contractors should hopefully address some of the concerns
   raised in Section 3.2 (Lack of Resources) and Section 3.4 (Funding/
   Operating Model Mismatch and Rising Costs) of
   [I-D.haberman-iasa20dt-recs].



   Based on the amount of work currently undertaken by the IAD and
   others involved in the IETF administration who are not currently in
   contracted roles, it is anticipated that the IETF Executive Director
   may need to hire multiple additional staff members.  For example,
   there will likely be a need for resources to manage fundraising, to
   manage the various contractors that are engaged to fulfill the IETF's
   administrative needs, and to support outreach and communications.



   The IETF currently benefits from the use of contractors for
   accounting, finance, meeting planning, administrative assistance,
   legal counsel, tools, and web site support, as well as other services
   related to the standards process (RFC Editor and IANA).  The IETF
   budget currently reflects specific support from ISOC for
   communications and fundraising as well as some general support for
   accounting, finance, legal, and other services.  The division of
   responsibilities between staff and contractors will be at the
   discretion of the IETF Executive Director and his or her staff.



   The IETF has a long history of community involvement in the execution
   of certain administrative functions, in particular development of
   IETF tools, the NOC's operation of the meeting network, and some
   outreach and communications activities conducted by the EDU and
   Mentoring Directorate.  The LLC staff would be expected to respect
   the IETF community's wishes about community involvement in these and
   other functions going forward as long as the staff feels that they
   can meet the otherwise-stated needs of the community.  Establishing
   the framework to allow the LLC to staff each administrative function
   as appropriate may require the IETF community to document its
   consensus expectations in areas where no documentation currently
   exists (see Section 9).



   In summary, the IETF Executive Director, with support from the team
   that they alone direct and lead, will be responsible for:



   o  Developing and refining an annual budget and other strategic
      financial planning documents at the direction of the LLC Board.



   o  Executing on the annual budget, including reporting to the LLC
      Board regularly with forecasts and actual performance to budget.



   o  Hiring and/or contracting the necessary resources to meet their
      goals, within the defined limits of their authority and within the
      approved budget.  This includes managing and leading any such
      resources, including performing regular performance reviews.



   o  Following the pre-approval guidelines set forth by the LLC Board
      for contracts or other decisions that have financial costs that
      exceed a certain threshold of significance.  Such threshold will
      be set reasonably high so that the need for such approvals is
      infrequent and only occurs when something is truly significant or
      otherwise exceptional.  It is important to ensure that the IETF
      Executive Director is sufficiently empowered to perform their job
      on a day to day basis, being held accountable for meeting high
      level goals rather than micromanaged.



   o  Regularly updating the LLC Board on operations and other notable
      issues as reasonable and appropriate.



   o  Ensuring that all staff and/or other resources comply with any
      applicable policies established or approved by the LLC Board, such
      as ethics guidelines and/or a code of conduct.




4.5. Board Design Goals

   A goal of this proposed Board composition is to balance the need for
   the LLC to be accountable to the IETF community with the need for
   this Board to have the expertise necessary to oversee a small non-
   profit corporation.  The Board is smaller than the current IAOC and
   the other leadership bodies of the IETF, in part to keep the Board
   focused on its rather limited set of strategic responsibilities as
   noted in Section 4.3.



   This board structure, with limited strategic responsibilities noted
   in Section 4.3 and limited size, together with the staff
   responsibilities noted in Section 4.4, is designed to overcome the
   challenges described in Section 3.1.4 of [I-D.haberman-iasa20dt-recs]
   concerning oversight.  This establishes a clear line of oversight
   over staff performance: the Board oversees the IETF Executive
   Director's performance and has actual legal authority to remove a
   non-performing IETF Executive Director.  The IETF Executive Director
   is responsible for the day-to-day operation of the LLC.



   Finally, the Board would be expected to operate transparently, to
   further address the concern raised in Section 3.3 of
   [I-D.haberman-iasa20dt-recs].  The default transparency rule arrived
   at during the IASA 2.0 design process is detailed above in in
   Section 4.2.  The Board will need to establish how it will meet that
   commitment.




4.6. Board Composition

   There shall be a minimum of 5 directors, expandable to 6 or 7.



   o  1 IETF Chair or delegate selected by the IESG



   o  1 Appointed by the ISOC Board of Trustees



   o  3 Selected by the IETF NomCom, confirmed by the IESG



   o  Up to 2 Appointed by the LLC board itself, on an as needed basis,
      confirmed by the IESG




4.7. LLC-Appointed Directors

   As noted above, a maximum of two Directors may be appointed by the
   LLC Board.  They can obviously choose to appoint none, one, or two.
   These appointments need not be on an exceptional basis, but rather be
   routine, and may occur at any time of the year since it is on an as
   needed basis.



   The appointment of a LLC Board-appointed Director requires a 2/3rd-
   majority vote of the Directors then in office, and the appointee
   shall take office immediately upon appointment.  The term of each
   appointment shall be designated by the Board, with the maximum term
   being three years, or until their earlier resignation, removal or
   death.  The Board may decide on a case-by-case basis how long each
   term shall be, factoring in the restriction for consecutive terms in
   Section 4.9.




4.8. Recruiting LLC Board Directors

   The LLC Board itself should take an active role in recruiting
   potential new Directors, regardless of the process that may be used
   to appoint them.  In particular, the NomCom is primarily focused on
   considering requirements expressed by the Board and others, reviewing
   community feedback on candidates, conducting candidate interviews,
   and ultimately appointing Directors.  The LLC Board and others can
   recruit potential Directors and get them into the consideration
   process of the NomCom or other appointing bodies.




4.9. LLC Board Director Term Length

   The term length for a Director shall be three years in length.  The
   exceptions to this guideline will be for the terms for some Directors
   during the first full formation of the LLC Board in order to
   establish staggered terms and for any appointments to fill a vacancy.
   The final exception is if a Director role is occupied by the IETF
   Chair ex officio, since that person's term length is governed instead
   by the term lengths established in [RFC7437] (BCP10), Section 3.4.




4.10. LLC Board Director Limit

   A director may serve no more than two consecutive terms, with at
   least one full term prior to the start of any additional terms.  An
   exception is if a Director role is occupied by the IETF Chair ex
   officio, since that person's service is governed instead by the term
   lengths established in [RFC7437] (BCP10), Section 3.4.



   An exception to the two consecutive term rule is for an LLC-appointed
   Director.  For such a Director, they may serve only one term via this
   appointment method, after which any subsequent terms would be occur
   via other appointment or selection processes (such as via the NomCom
   process).



   Lastly, partial terms of less than three years for the initial
   appointments to the First Full Board Section 4.15, for which some
   Directors will have terms of one or two years, do not count against
   the term limit.



   The limit on consecutive terms supports the healthy regular
   introduction of new ideas and energy into the Board and mitigates
   potential long-term risk of ossification or conflict, without
   adversely impacting the potential pool of director candidates over
   time.




4.11. Staggered Terms

   ISOC, the IESG, the Nominating Committee, and the Board shall
   coordinate with each other to ensure that collectively their
   appointment or selection processes provide for no more than three
   Directors' terms concluding in the same year.




4.12. LLC Board Director Removal

   Directors may be removed with or without cause.  A vote in favor of
   removal must be no fewer than the number of Directors less two.
   Directors may also be removed via the IETF recall process defined in
   [RFC7437] (BCP10), Section 7.  So for example, if there are seven
   directors, then five votes are required.  Directors may also be
   removed via the IETF recall process defined in [RFC7437] (BCP10),
   Section 7.




4.13. Filling a LLC Board Director Vacancy

   It shall be the responsibility of each respective body that appointed
   or selected a Director that vacates the Board to appoint a new
   Director to fill the vacancy.  However this obligation will not apply
   to vacancies in Board-appointed positions.  For example, if a
   Director selected by the NomCom departs the Board prior to the end of
   their term for whatever reason, then it is the responsibility of the
   NomCom (using it's mid-term rules, as specified in [RFC8318],
   Section 3.5) as the original appointing body to designate a
   replacement that will serve out the remainder of the term of the
   departed Director.




4.14. Interim Board

   An initial interim Board will be necessary in order to legally form
   and bootstrap the LLC.  As a result, an Interim Board will be formed
   on a temporary basis until the first full board is constituted.
   Barring unforseen circumstances, the Interim Board should conclude no
   later than the end of the 104th meeting of the IETF, in March 2019.



   The interim Board shall be comprised of:



   o  The IETF chair, ex officio



   o  The IAOC chair, ex officio



   o  The IAB chair, ex officio



   o  One ISOC trustee, selected by the ISOC Board of Trustees




4.15. First Full Board

   A minimum of five Directors must be seated in order for the Board to
   be constituted, and then the Interim Board will be dissolved.
   Accordingly, the following steps must take place to ensure that this
   occurs on a timely basis:



   o  The IESG shall make their appointment no later than January 31,
      2019.



   o  ISOC shall make their appointment no later than January 31, 2019.



   o  The NomCom shall make their appointments no later than March 22,
      2019.



   If these bodies can make their appointments sooner, then by all means
   they should do so in order to enable the first full board to begin as
   soon as possible.  This is particularly so for the NomCom.  If the
   NomCom can make their appointments sooner, then the first full board
   could be constituted in time for IETF 104 (March 23-29, 2019).




4.16. Board Positions

   Following the formation of the first full LLC Board, and at each
   subsequent annual meeting of the LLC Board, the Directors shall elect
   by a majority vote of the LLC Board a Director to serve as Board
   Chair.  The Board may also form committees of the Board and/or define
   other roles for LLC Board Directors as necessary.




5. LLC Policies

   The Board shall develop policies as necessary to achieve the goals of
   the LLC, meet transparency expectations of the community, comply with
   applicable laws or regulations, or for other reasons as appropriate.
   All policies should be developed with input from the IETF community.
   Some policies of ISOC may provide a good starting point from which
   the Board can begin.




5.1. Conflict of Interest Policy

   The Board shall develop a Conflict of Interest policy for the LLC.
   While the details shall be determined by the Board, at a minimum such
   policy will include the following:



   o  The IETF, ISOC Board, IAB, or IRTF chair cannot be chair of this
      LLC Board, though they may serve as a Director.



   o  A Director cannot be a paid consultant or employee of the IETF
      Executive Director or their sub-contractors, nor a paid consultant
      or employee of ISOC.




5.2. Other Policies

   The Board shall develop additional policies for the LLC as necessary,
   covering Directors, employees, and contractors, concerning issues
   such as:



   o  Acceptance of gifts and other non-cash compensation;



   o  Travel and expense reimbursement;



   o  Anti-bribery;



   o  Code of conduct;



   o  Anti-harassment;



   o  Non-discrimination;



   o  Whistleblower;



   o  Document retention;



   o  Export controls;



   o  Anti-terrorism sanctions;



   o  Data protection and privacy;



   o  Social media




5.3. Compliance

   The LLC shall develop and implement a compliance program to ensure
   its compliance with all applicable laws, rules and regulations,
   including without limitation laws governing bribery, anti-terrorism
   sanctions, export controls, data protection/privacy, as well as other
   applicable policies noted in Section 5.  In addition, actions and
   activities of the LLC must be consistent with 501(c)(3) purposes.



   The LLC shall report to ISOC on the implementation of its compliance
   plan on an annual basis.




6. Quorum

   At all meetings of the Board, at least 2/3 of the Directors then in
   office shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of business.  If
   a quorum shall not be present at any meeting of the Board, the
   Directors present thereat may adjourn the meeting without notice
   other than announcement at the meeting, until a quorum shall be
   present.




7. Board Voting

   The Board can hold votes during synchronous live meetings of the
   Board (including telephonic and video) or via asynchronous written
   (including electronic) means.  Decisions on regular LLC matters shall
   be made by a 2/3 majority vote in favor, with the exception of
   removal of a Director as specified in Section 4.12.  Absentee voting
   and voting by proxy shall not be permitted.




8. Fundraising Practices

   When the LLC conducts fundraising, it will substantiate charitable
   contributions on behalf of ISOC.  The LLC will evaluate and
   facilitate state, federal, and other applicable law and regulatory
   compliance for ISOC and/or the LLC with respect to such fundraising
   activities.  In addition, the LLC shall ensure that all fundraising
   activities are conducted in compliance with any policies developed by
   the LLC, including but not limited to those noted in Section 5.




9. Transition Considerations

   Conducting a transition as envisioned in this document will encompass
   many different work activities and will require action, involvement,
   support, and/or feedback from groups and individuals across the IETF
   community.  The transition is likely to proceed in these steps but
   the community should remain flexible and adapt this plan as changes
   occur and complications inevitably arise.



   Phase 1: LLC Formation



   o  The LLC is formed with an Interim Board (see Section 4.14).



   o  The IAOC continues to operate as usual, such as reviewing and
      approving the IETF's FY2019 budget.



   o  The NomCom is given instructions by the IETF chair to not recruit
      for 2019 IAOC positions, and instead recruit for LLC Board
      Directors.



   o  An update of all relevant RFCs is started, reflecting the change
      from IAOC to LLC.



   Phase 2: Transition from IAOC to LLC



   o  The LLC's Interim Board and IAOC shall agree to a transition
      schedule to transition IAOC responsibilities one-by-one to the
      LLC.



   o  This phase should optimally conclude prior to the expiration of
      IAOC member terms in 2019.



   Phase 3: Transition Complete



   o  The first full board is seated (see Section 4.15).



   o  All responsibilities of the IAOC have been assumed by the LLC.



   o  The IAOC can then be shut down.




9.1. Initial Tasks of the LLC Board

   The initial tasks of the LLC Board should be prioritized according to
   legal necessity and relative importance.  Below are suggested
   priorities to consider as and after the LLC is formed.



   High priority for the Interim Board:



   1 - Form the LLC legally



   2 - Setup a bank account so that funds can be moved over



   3 - Transfer all necessary contracts from ISOC/IAOC to the LLC



   4 - Establish & implement a process to pay any employees or
   contractors, as necessary



   5 - Agree to a transition schedule with the IAOC



   6 - Secure any necessary insurance such as Commercial General
   Liability and other appropriate insurance policies, with appropriate
   coverage limits



   Medium Priority for the Interim Board:



   1 - Create a job description for the IETF Executive Director



   2 - Initiate the process of beginning to search for an IETF Executive
   Director and/or outline a process to do so and defer it to the first
   full board, as appropriate



   First Tasks of the Full Board:



   1 - Develop all necessary LLC policies



   2 - Develop all necesssary Board operating procedures and bylaws



   3 - Determine the employee benefits/salary framework and/or make
   associated staffing decisions



   4 - Interview and hire an IETF Executive Director (targeting 1H2019)



   5 - Select a chair and other positions as necessary



   6 - Define and document how the Board will fulfill its transparency
   obligations to the IETF community



   7 - Definine the "significant materiality threshold", above which the
   Board must approve any contracts, expenditures, or other commitments.



   Once the IETF Executive Director and any additional staff are hired,
   it would be expected for LLC to:



   o  Do a thorough review of existing contracts, community volunteer
      arrangements, and administrative assets to determine the need for
      initial changes.



   o  Assess areas where the IETF community needs to document its
      consensus, e.g., expectations about community involvement in NOC
      or tools efforts.




10. Three-Year Assessment

   The LLC, with the involvement of the community, shall conduct and
   complete an assessment of the structure, processes, and operation of
   the IASA and LLC.  This should be presented to the community after a
   period of roughly three years of operation.  The assessment may
   potentially include recommendations for improvements or changes in
   the IASA and/or LLC.
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1. Introduction

   This document is published to capture the rationale for the changes
   introduced in [I-D.ietf-iasa2-trust-update].



   At the time [I-D.ietf-iasa2-trust-update] was published, IETF
   administrative structure changes ("IASA 2.0") had an impact on the
   IETF Trust [RFC4071] [RFC4371] [I-D.ietf-iasa2-struct].  This is
   because members of the IETF Administrative Oversight Committee
   (IAOC), which was being phased out, had served as Trustees of the
   IETF Trust.  A minimal change regarding the selection of the trustees
   is implemented by [I-D.ietf-iasa2-trust-update].



   This companion memo provides some background on the details of the
   past IETF Trust arrangements, explains the effect of the rules in the
   founding documents during the transition to the new arrangement, and
   provides a rationale for the update.




2. Background

   The purpose of the IETF Trust is to acquire, hold, maintain, and
   license certain existing and future intellectual property and other
   property used in connection with the administration of the IETF
   [RFC4371].  The intellectual property is, for instance, rights that
   the IETF contributors grant for text in RFCs and Internet-Drafts.
   The IETF Trust also manages trademarks such as "IETF" and domain
   names such as "ietf.org".  The IETF Trust is also serving the broader
   Internet community by holding domains and trademarks associated with
   Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) [RFC7979].



   The IETF Trust is a legal entity, registered in the Commonwealth of
   Virginia [Trust-FD].



   Previously, the members of the IAOC also served as ex officio
   Trustees of the IETF Trust.  The founding documents specify persons
   eligible to become trustees as having to be then-current members of
   the IAOC [Trust-FD].  The documents also specify that if for any
   reason there are fewer than three individuals serving as Trustees,
   then the Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG), or the IESG's
   successor as the leadership of the IETF, shall appoint one or more
   individuals to serve in a temporary capacity as Trustee(s) until
   eligible persons can be found.



   In the previous system there were eight IAOC members.  Two were named
   by the IETF Nominating Committee (NomCom), one by the IESG, one by
   the Internet Architecture Board (IAB), and one by the Internet
   Society (ISOC) Board of Trustees.  In addition, there were three ex
   officio members via their roles as IETF Chair, ISOC CEO, and IAB
   Chair.  In addition, the IETF Administrative Director (IAD) served
   also as one of the trustees.




3. General Approach

   There were two basic approaches to resolving the issue with the
   trustees, when the IAOC ceased to exist.  One could have imagined
   merging all IETF Trust functions in the new IASA structure and under
   the new legal entity.  This memo advocated a second approach where
   the IETF Trust is kept independent.



   The rationale for advocating the second approach is in part to
   minimize changes to the IETF Trust while the IETF's administrative
   structure is undergoing major change.  In addition, the IETF Trust
   and other administrative IETF processes are quite different.  While
   very important, the IETF Trust is a low-activity entity where changes
   are minimal and gradual, and there are no pressing issues.




4. Changing the Way Trustees Are Selected

   At the time when the trustees served on both the IETF Trust and the
   IAOC, many of the requirements for naming a particular group of
   people were driven by the IAOC's requirements.  For the IETF Trust in
   the new model, some of those arrangements were able to be rethought,
   both in terms of the number and source of the trustees, as well as
   the desired qualifications and length of terms.



   Several options were possible, of course.  A newly designed naming
   process could have been devised.  The argument here is for a
   relatively limited change, however, largely on the basis of the IETF
   Trust arrangements generally working well, and on the relatively
   modest expected time commitments combined with the need for very
   careful management of the assets.



   As a result, a smaller group of trustees appeared sufficient.



   In addition, the terms for the trustees selected from the IETF
   community could be set to longer than the two year period typical of
   other IETF bodies.



   One could have continued the practice of having the chairs and CEOs
   from IETF, IAB, and Internet Society be trustees as well, but this
   may not be necessary.  In general, the tasks of the IETF Trust are
   well defined, and while there is a need for coordination, it does not
   need to be at the level of chairs or CEOs.



   Given all this, one approach was to have trustees appointed by the
   NomCom, IESG, and ISOC Board of Trustees.  (One might also have
   considered the IETF Administration LLC legal entity instead of the
   Internet Society for this role.  But the Internet Society is perhaps
   more suitable for the role, given their focus on the broad use of the
   IETF Trust assets and not merely administrative aspects).



   If the same principles would continue to be used as were used in
   previous appointments, then appointments performed by the NomCom
   would need to be confirmed by another entity, which could be, for
   instance, either the IESG or the IAB.  The IESG had previously been
   the confirming body for the IAOC, so it has been retained in that
   role for the trustees.




5. Transition

   When the new entity for IETF Administration LLC was set up, the IAOC
   was expected to be discontinued soon thereafter.  Fortunately, there
   was no pressing need to change all the components of the IAOC and its
   dependent organizations at the same time.  As discussed above
   (Section 2), the IESG holds the ability to continue to name trustees.
   And once the updated procedures were in place, the IETF Trust had its
   management nominated in the usual manner, and the exceptional IESG
   process was no longer needed.




6. Security Considerations

   This memo has no security implications for the Internet.




7. IANA Considerations

   This memo requests no action from IANA.
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   Trust.  Previously, the Internet Administrative Oversight Committee
   (IAOC) members also acted as trustees, but the IAOC has been
   eliminated as part of an update of the structure of the Internet
   Administrative Support Activity (IASA).  This memo specifies that the
   trustees shall be selected separately.



   This memo updates RFCs 4071 and 4371 with regards to the selection of
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   today.
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   Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maximum of six months
   and may be updated, replaced, or obsoleted by other documents at any
   time.  It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
   material or to cite them other than as "work in progress."



   This Internet-Draft will expire on April 14, 2019.




Copyright Notice

   Copyright (c) 2018 IETF Trust and the persons identified as the
   document authors.  All rights reserved.



   This document is subject to BCP 78 and the IETF Trust's Legal
   Provisions Relating to IETF Documents
   (http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
   publication of this document.  Please review these documents
   carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
   to this document.  Code Components extracted from this document must
   include Simplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
   the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
   described in the Simplified BSD License.




Table of Contents



	1.  Introduction


	2.  Selection of Trustees


	3.  Security Considerations


	4.  IANA Considerations


	5.  Acknowledgements


	6.  References
	 6.1.  Normative References


	 6.2.  Informative References



	Appendix A.  Changes from Previous Versions


	Authors' Addresses




1. Introduction

   This memo updates the process for selection of trustees for the IETF
   Trust.  Previously, the Internet Administrative Oversight Committee
   (IAOC) members also acted as trustees, but the IAOC has been
   eliminated as part of an update of the structure of the Internet
   Administrative Support Activity (IASA).  This memo specifies that the
   trustees shall be selected separately.



   This memo updates RFCs 4071 and 4371 with regards to the selection of
   trustees.  All other aspects of the IETF Trust remain as they are
   today.



   For a discussion of why this change is needed and a rationale for
   these specific changes, see [I-D.ietf-iasa2-trust-rationale].




2. Selection of Trustees

   This document revises the original Trustee selection procedures
   defined in [RFC4071] and [RFC4371], to eliminate the requirement that
   trustees be drawn from the members of the IAOC.



   In this newly revised IETF Trust structure, there will be five
   Trustees.  Three shall be appointed by the IETF Nominating Committee
   (NomCom) and confirmed by the Internet Engineering Steering Group
   (IESG), one shall be appointed by the IESG, and one shall be
   appointed by the Internet Society (ISOC) Board of Trustees.  The
   appointments by the IESG and ISOC Board of Trustees do not require
   confirmation.



   The IETF Trust Chair informs the nominating committee of the Trustee
   positions to be reviewed.  The IETF Trust will provide a summary of
   the expertise desired of the Trustee candidates to each appointing
   body.



   A change to the Trust Agreement is required to put this change into
   effect, and this document requests that the current Trustees make
   this change at the earliest convenient time and no later than the end
   of the 104th IETF meeting in March 2019.



   The terms of the appointed trustees from IETF NomCom shall be three
   years.  The initial selection shall be one, two, and three year terms
   in order to initially stagger the terms.  The other appointments by
   the IESG and the ISOC Board of Trustees shall be two year terms, with
   the initial terms being one and two years, respectively.  The goal of
   the staggered initial terms is to minimize potential Trustee turnover
   in any single year.  To maintain the staggered terms, each appointing
   body may at its discretion appoint Trustees for shorter terms as
   needed in exceptional situations, e.g., for mid-term vacancies or
   when an appointment is not ready by the time of the first IETF of the
   year.



   Once the initial trustee selections according to the procedures in
   this document are complete, and at each subsequent annual meeting of
   the IETF Trust once new trustees are seated, the trustees shall elect
   by a majority vote of the IETF Trust one trustee to serve as IETF
   Trust Chair.



   The processes regarding NomCom appointments and recalls of Trustees
   for the IETF Trust follow those described in [RFC7437].  For the
   appointments by the IESG, the IESG is expected to run an open
   selection process and to consider the necessary skill set and
   conflicts of interest as part of that process.




3. Security Considerations

   This memo has no security implications for the Internet.




4. IANA Considerations

   This memo requests no action from IANA.
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1. Introduction

   The Internet Administrative Support Activity (IASA) has
   responsibility for arranging IETF plenary meeting venue selection and
   operation.  The purpose of this document is to guide the IASA in
   their selection of regions, cities, facilities, and hotels.  The IASA
   applies this guidance at different points in the process in an
   attempt to faithfully meet the requirements of the IETF community.
   We specify a set of general criteria for venue selection and several
   requirements for transparency and community consultation.



   It remains the responsibility of the IASA to apply their best
   judgment.  The IASA accepts input and feedback both during the
   consultation process and later (for instance when there are changes
   in the situation at a chosen location).  Any appeals remain subject
   to the provisions of BCP101 [RFC4071].  As always, the community is
   encouraged to provide direct feedback to the Nominations Committee
   (NOMCOM), Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG), and IAB
   regarding the discharge of the IASA's performance.



   Four terms describe the places for which the IETF contracts services:



   Venue:

      This is an umbrella term for the city, meeting resources and guest
      room resources.



   Facility:

      The building that houses meeting rooms and associated resources.
      It may also house an IETF Hotel.



   IETF Hotels:

      One or more hotels, in close proximity to the Facility, where the
      IETF guest room block allocations are negotiated and where network
      services managed by the IASA (e.g., the "IETF" SSID) are in use.



   Overflow Hotels:

      One or more hotels, usually in close proximity to the Facility,
      where the IETF has negotiated a group rate for the purposes of the
      meeting.  Of particular note is that Overflow Hotels usually are
      not connected to the IETF network and do not use network services
      managed by the IASA.



   The key words "MUST", "MUST NOT", "REQUIRED", "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
   "SHOULD", "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED", "NOT RECOMMENDED", "MAY", and
   "OPTIONAL" in this document are to be interpreted as described in BCP
   14 [RFC2119][RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in all
   capitals, as shown here.




2. Venue Selection Objectives


2.1. Core Values

   Some IETF values pervade the selection process.  These often are
   applicable to multiple requirements listed in this document.  They
   are not limited to the following, but at minimum include:



   Why we meet?

      We meet to pursue the IETF's mission [RFC3935], partly by
      advancing the development of Internet-Drafts and RFCs.  We also
      seek to facilitate attendee participation in multiple topics and
      to enable cross-pollination of ideas and technologies.



   Inclusiveness:

      We would like to facilitate the onsite or remote participation of
      anyone who wants to be involved.  Widespread participation
      contributes to the diversity of perspectives represented in the
      working sessions



      Every country has limits on who it will permit within its borders.
      However the IETF seeks to:



      1.  Minimize situations in which onerous entry regulations
          inhibit, discourage, or prevent participants from attending
          meetings, or failing that to distribute meeting locations such
          that onerous entry regulations are not always experienced by
          the same attendees; and



      2.  Avoid meeting in countries with laws that effectively exclude
          people on the basis of race, ethnicity, religion, gender,
          sexual orientation, national origin, citizenship, or gender
          identity.



   Where we meet:

      We meet in different locations globally, in order to spread the
      difficulty and cost of travel among active participants, balancing
      travel time and expense across the regions in which participants
      are based.  Our regional location policy is articulated in
      [I-D.ietf-mtgvenue-meeting-policy].



   Internet Access:

      As an organization, we write specifications for the Internet, and
      we use it heavily.  Meeting attendees need unfiltered access to
      the general Internet and their corporate networks.  "Unfiltered
      access" in this case means that all forms of communication are
      allowed.  This includes, but is not limited to, access to
      corporate networks via encrypted VPNs from the meeting Facility
      and Hotels, including Overflow Hotels.  We also need open network
      access available at high enough data rates, at the meeting
      Facility, to support our work, including the support of remote
      participation.  Beyond this, we are the first users of our own
      technology.  Any filtering may cause a problem with that
      technology development.  In some cases, local laws may require
      some filtering.  We seek to avoid such locales without reducing
      the pool of cities to an unacceptable level by stating a number of
      criteria below, one mandatory and others important, to allow for
      the case where local laws may require filtering in some
      circumstances.



   Focus:

      We meet to have focused technical discussions.  These are not
      limited to scheduled breakout sessions, although of course those
      are important.  They also happen over meals or drinks, a specific
      type of non-session that we call a "Bar BOF", or in side meetings.
      Environments that are noisy or distracting prevent that or reduce
      its effectiveness, and are therefore less desirable as a meeting
      Facility.[RFC6771]



   Economics:

      Meeting attendees participate as individuals.  While many are
      underwritten by employers or sponsors, many are self-funded.  In
      order to reduce participation costs and travel effort, we
      therefore seek locations that provide convenient budget



      alternatives for food and lodging, and which minimize travel
      segments from major airports to the Venue.  Within reason, budget
      should not be a barrier to accommodation.



   Least Astonishment and Openness:

      Regular participants should not be surprised by meeting Venue
      selections, particularly when it comes to locales.  To avoid
      surprise, the venue selection process, as with all other IETF
      processes, should be as open as practicable.  It should be
      possible for the community to engage early to express its views on
      prospective selections, so that the community and the IASA can
      exchange views as to appropriateness long before a venue contract
      is considered.




2.2. Venue Selection Non-Objectives

   IETF meeting Venues are not selected or declined with the explicit
   purposes of:



   Politics:

      Endorsing or condemning particular countries, political paradigms,
      laws, regulations, or policies.



   Maximal attendance:

      While the IETF strives to be as inclusive as possible both online
      and in person, maximal meeting attendance in and of itself is not
      a goal.  It would defeat a key goal of meeting if active
      contributors with differing points of view did not have the
      opportunity to resolve their disagreements, no matter how full the
      rooms.



   Tourism:

      Variety in site-seeing experiences.




3. Meeting Criteria

   This section contains the criteria for IETF meetings.  It is broken
   down into three subsections: mandatory criteria, important criteria,
   and other considerations, each as explained below.




3.1. Mandatory Criteria

   If criteria in this subsection cannot be met, a particular location
   is unacceptable for selection, and the IASA MUST NOT enter into a
   contract.  Should the IASA learn that a location no longer can meet a
   mandatory requirement after having entered into a contract, it will
   inform the community and address the matter on a case by case basis.



   o  The Facility MUST provide sufficient space in an appropriate
      layout to accommodate the expected number of participants,
      leadership, and support staff to attend that meeting.



   o  The Facility and IETF Hotels MUST provide wheelchair access to
      accommodate the number of people who are anticipated to require
      it.



   o  It MUST be possible to provision Internet Access to the Facility
      and IETF Hotels that allows those attending in person to utilize
      the Internet for all their IETF, business, and day to day needs;
      as well as sufficient bandwidth and access for remote attendees.
      This includes, but is not limited to, native and unmodified IPv4
      and IPv6 connectivity, global reachability, and no additional
      limitation that would materially impact their Internet use.  To
      ensure availability, it MUST be possible to provision redundant
      paths to the Internet.




3.2. Important Criteria

   The criteria in this subsection are not mandatory, but are still
   highly significant.  It may be necessary to trade one or more of
   these criteria off against others.  A Venue that meets more of these
   criteria is on the whole preferable than another that meets fewer of
   these criteria.  Requirements classed as Important can also be
   balanced across Venue selections for multiple meetings.  When a
   particular requirement in this section cannot be met, the IASA MUST
   notify the community at the time of the venue announcement.
   Furthermore, it may be appropriate for the IASA to assist those who,
   as a result, have been inconvenienced in some way.




3.2.1. Venue City Criteria

   o  Travel to the Venue is acceptable based on cost, time, and burden
      for participants traveling from multiple regions.  It is
      anticipated that the burden borne will be generally shared over
      the course of multiple years.



   o  The Venue is assessed as favorable for obtaining a host and
      sponsors.  That is, the Meeting is in a location that it is
      possible and probable to find a host and sponsors.



   o  Travel barriers to entry, including visa requirements, are likely
      to be such that an overwhelming majority of participants who wish
      to do so can attend.  The term "travel barriers" is to be read
      broadly by the IASA in the context of whether a successful meeting
      can be had.



   o  Economic, safety, and health risks associated with this Venue are
      acceptable.



   o  The selection of the venue comports with
      [I-D.ietf-mtgvenue-meeting-policy].




3.2.2. Basic Venue Criteria

   The following requirements relate to the Venue and Facilities.



   The IETF operates internationally and adjusts to local requirements.
   Facilities selected for IETF Meetings SHALL have provided written
   assurance that they are in compliance with local health, safety and
   accessibility laws and regulations, and will remain in compliance
   throughout our stay.



   In addition:



   o  There are sufficient places (e.g., a mix of hallways, bars,
      meeting rooms, and restaurants) for people to hold ad hoc
      conversations and group discussions in the combination of spaces
      offered by the facilities, hotels and bars/restaurants in the
      surrounding area, within walking distance (5-10 minutes).



   o  The cost of guest rooms, meeting space, meeting food and beverage
      is affordable, within the norms of business travel.



   o  The Facility is accessible or reasonable accommodations can be
      made to allow access by people with disabilities.




3.2.3. Technical Meeting Needs

   The following criteria relate to technical meeting needs.



   o  The Facility's support technologies and services -- network,
      audio-video, etc. -- are sufficient for the anticipated activities
      at the meeting, or the Facility is willing to add such
      infrastructure or these support technologies and services might be
      provided by a third party, all at no -- or at an acceptable --
      cost to the IETF.



   o  The IETF Hotel(s) directly provide, or else permit and facilitate,
      the delivery of a high performance, robust, unfiltered and
      unmodified Internet service for the public areas and guest rooms,
      and that this service be included in the cost of the room.




3.2.4. Hotel Needs

   The following criteria relate to IETF Hotels.



   o  The IETF Hotel(s) are within close proximity to each other and the
      Facility.



   o  The guest rooms at the IETF Hotel(s) are sufficient in number to
      house 1/3 or more of projected meeting attendees.



   o  Overflow Hotels can be placed under contract, within convenient
      travel time to and from the Facility and at a variety of guest
      room rates.



   o  The Facility environs include budget hotels within convenient
      travel time, cost, and effort.



   o  The IETF Hotel(s) are accessible by people with disabilities.
      While we mandate wheelchair accessibility, other forms are
      important, and should be provided to the extent possible, based on
      anticipated needs of the community.



   o  At least one IETF Hotel or the Facility has a space for use as a
      lounge, conducive to planned and ad hoc meetings and chatting, as
      well as working online.  There are tables with seating, convenient
      for small meetings with laptops.  These can be at an open bar or
      casual restaurant.  Preferably the lounge area is centrally
      located, permitting easy access to participants.




3.2.5. Food and Beverage

   The following criteria relate to food and beverage.



   o  The Facility environs, which includes both onsite, as well as
      areas within a reasonable walking distance or conveniently
      accessible by a short taxi ride or by local public transportation,
      have convenient and inexpensive choices for meals that can
      accommodate a wide range of dietary requirements.



   o  A range of attendee's health-related and religion-related dietary
      requirements can be satisfied with robust and flexible onsite
      service or through access to an adequate grocery.



   o  The Facility environs include grocery shopping that will
      accommodate a wide range of dietary requirements, within a
      reasonable walking distance, or conveniently accessible by a short
      taxi, bus, or subway ride, from the Facility and IETF Hotels.




3.3. Other Consideraitons

   The following considerations are desirable, but not as important as
   the preceding requirements, and thus should not be traded off for
   them.



   o  We have something of a preference for an IETF meeting to be under
      "One Roof".  That is, qualified meeting space and guest rooms are
      available in the same facility.



   o  It is desirable for Overflow Hotels to provide reasonable,
      reliable, unfiltered Internet service for the public areas and
      guest rooms, and that this service be included in the cost of the
      room.



   o  It is desirable to enter into a multi-event contract with the
      Facility and IETF Hotels or associated hotel chains in case such a
      contract will either reduce administrative costs, reduce direct
      attendee costs, or both.



   o  Particularly when we are considering a city for the first time, it
      is desirable to have someone participate in the site visit who is
      familiar with both the locale and the IETF.  Such a person can
      provide guidance regarding safety, location of local services, and
      understanding best ways to get to and from the Venue, and local
      customs, as well as identify how our requirements are met.




4. Documentation Requirements

   The IETF Community works best when it is well informed.  This memo
   does not specify processes nor who has responsibility for fulfilling
   our requirements for meetings.  Nevertheless, both of these aspects
   are important.  Therefore, the IASA SHALL publicly document and keep
   current both a list of roles and responsibilities relating to IETF
   meetings, as well as the selection processes they use in order to
   fulfill the requirements of the community.




5. IANA Considerations

   This memo asks the IANA for no new parameters.



   [The RFC-Editor may remove this section prior to publicaiton.]




6. Security Considerations

   This note proposes no protocols, and therefore no new protocol
   insecurities.




7. Privacy Considerations

   Different places have different constraints on individual privacy.
   The requirements in this memo are intended to provide for some
   limited protections.  As meetings are announced, IASA SHALL inform
   the IETF of any limitations to privacy they have become aware of in
   their investigations.  For example, participants would be informed of
   any regulatory authentication or logging requirements.
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1. Introduction

   The work of the IETF is primarily conducted on the working group
   mailing lists, while face-to-face WG meetings mainly provide a high
   bandwidth mechanism for working out unresolved issues.  The IETF
   currently strives to have a 1-1-1 meeting policy [IETFMEET] where the
   goal is to distribute the meetings equally between North America,
   Europe, and Asia.  These are the locations most of the IETF
   participants have come from in the recent past.  This meeting
   rotation is mainly aimed at distributing the travel effort for the
   existing IETF participants who physically attend meetings and for
   distributing the timezone difficulty for those who participate
   remotely.  This policy has neither been defined precisely nor
   documented in an IETF consensus document until now.  This document is
   meant to serve as a consensus-backed statement of this policy
   published as a BCP.




2. The 1-1-1-* meeting policy

   Given that the majority of the current participants come from North
   America, Europe, and Asia [CONT-DIST], the IETF policy is that our
   meetings should primarily be in those regions. i.e., the meeting
   policy (let's call this the "1-1-1" policy) is that meetings should
   rotate between North America, Europe, and Asia.  Please note that the
   boundaries between those regions has been purposefully left
   undefined.  It is important to note that such rotation and any
   effects to distributing travel pain should be considered from a long-
   term perspective.  While a potential cycle in an IETF year may be a
   meeting in North America in March, a meeting in Europe in July, and a
   meeting in Asia on November, the 1-1-1 policy does not imply such a
   cycle, as long as the distribution to these regions over multiple
   years is roughly equal.  There are many reasons why meetings might be
   distributed differently in a given year.  Meeting locations in
   subsequent years should seek to re-balance the distribution if
   possible.



   While this meeting rotation caters to the current set of IETF
   participants, it is important to recognize that due to the dynamic
   and evolving nature of participation, there may be significant
   changes to the regions that provide a major share of participants in
   the future.  The 1-1-1-* meeting policy is a slightly modified
   version of the aforementioned 1-1-1 meeting policy that allows for
   additional flexibility in the form of an exploratory meeting denoted
   as a "*".  This exploratory meeting can be used to experiment with
   exceptional meetings without extensively impacting the regular
   meetings. e.g. these exploratory meetings can include meetings in
   other geographical regions, virtual meetings and additional meetings
   past the three regular meetings in a calendar year.



   The timing and frequency of future exploratory meetings will be based
   on IETF consensus as determined by the IETF chair.  Once a meeting
   proposal is initiated, the IESG will make a decision in consultation
   with the Internet Administrative Support Activity (IASA) to ensure
   that the proposal can be realistically implemented.  The final
   decision will be communicated back to the community to ensure that
   there is adequate opportunity to comment.



   NOTE: There have not been a large number of meetings that would
   qualify as exploratory meetings under the current 1-1-1-* policy
   (with IETF95 in Buenos Aires and IETF47 in Adelaide being the
   exceptional instances).  IETF27 (Amsterdam) and IETF54(Yokohama) were
   earlier examples of exploratory meetings that pioneered Europe and
   Asia as regular IETF destinations.




3. Implementation of the policy

   IASA should understand the policy written in this document to be the
   aspiration of the IETF community.  Similarly, any exploratory meeting
   decisions will also be communicated to the IASA to be implemented.
   The actual selection of the venue would be performed by the IASA
   following the process described in
   [I-D.ietf-mtgvenue-iaoc-venue-selection-process].



   As mentioned in [I-D.ietf-mtgvenue-iaoc-venue-selection-process], the
   IASA will also be responsible



   o  to assist the community in the development of detailed meeting
      criteria that are feasible and implementable, and



   o  to provide sufficient transparency in a timely manner concerning
      planned meetings so that community feedback can be collected and
      acted upon.



   Given that the geographical location of the venue has a significant
   influence on the venue selection process, it needs to be considered
   at the same level as the other Important Criteria specified in
   Section 3.2 of [I-D.ietf-mtgvenue-iaoc-venue-selection-process]
   (including potentially trading off the geographical region to meet
   other criteria, and notifying the community if the geographical
   region requirement cannot be met)




4. Procedure for initiating proposals for exploratory meetings

   Someone who is interested in pursuing an exploratory venue proposes
   it on the IETF discussion list or on a future discussion list
   expressly setup and announced for this purpose.  The community gets
   to comment on the venue and to offer their opinions.  If the IETF
   chair determines that there is community consensus to pursue the
   venue further, the venue will be put up for discussion on the venue-
   selection mailing list.  This would allow the interested party(ies)
   to refine their proposal with those tasked with evaluating it and
   providing further insightful feedback regarding the logistics of the
   venue.  Once the venue selection process takes place, the final
   decision will be communicated back to the community to ensure that
   there is adequate opportunity to comment.




5. Re-evaluation and changes to this policy

   Given the dynamic nature of participant distribution in the IETF, it
   is expected that this policy needs to be periodically evaluated and
   revised to ensure that the stated goals continue to be met.  The
   criteria that are to be met need to be agreed upon by the community
   prior to initiating a revision of this document (e.g. try to mirror
   draft author distribution over the preceding five years).
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RFC eBook Conversion


This text describes the conversion process used to create this
ebook. 


Conversion process for rfc.mobi/rfc.epub


The conversion process goes like follows:




	Update rfc index from the www.ietf.org


	Create the cover jpg from the postscript file and scale it
down


	Create list of files to be included to the book


	Create ncx file based on the list created before


	Go through RFCs and convert them from text to html


	Create opf file for the book


	Convert the rfc-index.txt to index.html file


	Create .mobi file using kindlegen


	Create .ePub file from the same sources than .mobi by removing
some mobipocket specific html tags from the html.





Steps 2 - 8 happens inside the make-rfc-mobibook.sh script.


Conversion process for working group internet-drafts


The conversion process goes like follows:




	Update rfc and internet-draft reposotiries from the
www.ietf.org


	Create the directory structure where we have one directory for
each area, and inside that directory we have directory for each
working group in that area. Also create the .htaccess file containing
full names for working groups.


	Create ebooks, by looping through all working groups in all areas
and do following:



	Fetch list of working group drafts, RFCs and related from the
http://datatracker.ietf.org/wg/wgname/documents/txt.


	Create the cover jpg from the postscript file and scale it
down


	Create ncx file based on the list created before


	Go through documents and convert them from text to html


	Create opf file for the book


	Create index.html file based on the files and titles fetched in
the beginning from datatracker.


	Create .mobi file using kindlegen


	Create .ePub file from the same sources than .mobi by removing
some mobipocket specific html tags from the html.







	 Copy .epub and .mobi files to the correct place in the directory
structure.





Creating Cover page



make-cover.sh "\nRFC Index\n$date" "$time" \
    "ietf-logo.eps" > rfc.jpg



This program takes the title, time and logo postscript, and creates
a postscript file which it then runs through ghostscript and converts
it file suitable for the Kindle 3. The title can have three lines
separated with "\n". Normally the top two lines contain the
actual title, and third line contains the date of conversion. The time
is added to the end of the page with small font, so it can be used
during development phase to see which version of ebook this is (during
development I did have multiple versions loaded to my Kindle and it
was painful to find out which one of them is newest before this was
added). The logo is ietf-logo.eps directly from the IETF web page.


The page is initially created at 2400x3200 pixel resolution and
then scaled down to 25% of size meaning the final page is 600x800
pixels in size.


Creating NCX file


For RFC ebook:



make-ncx.pl --title "RFC Index" \
    --author "IETF" \
    --output $ncx \
    "toc:toc:index.html:Table of Contents" \
    --in \
    --class entry \
    --input-file $ncxtocentries \
    --out \
    --class book \
    --include-regexp '^rfc[0-9][0-9][0-9]1' \
    --split-regexp '^rfc[0-9][0-9]01' \
    --input-file $ncxrfcentries



For the Internet-Draft ebooks:



make-ncx.pl --title "$wg Index" \
    --author "IETF" \
    --output $ncx \
    "toc:toc:index.html:Table of Contents" \
    --class book \
    --input-file $ncxentries



NCX file contains list all files and the navigation information.
That is used when you press left or right arrows on the kindle to see
where to move next. See make-ncx manual
page for information about options.


Creating OPF file


For RFC ebook:



files=`ls -1 "$dir"/rfc*.html | sed 's/.*\///g'`
make-opf.pl --title "RFC Index $date" \
    --language en \
    --cover rfc.jpg \
    --subject Reference \
    --beginning intro.html \
    --id "$id" \
    --role clb \
    --creator "Tero Kivinen" \
    --publisher "IETF" \
    --description "All RFCs as mobibook" \
    --date "$date" \
    --index index.html \
    --stylesheet rfc.css \
    --toc rfc.ncx \
    --output rfc.opf \
    intro.html \
    $files \
    conversion.html \
    $manpages



For the Internet-Draft ebooks:



make-opf.pl --title "$wg ID and RFC Docs $date" \
    --language en \
    --cover wg.jpg \
    --subject Reference \
    --beginning intro.html \
    --id "$id" \
    --role clb \
    --creator "Tero Kivinen" \
    --publisher "IETF" \
    --description "$wg RFCs and Internet-Drafts" \
    --date "$date" \
    --index index.html \
    --stylesheet rfc.css \
    --toc wg-"$wg".ncx \
    --output "$opf" \
    $files \
    conversion.html \
    $manpages



Open package format file describes what files are in the ebook. It
also contains information where to start reading and in which order
entries are appearing in the book. See make-opf manual page for information about
options.


Converting text RFC to html


For RFCs the conversion command line is:



rfc2html.pl \
    --navigation \
    "index.html:Index;-5:Back 5;-1:Prev;+1:Next;+5:Forward 5" \
    -f $filelist \
    -r $rfcnum \
    -o rfc$rfcnum.html \
    $rfctxtfile



For Internet-Drafts the conversion command line is:



rfc2html.pl \
    --navigation \
    "index.html:Index;-5:Back 5;-1:Prev;+1:Next;+5:Forward 5" \
    -f $filelist \
    -t $draft-name \
    -o $draft-name.html \
    $draft-name.txt



This program takes the text formatted RFC or Internet-Draft and
formats it to html suitable for ebooks. The first step is to remove
page formatting (page breaks, page numbers, page headers and footers).
In that phase it also tries to see if one textual paragraph is
continuing from the previous page to the next, and if so then it will
glue them together. The second phase is to go through all paragraphs
and try to find out what type of paragraph it is (text, picture,
header, table of contents, authors address section, terminology
defination, bulleted or numbered list, references section). After this
it goes through the actual text paragraphs and converts them to html
suitable for their type. See rfc2html manual page for information about
options.


Converting rfc-index.txt to index.html


TBF


Creating .mobi file



kindlegen rfc.opf -c1 -verbose



TBF


Converting files to .epub format



makeepub.sh current



TBF


Kindle 3 issues


Issues I have found when converting this to kindle 3


Ncx file size


It seems there is maximum number of items the ncx file can have, or
some other limitation in the ncx file parsing. When I included all the
rfcs to the ncx file then the next and previous arrows in the kindle 3
does not work anymore. If the number if items is reduced then they
start working.


Kindle -c2 compression


When I tried to use the best compression of kindlegen, the program
did create a eBook file but all the links inside the file pointed in
wrong place, i.e. when you used link to go rfc5996 you ended up in the
middle of rfc6020 or so.


No support for multiple indexes


The mobipockect supports multiple indexes and the eBook originally
included titleword and full title text indexes, but those were removed
as kindle 3 does not support them.


Last item in might be missing in index


The automatic index (using the menu and selecting index) sometimes
misses the last item in it. Thats why I added this conversion
description to the end, so if something is missing it will be this
text.


Kindle 3 and pictures


Kindle 3 does support monospace font and the screen is wide enough
for 67 charactes if screen is rotated. This allows the normal 32 bit
packet frame description pictures to be shown properly using the
normal pre-tag. The Kindle 3 will still wrap words to the next line,
and this was problematic when combined with hyphens used in pictures.
To fix this all the hyphens in the text are converted to the
no-breaking hyphens.


No-breaking hyphen not shown properly on Kindle for PC


Because of the previous issue with word wrap we needed to use
non-breaking hyphens, but unfortunately they do not show properly on
the kindle for PC, but instead of unknown character box is shown
instead.


Searching does not work


For some reason the searching from the RFC eBook does not work on
the Kindle 3.
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[bookmark: name]NAME

make-ncx - Create NCX file






[bookmark: synopsis]SYNOPSIS

make-ncx [--help|-h] [--version|-V] [--verbose|-v]
    [--output|-o output-file-name]
    [--config config-file]
    [--depth|-d depth-of-toc]
    [--total-page-count|-T total-page-count]
    [--max-page-number|-m max-page-number]
    [--separator|-s separator-regexp]
    --author|-a author
    --title|-t title
    entry ...
    [--class|-c class] entry ...
    [--in] entry ... [--out]
    [--autosplit|-A split-count] entry ...
    [--include-regexp include-regexp] entry ...
    [--exclude-regexp exclude-regexp] entry ...
    [--split-regexp split-regexp] entry ...
    [--input-file|-i input-file] entry ...
    entry ...

make-ncx --help






[bookmark: description]DESCRIPTION

make-ncx takes list of ncx entries and creates NCX (Navigation
Control for for XML applications Format) file out of them.

NCX is hierarchical structure, and the make-ncx supports this so
that the list of entries can include --in and --out options to
in and out in the hierarchy. Note, that the first item is always on
level 1 and you can go in only one level per entry, i.e. adding two
--in options right after each other is an error. Multiple --out
options is allowed, but going out from level 1 is not allowed.

Each entry contain 4 fields separated from each other by separator
regexp. The first field is the class of the entry. This can be
something like "book", "toc", "entry" etc. Second field is the id of
the entry. This should be something unique. Third field is the actual
link inside the mobibook, i.e. "index.html", "index.html#s1000" or
"rfc1234.html". Last field is the text of the entry.

If only 3 fields are given then they are assumed to be id, link and
text, and the class is the one given with --class option.

If only 2 fields are given then they are assumed to be link and text,
and the class is processed as with 3 fields, and id is autogenerated
from the link, by removing path, prefixes and special chars.

If only one field is given then it is assumed to be link, and class
and id is generated as previously, and link is converted to text by
removing prefixes and removing some special charactes and replacing
'/', '-', '_' to spaces.






[bookmark: options]OPTIONS


	[bookmark: help_h]--help -h


	
Prints out the usage information.



	[bookmark: version_v]--version -V


	
Prints out the version information.



	[bookmark: verbose_v]--verbose -v


	
Enables the verbose prints. This option can be given multiple times,
and each time it enables more verbose prints.



	[bookmark: output_o_output_file]--output -o output-file


	
Output file name. Defaults to stdout.



	[bookmark: config_config_file]--config config-file


	
All options given by the command line can also be given in the
configuration file. This option is used to read another configuration
file in addition to the default configuration file.



	[bookmark: depth_d_depth_of_toc]--depth -d depth-of-toc


	
Max depth of the NCX file. If not given this is autodetected from the
options.



	[bookmark: total_page_count_t_total_page_count]--total-page-count -T total-page-count


	
Sets total page count. If not given this is set to 0.



	[bookmark: max_page_number_m_max_page_number]--max-page-number -m max-page-number


	
Sets max page number. If not given this is set to 0.



	[bookmark: separator_s_separator_regexp]--separator -s separator-regexp


	
Separator regexp used to split entries to class, id, link and text.
Defaults to ':'



	[bookmark: author_a_author]--author -a author


	
Author of the publication.



	[bookmark: title_t_title]--title -t title


	
Title of the publication.



	[bookmark: in]--in


	
Go one level into the hierarchy. This option is used inside the entry
list and it affects the entries coming after it.



	[bookmark: out]--out


	
Go one level out in the hierarchy. This option is used inside the
entry list and it affects the entries coming after it.



	[bookmark: class_c]--class -c


	
Set the class of the entries coming after this if no class given in
the entry. This option is used inside the entry list and it affects
the entries coming after it.



	[bookmark: autosplit_a_split_count]--autosplit -A split-count


	
Starts autosplitting long list of entries, so that split-count
entries are combined so that the first entry stays at current level,
and all other entries are moved in one level inside the first entry.
This process is repeated until --in, --out, or new
--autosplit option is found. This option is used inside the entry
list and it affects the entries coming after it.



	[bookmark: include_regexp_include_regexp]--include-regexp include-regexp


	
Filters entries based on the regexp. Only those entries will be
processed which are matching this regexp. This allows creating one
entry file having all entries, and then filter them so that only parts
of them are included to the final ncx file. This option is used inside
the entry list and it affects the entries coming after it.



	[bookmark: exclude_regexp_exclude_regexp]--exclude-regexp exclude-regexp


	
Filters entries based on the regexp. Only those entries will be
processed which do not match this regexp. This allows creating one
entry file having all entries, and then filter them so that only parts
of them are included to the final ncx file. This option is used inside
the entry list and it affects the entries coming after it.



	[bookmark: split_regexp_split_regexp]--split-regexp split-regexp


	
Automatically split entries to sublevels based on the regexp. This
will match entries against the regexp and when first match is found it
will put this entry on current level and then go down one level, and
then put all further entries not matching this regexp to that level.
Further matching entries are moved to the same level as the first one.
This can be used in combination with --autosplit option in which
case --autosplit entries will be below this, meaning the hierarchy
will have 3 levels. Top level contains the entries matching this
regexp. The next level contains every Nth entry and lowest level
contains all other entries. Every time matching entry is found the
--autosplit counter is reset.



	[bookmark: input_file_i_input_file]--input-file -i input-file


	
Reads the list of options from the input-file instead of reading
them from command line. The options are in the file one option at
line, and are processed exactly as they would be on the command line.
This means that you can give --class, --in, --autosplit etc options
first and then just get the list of filenames from the file.










[bookmark: examples]EXAMPLES

make-ncx --title foo \
    --author bar \
  toc:toc:index.html:Index \
  book:rfc0001:rfc0001.html:RFC0001

make-ncx --title "RFC Index" \
    --author "IETF" \
    "toc:toc:index.html:Table of Contents" \
    --in \
    --class entry \
    0000:index.html#s0000:RFC0000 \
    1000:index.html#s1000:RFC1000 \
    2000:index.html#s2000:RFC2000 \
    3000:index.html#s3000:RFC3000 \
    4000:index.html#s4000:RFC4000 \
    5000:index.html#s5000:RFC5000 \
    6000:index.html#s6000:RFC6000 \
    --out \
    --class book \
    --autosplit 5 \
    rfc0001.html rfc0002.html rfc0003.html rfc0004.html rfc0005.html \
    rfc0006.html rfc0007.html rfc0008.html rfc0009.html rfc0010.html \
    rfc6001.html rfc6002.html rfc6003.html rfc6004.html rfc6005.html \
    rfc6006.html rfc6007.html

make-ncx --title "RFC Index" \
    --author "IETF" \
    "toc:toc:index.html:Table of Contents" \
    --in \
    --class entry \
    --input-file toc-entries.txt \
    --out \
    --class book \
    --autosplit 5 \
    --input-file rfc-list.txt






[bookmark: files]FILES


	[bookmark: makencxrc]~/.makencxrc


	
Default configuration file.










[bookmark: author]AUTHOR

Tero Kivinen <kivinen@iki.fi>.






[bookmark: history]HISTORY

This program was created when making RFC mobibook files for IETF use.
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[bookmark: name]NAME

make-opf - Create OPF file






[bookmark: synopsis]SYNOPSIS

make-opf [--help|-h] [--version|-V] [--verbose|-v]
    [--output|-o output-file-name]
    [--config config-file]
    [--beginning|-b first-page-filename]
    [--cover|-c cover-jpg-file-name]
    [--creator|-C creator]
    [--date|-D date]
    [--description|-d description]
    --id|-i id
    [--index|-I index-html-file-name]
    --language|-l language
    [--publisher|-p publisher]
    [--role|-r creator-role]
    [--stylesheet|-S stylesheet-css-file-name]
    [--subject|-s subject]
    --title|-t title
    [--toc|-T toc-ncs-file-name]
    filename ...

make-opf --help






[bookmark: description]DESCRIPTION

make-opf takes list of html files inside the mobibook and creates a
OPF (Open Packaging Format) file out of them.

Files are added to the spine in the order they appear in the command
line. Note, that before any files there is --cover, --beginning
and ---index pages, which always come in that order in the
beginning of the book.






[bookmark: options]OPTIONS


	[bookmark: help_h]--help -h


	
Prints out the usage information.



	[bookmark: version_v]--version -V


	
Prints out the version information.



	[bookmark: verbose_v]--verbose -v


	
Enables the verbose prints. This option can be given multiple times,
and each time it enables more verbose prints.



	[bookmark: output_o_output_file]--output -o output-file


	
Output file name. Defaults to stdout.



	[bookmark: config_config_file]--config config-file


	
All options given by the command line can also be given in the
configuration file. This option is used to read another configuration
file in addition to the default configuration file.



	[bookmark: beginning_b_first_page_filen_file_name]--beginning -b first-page-filen-file-name


	
File name inside the mobibook which is used as a beginning of the
book, i.e. when book is opened it comes to this page.



	[bookmark: cover_c_cover_jpg_file_name]--cover -c cover-jpg-file-name


	
File name inside the mobibook which is used as a cover page for the
publication. Must be jpg file. This is mandatory for Kindle books.



	[bookmark: creator_c_creator]--creator -C creator


	
Creator of the publication. Usually the name of the author.



	[bookmark: date_d_date]--date -D date


	
Date of the publication.



	[bookmark: description_d_description]--description -d description


	
Short description of the publication.



	[bookmark: id_i_id]--id -i id


	
Unique ID for the publication.



	[bookmark: index_i_index_html_file_name]--index -I index-html-file-name


	
File name inside the mobibook which is used as index. If included this
is also used as table of contents.



	[bookmark: language_l_language]--language -l language


	
Language tag of the publication. Typically "en".



	[bookmark: publisher_p_publisher]--publisher -p publisher


	
Publisher name.



	[bookmark: role_r_creator_role]--role -r creator-role


	
Role of the creator, i.e. author (aut), collaborator (clb), editor
(edt) etc.



	[bookmark: stylesheet_s_stylesheet_css_filename]--stylesheet -S stylesheet-css-filename


	
File name inside the mobibook which used as css stylesheet.



	[bookmark: subject_s_subject]--subject -S subject


	
Subject of the publication.



	[bookmark: title_t_title]--title -t title


	
Title of the publication.



	[bookmark: toc_t_toc_ncs_file_name]--toc -T toc-ncs-file-name


	
File name inside the mobibook which is used as NCS table of contents
file name.










[bookmark: examples]EXAMPLES

make-opf.pl --title "${partial}RFC Index $d" \
    --language en \
    --cover rfc.jpg \
    --subject Reference \
    --id "$id" \
    --role clb \
    --creator "Tero Kivinen" \
    --publisher "IETF" \
    --description "All RFCs as mobibook" \
    --date "$d" \
    --index index.html \
    --stylesheet rfc.css \
    --toc rfc.ncx \
    rfc*.html






[bookmark: files]FILES


	[bookmark: makeopfrc]~/.makeopfrc


	
Default configuration file.










[bookmark: author]AUTHOR

Tero Kivinen <kivinen@iki.fi>.






[bookmark: history]HISTORY

This program was created when making RFC mobibook files for IETF use.
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[bookmark: name]NAME

rfc2html - Convert RFC to simple html






[bookmark: synopsis]SYNOPSIS

rfc2html [--help|-h] [--version|-V] [--verbose|-v]
    [--key-index]
    [--navigation|-n navigation-links]
    [--filelist|-f filelist-file]
    [--rfc|-r rfc-number]
    [--title|-t title-prefix]
    [--output|-o output-file]
    [--config config-file]
    filename ...

rfc2html --help






[bookmark: description]DESCRIPTION

rfc2html takes RFC txt file and converts it to simple html file.

filename is read in and new file is created so that .txt extension
is removed from the filename (if it exists) and .html extesion is
added.






[bookmark: options]OPTIONS


	[bookmark: help_h]--help -h


	
Prints out the usage information.



	[bookmark: version_v]--version -V


	
Prints out the version information.



	[bookmark: verbose_v]--verbose -v


	
Enables the verbose prints. This option can be given multiple times,
and each time it enables more verbose prints.



	[bookmark: output_o_output_file]--output -o output-file


	
Output file name. Defaults to <inputfile>.txt.



	[bookmark: rfc_r_rfc_number]--rfc -r rfc-number


	
Gives the RFC number of the current file. Used to make title
information correct.



	[bookmark: title_t_title_prefix]--title -t title-prefix


	
Gives text added to the beginning of the title, for example the file
name.



	[bookmark: filelist_f_file_list_filename]--filelist -f file-list-filename


	
Filename of the file containing list of files in the book. If given
only those links pointing to files listed in this file are converted
to links.



	[bookmark: navigation_n_navigation_links]--navigation -n navigation-links


	
Creates navigation links at the top of the file. The navigation links
text is semicolon separated list of navigation links. Each link
consists of file name inside the book, and the link title. The
filename can either be full filename like "index.html", or it can be
relative filename like "-1" or "+100". Using this option requires that
the filelist option is also used and all links given here are found
from the filelist. The filelist is also used to find the current file
name and then calculate relative filenames from there, i.e. "-1" means
the filename in the filename list just before this file.

The filename used for searching this entry from the filelist is the
output filename, and if exact match is not found then the path
components are removed and file is searched again.



	[bookmark: key_index]--key-index


	
Create key index entries. Those are only useful for mobipacket reader,
they do not work on kindle.



	[bookmark: config_config_file]--config config-file


	
All options given by the command line can also be given in the
configuration file. This option is used to read another configuration
file in addition to the default configuration file.










[bookmark: examples]EXAMPLES


    rfc2html rfc5996.txt
    rfc2html *.txt






[bookmark: files]FILES


	[bookmark: rfc2htmlrc]~/.rfc2htmlrc


	
Default configuration file.










[bookmark: author]AUTHOR

Tero Kivinen <kivinen@iki.fi>.






[bookmark: history]HISTORY

This program was created based on the rfcmarkup version 1.90 to
convert RFCs to simple html suitable for kindle ebook conversion. The
rfcmarkup tries to keep formatting intact, while this actually removes
things which are not needed in ebooks, i.e page breaks and page
numbers, and makes text paragraphs as html paragraphs, instead of
using <pre> around the whole file.
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