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Status of this Meno
Thi s docunent specifies an Internet Best Current Practices for the
Internet Conmunity, and requests discussion and suggestions for
i nprovenents. Distribution of this neno is unlimted.
Copyright Notice
Copyright (C The Internet Society (2004).
Abstract
Thi s docunent describes the | ESG s procedures for handling docunents
submitted for RFC publication via the RFC Editor, subsequent to the
changes proposed by the | ESG at the Seoul |ETF, Mrch 2004.
Thi s docunment updates procedures described in RFC 2026 and RFC 3710.
1. Introduction and Hi story
There are a nunber of different nethods by which an RFC i s published,
sone of which include reviewin the |Internet Engineering Task Force
(1 ETF), and sonme of which include approval by the Internet
Engi neering Steering Goup (IESG:

o |ETF Working Goup (WG to Standards Track: |ncludes W5 consensus,
reviewin the | ETF, | ETF Last Call, and | ESG approval

0o |ETF WG to Experinental/Informational: |ncludes W5 consensus,
review in the | ETF, and | ESG approval

0 Area Director (AD) sponsored to Standards Track: Includes review
in the | ETF, |IETF Last Call, and | ESG approval

0 AD Sponsored Individual to Experinmental/Informational: Includes
some formof reviewin the | ETF and | ESG appr oval

0 Docunents for which special rules exist
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0 RFC Editor docunents to Experinental/Informationa

This meno is only concerned with the | ESG processi ng of the |ast
cat egory.

Special rules apply to sone docunents, including docunents fromthe
Internet Architecture Board (1AB), April 1st RFCs, and republication
of docunents from ot her standards devel opment organi zations. The

| ESG and the RFC Editor keep a running dialogue, in consultation with
the 1 AB, on these other docunments and their classification, but they
are outside the scope of this neno.

For the last few years, the | ESG has reviewed all RFC Editor
docunents (docunents submitted by individuals to the RFC Editor for
RFC publication) before publication. 1In 2003, this review was often
a full-scale review of technical content, with the ADs attenpting to
clear points with the authors, stinulate revisions of the documents,
encourage the authors to contact appropriate working groups and so
on. This was a considerable drain on the resources of the |IESG and
since this is not the highest priority task of the |IESG nenbers, it
often resulted in significant del ays.

In March 2004, the |IESG decided to make a major change in this review
nodel . The new review nodel will have the | ESG take responsibility
ONLY for checking for conflicts between the work of the | ETF and the
docunents subnitted; soliciting technical review is deened to be the
responsibility of the RFC Editor. |If an individual |ESG nenber
chooses to review the technical content of the docunent and finds

i ssues, that menber will comunicate these issues to the RFC Editor
and they will be treated the sane way as conments on the docunents
from ot her sources

Not e: This document describes only the review process done by the

| ESG when the RFC Editor requests that review There are many ot her

i nteracti ons between docunent editors and the | ESG for instance, an
AD may suggest that an author subnmit a docunent as input for work
within the |ETF rather than to the RFC Editor, or the | ESG nmay
suggest that a docunent subnitted to the IETF is better suited for
submission to the RFC Editor but these interactions are not described
in this neno.

2. Background Materia
The revi ew of independent subm ssions by the | ESG was prescri bed by

RFC 2026 [1] section 4.2.3. The procedure described in this docunent
is conpatible with that description
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RFC 3710 [4] section 5.2.2 describes the spring 2003 revi ew process
(even though the RFC was published in 2004); with the publication of
this docunent, the procedure described in RFC 3710 is no | onger

rel evant to documents submitted via the RFC Editor.

3. Detailed Description of |IESG Revi ew

The RFC Editor reviews submissions for suitability for publications
as RFC. Once the RFC Editor thinks a docunent may be suited for RFC
publication, the RFC Editor asks the ESGto review the docunments for
conflicts with the | ETF standards process or work done in the | ETF
conmmuni ty.

The reviewis initiated by a note fromthe RFC Editor specifying the
document nanme, the RFC Editor’s belief about the document’s present
suitability for publication, and (if possible) the Iist of people who
have revi ewed the docunent for the RFC Editor.

The 1ESG may return five different responses, any of which nmay be
acconpani ed by an I ESG note to be put on the docunent if the RFC
Editor wi shes to publish.

1. The I ESG has not found any conflict between this docunent and | ETF
wor k.

2. The IESG thinks that this work is related to | ETF work done in W5
<X>, but this does not prevent publi shing.

3. The IESG thinks that publication is harnful to the | ETF work done
in W5 <X> and recommends not publishing the docunent at this tine.

4. The I ESG thinks that this docunent violates |ETF procedures for
<X> and shoul d therefore not be published w thout |ETF review and
| ESG appr oval

5. The I ESG t hinks that this docunent extends an | ETF protocol in a
way that requires | ETF review and should therefore not be
publ i shed without |ETF review and | ESG approval

The | ast two responses are included respectively, for the case where
a docunent attenpts to take actions (such as registering a new URI
schene) that require | ETF consensus or | ESG approval (as these terns
are defined in RFC 2434 [2]), and for the case where an | ETF protocol
is proposed to be changed or extended in an unanticipated way that
may be harnful to the normal usage of the protocol, but where the
prot ocol documents do not explicitly say that this type of extension
requires | ETF revi ew.
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If a docunent requires |ETF review, the IESG w |l offer the author
the opportunity to ask for publication as an AD sponsored i ndividua
docunment, which is subject to full IESG review, including possible
assignnment to a Ws or rejection. Redirection to the full |ESG review
path is not a guarantee that the IESGwi Il accept the work item or
even that the IESGwill give it any particular priority; it is a
guarantee that the ESG will consider the docunent

The TESG will nornally have review done within 4 weeks fromthe RFC
Editor’s notification. 1In the case of a possible conflict, the | ESG
may contact a WG or a WG chair for an outside opinion of whether
publ i shing the docunent is harnful to the work of the WG and, in the
case of a possible conflict with an | ANA regi stration procedure, the
| ANA expert for that registry.

Note that if the I ESG has not found any conflict between a subm ssion
and | ETF work, then judging its technical nerits, including

consi derations of possible harmto the Internet, will becone the
responsibility of the RFC Editor. The |ESG assunes that the RFC
Editor, in agreenent with the AB, will nanage nechani sns for

addi tional technical review

4. Standard | ESG Not e

One of the following | ESG notes will be sent to the RFC Editor for
all docunents, with a request for placenent either in or immediately
following the "Status of this Memp" section of the finished RFC

unl ess the | ESG deci des ot herw se:

1. For docunents that specify a protocol or other technol ogy, and
that have been considered in the | ETF at one tine:

The content of this RFC was at one tine considered by the |ETF,
and therefore it may resenble a current | ETF work in progress or a
published I ETF work. This RFC is not a candidate for any |evel of
Internet Standard. The | ETF disclains any know edge of the
fitness of this RFC for any purpose and in particular notes that
the decision to publish is not based on | ETF review for such
things as security, congestion control, or inappropriate
interaction with deployed protocols. The RFC Editor has chosen to
publish this docunment at its discretion. Readers of this RFC
shoul d exercise caution in evaluating its value for inplenentation
and deploynment. See RFC 3932 for nore information.
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2. For docunents that specify a protocol or sinilar technol ogy and
are independent of the |IETF process:

This RFC is not a candidate for any level of Internet Standard.
The | ETF di scl ai ns any know edge of the fitness of this RFC for
any purpose and in particular notes that the decision to publish
is not based on | ETF review for such things as security,
congestion control, or inappropriate interaction wth deployed
protocols. The RFC Editor has chosen to publish this document at
its discretion. Readers of this document shoul d exercise caution
in evaluating its value for inplenentation and depl oynent. See
RFC 3932 for nore information

3. For docunents that do not specify a protocol or simlar
t echnol ogy:

This RFC is not a candidate for any level of Internet Standard.
The | ETF di scl ai ns any know edge of the fitness of this RFC for
any purpose and notes that the decision to publish is not based on
| ETF review apart from|ESG review for conflict with | ETF work.
The RFC Editor has chosen to publish this docunent at its

di scretion. See RFC 3932 for nore information

5. Exanpl es of Cases Were Publication Is Harnful

This section gives a couple of exanples where del aying or preventing
publication of a document mnight be appropriate due to conflict with

| ETF work. It forns part of the background material, not a part of

t he procedure.

Rej ected Alternative Bypass: A Wsis working on a solution to a
problem and a participant decides to ask for publication of a
solution that the WG has rejected. Publication of the docunent will
give the publishing party an RFC nunber to refer to before the Wsis
finished. It seens better to have the WG product published first

and have the non-adopted docunment published later, with a clear

di scl ai mer note saying that "the I ETF technol ogy for this function is
X",

Exanpl e: Photuris (RFC 2522), which was published after | KE (RFC
2409).

| nappropri ate Reuse of "free" Bits: In 2003, a proposal for an
experinmental RFC was published that wanted to reuse the high bits of
the "fragnent offset" part of the |IP header for another purpose. No
| ANA consideration says how these bits can be repurposed, but the
standard defines a specific nmeaning for them The | ESG concl uded
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that inplenentations of this experinent risked causing hard-to-debug
interoperability problens and recommended not publishing the docunent
in the RFC series. The RFC Editor accepted the reconmendati on

Note: in general, the I1ESG has no problemw th rejected alternatives
bei ng nade available to the comunity; such publications can be a
val uabl e contribution to the technical literature. However, it is
necessary to avoid confusion with the alternatives the working group
did adopt.

The RFC series is one of many avail abl e publication channels; this
docunent takes no position on the question of which docunents the RFC
series is appropriate for. That is a natter for discussion in the

| ETF comunity.

6. | AB St at enent

Inits capacity as the body that approves the general policy followed
by the RFC Editor (see RFC 2850 [3]), the I AB has reviewed this
proposal and supports it as an operational change that is in line
with the respective roles of the | ESG and RFC Editor. The | AB
continues to nonitor the range of organi zed di scussions within the

| ETF about potential adjustments to the | ETF docunent publication
processes (e.g., NEWRK working group) and recogni zes that the
process described in this docunent, as well as other general |ETF
publication processes, nay need to be adjusted in the |light of the
out come of those discussions.

7. Security Considerations

The process change described in this neno has no direct bearing on
the security of the Internet.

8. Acknow edgenent s

This docunent is a product of the IESG and all its nmenbers deserve
t hanks for their contributions.

Thi s docunent has been reviewed in the | ETF and by the RFC Editor and
the 1AB; the | AB produced the text of section 6. Special thanks go
to John Kl ensin, Keith More, Pete Resnick, Scott Bradner, Kurt
Zeilenga, Eliot Lear, Paul Hoffman, Brian Carpenter, and all other

| ETF comunity nenbers who provi ded val uabl e feedback on the
docunent .
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2004).

This docunment is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGAN ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR |'S SPONSCORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SCCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET
ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS CR | MPLI ED,

I NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LIM TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF THE

I NFORMATI ON HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED
WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE.

Intell ectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intellectual Property Rights or other rights that nmight be clained to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunent or the extent to which any |icense under such rights

m ght or might not be available; nor does it represent that it has
made any independent effort to identify any such rights. [Information
on the IETF s procedures with respect to rights in | ETF Docunents can
be found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

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

The 1ETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that may cover technology that may be required to inpl enent
this standard. Please address the infornation to the IETF at ietf-
ipr@etf.org.

Acknowl edgenent

Funding for the RFC Editor function is currently provided by the
I nternet Society.
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