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1. Introduction

In the fall of 2003, the | ETF Chair and the | AB Chair forned an | AB
Advi sory Conmittee (AdvConm), with a nandate to review the existing
| ETF administrative structure and rel ationships (RFC Editor, |ETF
Secretariat, 1ANA) and to propose changes to the | ETF nanagenent
process or structure to inprove the overall functioning of the IETF
Thi s purpose was defined in the | AB Advisory Commttee (AdvConm
charter, copied in Appendix A The AdvConm mandate di d not include
the standards process itself.

| AB Advi sory Committee I nf or mati onal [ Page 2]



RFC 3716 The | ETF: Adm nistration and Execution March 2004

The tangi bl e output of this conmittee is a set of observations and
reconmendations for the | ETF s executive structure - how the | ETF

m ght be organizationally (re)structured so that it can effectively
and efficiently carry out its admnistrative activities. As a
necessary preanble to that, a description of the current issues and
future requirements is presented. The output does not represent any
deci si on-maki ng or inplenentation -- see Section 1.3 for a discussion
of followon steps.

1.1. Overview of the AdvComm Wirk Process and Qut put

The AdvConm was forned in Septenber 2003, and carried out its work
over the course of the following 2 nmonths, prior to the ETF58 in
Noverber of 2003.

The AdvConmi s nenbership included many of the individuals who are, or
have been, volunteered to nanage the I ETF s inter-organization

adm nistrative relationships in recent years. The first phase of the
conmttee’'s work, therefore, included sharing and di scussing the body
of tacit know edge about those relationships. This included the
input fromthe current |ETF and 1 AB Chairs in Appendix B, and vyi el ded
the | ETF organi zational structure information in Section 2.1.

The commttee al so sought input fromthe other end of the key

exi sting adm nistrative relationships (RFC Editor, Secretariat, and

| ANA).  The output of those efforts is included in Appendix C
Appendi x D, and Appendi x E, and these were al so used as the basis for
the observations in Section 2.

Fromthese inputs, the commttee drew together a |ist of requirenents
for successful future |IETF adm nistration, docunented in Section 3.

Finally, the conmmittee put together sonme advice for how the | ETF
m ght consider reorganizing its admnistrative structure to neet
those requirenents noving forward -- Section 4.

1.2. Scope

The AdvConm endeavored to stay focused on the | ETF executive
structure -- the collection of organizations that work together to
bring the IETFs work to reality. However, by virtue of the very
fact that those relationships exist to get the work done, it was

i mportant to bear in nmnd the work being done in the | ETF PROBLEM
wor ki ng group and | ESG proposal s for change, even as the comittee
endeavored not to infringe on the scope of those efforts. The
objective is that these observations and proposals should be rel evant
for today’'s | ETF and any near-term evol utions that are deened
appropri ate.
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3. Next Steps

Thi s docunents the state of the AdvComm s thinking at the end of a
two month process, and brings the currently-chartered work of the
AdvConm to a cl ose.

Next steps include review of this material by the conmunity, and
specific proposals for action that will be put forward by the | AB and
| ETF Chairs.

Cbservati ons
1. Current |ETF Support Structure
1.1. What the Term | ETF Includes in this Docunent

RFC 3233 ([1]) provides a definition of the IETF, in ternms of its
work and its participation.

Thi s docunent di scusses the collection of organizations that work
together to support the effort described in RFC 3233. In this
docunent, the term "I ETF" explicitly includes the | ESG Wss, |AB,

| RTF, and RGs. This inclusive sense accords with considerabl e conmon
usage of the term"IETF'. Formally, the I AB and | RTF are chartered

i ndependently of the IETF. However, rather than coming up with a new
termto enconpass "the |ETF and all its friends", the comon usage is
fol |l owed here.

1.2. Functions

The work of the IETF is supported by a specific set of functions. It
is useful to distinguish between the functions and the organizations
whi ch provide those services, as outlined in the table below. In
some cases a single organization provides multiple services, but the
functions are logically distinct.
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Functi on Known as Organi zati on
(within the | ETF)

| ESG Support Secretari at For et ec/ CNRI
| AB Support | SOC/ Secretari at | SOC, Foretec/ CNR
WG Support Secretari at For et ec/ CNRI
Conmuni ty Support Secretari at For et ec/ CNRl
| ETF Meeti ngs Secretari at For et ec/ CNRl
RFC Publ i cation RFC Edi t or usc/ | Sl
St andards Status Record RFC Editor usc/ I sl
Par amet er Reg. I ANA | CANN
Legal, insurance, etc. (largely invisible) Provi ded by | SCC
Table 1. |1ETF functions, |abels and organizations
In nore detail, the functions can be broken down as foll ows:

| ESG Support

Tel echat s

Communi cati ons

| ETF document tracking

Wor ki ng docunment managenent (mailing list, website, repository)

| AB support

Tel echat s
Conmuni cat i ons
Wor ki ng docunment managenment (mailing list, website, repository)

WG support

Charters

M | est one tracking

Wor kspace (website, mailing list)

Wor ki ng docunent archive (mailing |ist archives, docunent
repository)

Conmuni ty Support
Website
| ETF mailing |ist

Announcenent s
|-D repository
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RFC Publ i cation

Website

RFC edi tori al

Docurent publication

RFC reposi tory nmanagenent

O ficial standards status record

| ETF Meeti ngs

Pl anni ng
Meet i ng Proceedi ngs

Prot ocol paraneter registration

Creation of registries
Assi gnnent of protocol paraneters
Managenent of accessible registry repository

Legal , insurance, etc.

Legal support
Liability insurance for 1AB, IESG WG chairs, etc.
M scel | aneous

2.1.3. Support

A presentation of the scope and depth of support that created the

| ETF and has allowed it to continue to contribute would require a

di scussion of history that is rich, vibrant, and conpletely beyond
the scope of this docunment. However, a very brief introduction to
some of the current pillars is needed to understand where the IETF is
t oday.

| SOC. Since 1992, |1SOC has been the organizational home of the
|ETF. This activity is part of its nore general m ssion of
serving as the international organization for global coordination
and cooperation on the Internet, pronpting and naintaining a broad
spectrum of activities focused on the Internet’s devel opnment,

avail ability, and associ ated technol ogi es.

Foretec/CNRI: The Corporation for National Research Initiatives
(CNRI') was founded in 1986, and since 1987, CNRI has served the
conmunity by providing | ETF Secretariat services. Until the early
1990s, CNRI provided | egal assistance to the IETF and the |IETF
Secretariat. After |1SOC was founded, |SOC assunmed overall |ega
responsibility for the substantive workings of the I ETF including
the efforts of the |ETF chair, the |ESG the |1AB, the area
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directors and the working group chairs. CNRl assumed operationa
responsibility for the substantive workings of the | ETF
Secretariat. In 1998, in order to decrease overhead costs on the
activities, the Secretariat was reorgani zed placi ng Secretari at
enpl oyees including the | ETF Executive Director in a CNRI for-
profit subsidiary (Foretec Semnars, Inc.). Foretec was founded
in 1997, in anticipation of the Secretariat becom ng self-
supporting. CNRI and its subsidiary have continued to inprove the
operation of the Secretariat, as appropriate, and nmaintain a
trained staff.

USC/I1SI: The role of the RFC Editor, and USC/ISI, is detailed in
RFC 2555. The RFC docunent series is a set of technical and
organi zati onal notes about the Internet (originally the ARPANET),
begi nning in 1969. For 30 years, the RFC Editor was Jon Postel, a
research scientist and nanager in the Networking Division of the
USC Information Sciences Institute (I1SI), with the function
gradual |y evolving into a team headed by him The RFC Editor
activity is currently organized as a project within ISI, using the
I SI infrastructure, and supported by a contract with 1SOC. The
RFC Editor is the publisher of RFCs and is responsible for the
final editorial review of the docunents, as well as the

mai nt enance of the online repository and index of those docunents.

| CANN:  The Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Nunbers
(ICANN) is the non-profit corporation that was forned in 1998 to
assune responsibility for the I P address space allocation

prot ocol paraneter assignment, domain name system managenent, and
root server system managenent functions previously perfornmed under
U S. Governnment contract by IANA (at 1SI) and other entities.

The support picture (who does what) can be described as foll ows:
Secretariat at Foretec/CNRI

| ESG Support

| AB Support (working docunment managenent)

WG Support

Conmuni ty Support

| ETF meeti ngs
RFC Editor at USC I SI

[ Supported by | SOC, based on a contract between USC/ I SI and | SOC]

RFC publ i cation Mintenance of standards status record
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2.

2.

| ANA/ | CANN
[ Rel ati onshi p defined by Menorandum of Understandi ng: RFC 2860]
Prot ocol paraneter registry

| SOC

| AB Support (Tel echats)

Funds RFC Edi t or

M sc | AB/ | ESG expenses

Provi des insurance for 1 AB, |ESG WG chairs, etc.

The avail abl e resources to support these activities are:

Meeting fees -- through Foretec

| SOC nmenbers’ contributions for standards

| CANN for | ANA

Vol unt eers/their enployers (where applicable):

| ETF participants
WG chairs
Document editors
| ETF NomCom

| ESG

| AB

| AB ExecDir

2. (Qoserved Stress Points

The AdvConm not ed several properties of the current |ETF

organi zati onal environnment that cause stress in the system These
have been noted both fromthe point of view of the | ETF | eadership as
wel | as that of organizations supporting the |IETF.

2.1. Stress Points Chserved by | ETF Leadership

The current | ETF funding and operational structure is dependent on

| ETF neeting attendance. Therefore, the nost obvious stressor that
has energed within the last two years is the decline in that
attendance. This trend, which has continued unabated, has resulted
in a decline in IETF revenue (detailed in the | ETF chair presentation
at |ETF 56 [2]), even as the requirenments of the | ETF operation are
remai ni ng constant or increasing.
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The result has been a budget deficit for operations which began in
2002, and is forecasted to continue until at |east 2004, even after a
substantial increase in neeting fees. The continuing deficits have
depl eted working capital, meking the | ETF | ess robust agai nst
potential future budgetary di sappoi ntments.

The financial stress is real, but the I ETF | eadership has noted
several other stressors that are inpedinments to finding and

i mpl ementing solutions to the fiscal issues. Sone obvious solutions
are not inplementable in the current | ETF structure.

The rest of the stressors listed in this section should be understood
as issues for which relief is necessary, particularly in the light of
needing to properly address and inplenment solutions to the financia
stress.

The current docunentation of |ETF processes and structure is, in

pl aces, vague about the distribution of responsibility for managenent
and oversight of the IETF adninistrative relationships. This nakes
it opagque to the | ETF community, and sonetinmes |eaves the | eadership
in a poor position to manage effectively.

Additionally, the informality of the relationships with sone of the
organi zations that are carrying out key | ETF functions conpounds the
probl em of determ ning who has responsibility, and how | ETF comunity
consensus and desires are reflected in the activity.

As a separate issue, inmportant |ETF institutional nenmory is recorded
nowhere ot her than peoples’ mnds in many cases -- which requires
significant transnission of oral history for | ETF | eadership
transition to be effective.

Apart fromthe institutional nenory, other inportant |IETF
institutional records are spread across various organi zations, and
searching for the set of relevant docunentation (especially when this
is necessary long after the recording) can be chall engi ng.

Anot her stressor relates to the need to scal e support processes in
terns of reducing latency for mechani cal processes. That is, a
decrease in the anpunt of manual | abor required for the sinpler tasks
bet ween t he organi zati ons, woul d make nore resources available to
focus on the special cases. Lack of automation in the basic request
servi ces has been known to cause undue delay or failure in processing
sinmple, routine tasks. However, autonmation al so requires resources
and significant managenent in order to make sure it fulfills the
conmunity’s requirenments.
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2.2.2. Stress Points Observed by O gani zati ons Supporting the | ETF

Supporting organi zations report difficulties in determ ning
authoritative channels for directions -- either too many inputs, or
no clear authority for resolution of change requests.

In the absence of witten agreenents, supporting organi zati ons nay
not be clear fromwhomto take direction. Even where agreenents
exist, the authority to provide direction may not be clear. The
genesi s of both problens is that the I ETF relies on external bodies
for support, but does not have sufficiently clear externa
relationships to allowit to provide input as to its requirenents or
direction on what services it desires.

2.3. A Final Qoservation

This section attenpts to capture a snapshot of the current state of
the | ETF organi zation, wi thout undue fixation on the causes for
arriving at the current state. However, it seens clear fromthe
observations that the current state does not provide an adequate
structure fromwhich to reach into the future: sone changes are
needed within the | ETF admi ni strative and executive structure.

3. Stand Facing the Future: Requirenents for a Successful |ETF
Adm ni stration

This section follows the set of observations with a set of
requirenents for a properly-functioning | ETF adm nistrative
structure. These requirements are offered as the AdvCommi s
description of what the | ETF needs, w thout addressing inmediately
the degree to which they are available with the current environnent.
That is, these are "requirenents", not "requirenments for change".

3.1. Resource Managenent
3.1.1. UniformBudgetary Responsibility

The | ETF has operated in times of financial wealth and tines of
econoni ¢ cutbacks in the industry. It is reasonable to expect that
the future holds simlarly variable trends. Therefore, it is

i mportant that the | ETF organi zation has the ability to make the
decisions to match its needs at a given point intine, i.e.
budgetary autonomy. At this particular nonent, there are hard
choices to nake, and the AdvConm believes that it is the |ETF

| eadership, with the advice and consent of the | ETF comunity, that
needs to make them
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3.1.2. Revenue Source Equival ence

The IETF is currently supported by nmoney fromnultiple sources,

i ncluding neeting fees, donations frominterested corporate and non-
corporate entities, and donations in kind of equipnment or manpower.
The | ETF needs to be able to consider all sources of inconme, and al
expenses involved in running the | ETF, as pieces of one budget, to be

free to adjust all itenms on the occasions when the incone fromthe
di fferent sources varies, and to allocate funds as reasonably
required.

The usual caveats apply: that donations not threaten the
i ndependence of the | ETF, and that donations are easier when they are
tax deducti bl e.

3.1.3. darity in Relationship with Supporting Organizations

Wi le the | ETF needs to be able to nmanage its revenue streans agai nst
its expense expectations, it also needs to respect the needs of
supporting organi zations to manage their own affairs. That is, the
text above does not suggest that the | ETF should m cro-nanage the
financial affairs of supporting organizations.

However, the very clear requirenent is for clarity in the

di stribution of rights, responsibilities, and accountability in those
rel ati onshi ps. The usual mechani sm for docunenting such clarity is
in contract form Thus, the |IETF needs to have clear contractua

rel ati onships with the organi zati ons supporting basic services,

i ncludi ng neeting organi zation, secretarial services, |IT services,
etc.

3.1.4. Flexibility in Service Provisioning

The | ETF needs to be able to raise noney for, and fund the
devel opnent of, additional services as appropriate. This includes

the devel opnent of tools for participants, repository managenent,
etc.

3.1.5. Adnministrative Efficiency
The |1 ETF s needs should be net with the m ni mum of overhead. This
inplies that there needs to be the possibility of conbining work

efforts where appropriate, and generally avoiding duplication of
effort.
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3.2. Stewardship

The requirenents described bel ow focus primarily on the needs of the
| ETF admini stration on a day-to-day basis. However, responsible
management includes stewardship for future | ETF work.

3.2.1. Accountability for Change

The | ETF needs to be responsible for changing its admnistrative
structure to nmeet the community’s evol ving needs. As such, the
adm ni stration needs to remain uniquely accountable to the | ETF
conmuni ty.

This al so neans that the distribution of responsibilities nust be
clear to the IETF community, in order to pernit it to coment on
current actions or future plans, and also to allowit to take action
when its needs are not being adequately addressed.

An inplication of this is that responsibility for financia
managenment within the | ETF needs to sit with individuals who are
accountable within the | ETF organi zati onal structure.

3.2.2. Persistence and Accessibility of Records

Much of the work of the IETF is focused on reachi ng deci sions and
declaring closure. However, responsibility does not stop with the
decl arati on of conpletion. There are any nunber of reasons that

hi story nmust be adequately docunented so that future work can revi ew
substantive records, and not rely on oral history.

Therefore, the | ETF needs to mai ntain and support the archiving of
all of its working docunents in a way that continues to be
accessible, for all current and future |IETF workers.

3.3. Working Environnent
Part of the job of adnministering the IETF is identifying and ensuring
the conti nued support of the tools and working environnment necessary
to support the ongoing activity.

3.3.1. Service Automation
Wher ever hunman judgnent is not required in order to conplete an

action, services should be automated to provide the nost friction-
free path and minimal delay in conpleting the action
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More processes could be acconplished w thout requiring human
judgrment. Werever possible, these processes should be identified,
clarified, and automated.

Note that this is not intended to inply ALL processes shoul d be
automated! Rather, by reducing the friction incurred in steps that
are truly nmechanical, nore tinme and energy will be available to
properly treat those that require individual judgnent.

3.3.2. Tools

Whet her housed in an | ETF-supported | ocation or offered by individua
contribution, the PROBLEM WG has identified the need for nore too
support for working groups and specification devel opment. The | ETF
needs to be able to identify, develop and support an adequately rich
consi stent set of tools for getting the standards work done.

4. Advisory Committee Advice

The Advi sory Committee discussed the naterial and observations,
described in this docunment, at great length. To the AdvComm it
appeared clear that sone |evel of |ETF adnministration organizationa
change is needed to address the stressors and neet all of the
requirenents outlined in Section 3.

4.1. Proposed: (Single) Fornalized | ETF Organi zati onal Entity

In order to ensure an | ETF structure that is capable of meeting the
requi rements outlined above, the AdvComm recommends that the | ETF be
nore formally organi zed. This would allow the IETF to take ful
responsibility for, and managenent of, the resources required to
accomplish its work (as described in Section 3.1), provide and

mai ntai n the necessary work environment for current work (as
described in Section 3.3), and provi de appropriate stewardship of the
institutional information required for all aspects of current and
future work of the organization (as described in Section 3.2).

Sone proposed nodels for establishing such a formalized effort are
described in the foll owing sections. Some of the key expectations,
irrespective of the final inplenentation of formalism are:

o the administration of the | ETF woul d remai n accountable to the
| ETF | eadership and community; the goal would be to ensure that
lines of responsibility and accountability were clearer

o this formalized | ETF woul d be responsi bl e for managi ng financia
resources (revenue and expenses) directly;
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o this formalized | ETF would be directly signatory to agreenents
wi th other organizations, and would therefore be able to negotiate
and admi ni ster any appropriate contracts;

o however inplenmented, this would require a small staff conpl ement
(e.g., one full-time person) responsible to no other organization
than the one chartered with the IETF s mission

0 nevertheless, it remains a non-goal to create an organizati ona
entity that exists sinmply for the purpose of continuing to exist.
This should be executed with the mnimumformality needed in order
to address the identified requirenents.

4.1.1. Comments on the Necessity of this Fornalization

An inmportant question is: what does this proposed formalization
provi de that cannot be provided by the status quo? The AdvComm
bel i eves that an appropriately inplenented formalization of the | ETF
woul d permt the unification of the resource nanagenent, decision
nmaki ng and stewardship that is inperative to providing clarity and
ensuring a viable future for the | ETF. The AdvConm further believes
that this is sinmply not possible to inplement within the existing

di stributed and informal arrangenment of responsibilities.

Naturally, the act of formi ng such an organi zati on does not

i medi ately satisfy the requirenents outlined in Section 3. It is
not a silver bullet. Changing the formal structure will not, for
exanpl e, change the financial status of the IETF. However, the
AdvComm bel i eves it woul d provide the necessary basis from which the
requi red decisions could be nmade and acted upon

In short, the AdvConm believes that we first have to place the
responsibility for defining the | ETF s adm nistrative environment

wi th specific people who are accountable to the I ETF conmunity. Then
these people can take the detail ed decisions that will change the

| ETF's adm nistrative environnent to fulfill its requirenments.

4.2. Possible Structures

Section 4.1 was deliberately vague on the nature of the fornal

organi zational entity that m ght provide the proper environnent,
focusing instead on the key conponents of any inplenmentation of such
a formalization, and how the formalization activity woul d address the
requirenents laid out in Section 3.
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Havi ng thus determined that fornalization of the |ETF is seen as a
necessary step, the basic framework for 3 potential inplenentations
of it are described below. Note that these are not conplete
proposal s, nor is enough detail available to reconmend a particul ar
path. The | ETF | eadership m ght select one to explore in greater
detail, to forrmulate an action proposal with sufficient detail to
make a decision to act.

4.2.1. 1S8CC

The I ETF is organized as an activity of the Internet Society. One
potential path for increased formalismof the |ETF s adm nistration
woul d be to further define that relationship. This nodel anticipates
dedi cation of |SOC personnel to formthe "small staff conpl enment”,
and woul d nmake |1 SOC responsible for all of the IETF s financia
resources and expenses.

Thi s approach should be relatively straightforward to inplenent,
given | SCC s existing legal relationship with the | ETF activity, and
its status as signatory for IETF-related contracts (e.g., RFC
Editor).

This proposal is consistent with the goal of mnimzing the anpunt of
formalization needed to neet the requirements of the I ETF

However, the general nission of |1SOC is broader than the
standardi zati on activity of the | ETF, and the | SOC Board of Trustees
must stay focused on apportioning resources to neet that broader

m ssion. Whuld this approach allow the clear lines of responsibility
that are called for in Section 3?

4.2.2. |1SCC Subsidiary

A nodi fication of the proposal of housing the | ETF central body
within ISOC is to create a legal not-for-profit subsidiary of |SOC
with a mandate that is specifically focused on the IETF s nission
Thi s subsidiary woul d becone the | egal entity responsible for
managi ng the | ETF' s resources and expenses, and woul d becone
signatory to any other legal instrunents on the |IETF s behal f.

As a distinct legal entity in its own right, the subsidiary would be
i ndependently responsible for achieving its mssion. That |evel of

i ndependence addresses the concern raised agai nst the notion of
further formalizing the IETF within ISOC directly -- that the | ETF
m ssion night be disrupted by the organization's need to tend to

ot her aspects of ISOC s broader mssion. The role of the | ETF
conmunity, and the |SOC parent, in defining and supporting that

m ssion woul d be spelled out in the creation of the | egal body.

| AB Advi sory Committee I nf or mati onal [ Page 15]



RFC 3716 The | ETF: Adm nistration and Execution March 2004

The I ETF nmight additionally consider what the npost appropriate
governance nodel would be for this approach. If it is desirable to
renove some of the administrative burden fromthe | ESG and | AB, such
a subsidiary mght have its own Board of Trustees, conmposed of
menbers appoi nted by I ETF and | SOC. Such a Board woul d be
responsi ble for reviewing activities and ensuring that the

organi zation's efforts were adequately in line with its mssion, its
finances were in order, and so on. The subsidiary would report to
its Board of Trustees. Other governance nodels are certainly
possi bl e, and a Board of Trustees is not a requirement for this

appr oach.

At the same tinme, as a subsidiary organi zation, the expectation is
that the relationship with I1SOC would renain a cl ose one: the

subsi diary woul d benefit from|SOC s existing infrastructure and
support (a conservative approach to adding formalism and structura
overhead to the I ETF activity), while the relationship would continue
to provide a channel for the I ETF to support 1SOC in achieving that
broader mssion, with continued contribution of technical expertise
and support of activities.

Thi s approach would require nmore work to create than sinply housing
the work at | SOC. The subsidiary would have to be created and
rights/responsibilities adjusted between it and 1SOC in order to
ensure that both have the necessary resources and frameworks to carry
out their mssions.

4.2.3. Conmpletely Autononmpbus Organizational Entity

To conplete the picture, a third option has to be considered. |nstead
of creating a subsidiary of 1SOC as a separate |legal entity, an
entirely new |l egal entity, "IETF, Inc.", or "IETF, LLC', could be
created for the sole purpose of managi ng | ETF admi nistrative
activities.

This would offer the | ETF conplete autononmy with all the attendant
rights and responsibilities. |In particular, an independent |ETF
would at a minimum need to operate nmuch like a startup for the first
few years of its existence, with all the related financing and growh
i ssues, and survival risks. Gven all the organizational change
taking place within the | ETF during the sane period, the AdvComm
bel i eves that the financial and political risks of such an approach
shoul d not be under-esti nmated.

For exanple, it would be necessary for the |ETF to obtain initia

wor ki ng capital sufficient to handle the commitnents for the first
few meetings. While it would be conceivable to raise working capita
from advance neeting fees, such a financing plan would not |eave nuch
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margin for error; were one or nore of the initial nmeetings to run in
the red, the survival of a fledgling | ETF could be in jeopardy. G ven
the economic environment, it probably should not be assumed that
wor ki ng capital could be raised purely from corporate donations,
especially during an initial period in which staff required to
solicit and manage donati ons woul d not be avail abl e.

Additionally, the inpact that such a nove would have on | SOC s
ability to carry out its mssion and the IETF s standing with
gover nient al organi zati ons needs to be consi dered.

4.3. \Wo Can Decide

The AdvConm bel i eves that the | ETF | eadership, acting with the advice
and consent of the |IETF community and | SOC, have the ability and the
responsibility to act on the recommendation to formalize the | ETF.

5. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent does not describe any technical protocols and has no
i mplications for network security.
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The nenbers of the | AB Advisory Cormmittee that prepared this report
wer e:

Ber nard Aboba

Haral d Al vestrand (1 ETF Chair)

Lynn St. Amour (1 SOC Presi dent)

Fred Baker (Chair, |SOC Board of Trustees)

Brian Carpenter

St eve Crocker

Leslie Daigle (I AB Chair, chair of the comittee)
Russ Housl ey

John Kl ensin

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO

| AB Advi sory Committee I nf or mati onal [ Page 17]



RFC 3716 The | ETF: Adm nistration and Execution March 2004

7. Informative References

[1] Hoffrman, P. and S. Bradner, "Defining the |IETF', BCP 58, RFC
3233, February 2002.

[2] Alvestrand, H, "IETF Chair plenary presentation, http://
www. i et f.org/ proceedi ngs/ 03mar/ sl i des/ pl enary-3/index. htm ",
March 2003.

[3] Postel, J. and J. Reynolds, "Instructions to RFC Aut hors", RFC
2223, Cctober 1997.

[4] Reynolds, J. and B. Braden, Eds., "lnstructions to Request for
Conments (RFC) Authors", Work in Progress.

| AB Advi sory Committee I nf or mati onal [ Page 18]



RFC 3716 The | ETF: Adm nistration and Execution March 2004

Appendi x A, | AB Advisory Commttee Charter

Date: Tue, 02 Sep 2003 16:34:58 -0400

From Leslie Daigle

Subj ect: Formation of | AB Advisory Committee
To: | ETF- Announce:

I would |ike to announce the formati on of an | AB advi sory
conmittee, as described bel ow

Thanks,
Lesli e,
for the 1 AB

| AB Advisory Commttee on | ETF Adm nistration Rel ati onshi ps

The purpose of the committee is to review the existing

| ETF administration relationships (RFC Editor, |ETF Secretariat,

etc.) and propose | ETF nanagenment process or structural changes

that would inmprove the overall functioning of the

| ETF. Any such proposal will be subject to review and

acceptance by the 1AB and | ETF plenary. Note that the scope of the
advi sory comm ttee does NOT include proposed changes to the standards
devel opnent processes (e.g., WG organi zation, |ESG nmanagenent of
docunents or working groups, etc.).

The conmittee is chaired by the | AB Chair, Leslie Daigle, and
consi sts of:

Ber nard Aboba

Haral d Al vestrand (I ETF Chair)

Lynn St. Amour (1 SOC President)

Fred Baker (Chair, |1SOC Board of Trustees)

Bri an Carpenter

St eve Crocker

Leslie Daigle (I AB Chair, chair of the comittee)
Russ Housl ey

John Kl ensin

OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0OO0O0

Additional input is welcone. The commttee will also make a
particular effort to seek out further input as needed. --
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Appendi x B. Input fromthe Current IETF and I AB Chairs

I nput contributed by Harald Al vestrand (I ETF Chair) and Leslie Daigle
(I'AB Chair).

Looking at the adm nistrative overview of the |ETF activity, there
are a nunber of things that work well:

0 support organizations are comritted to the work of the | ETF,;

o the volunteers of the I ETF Wss can (npbstly) concentrate on their
engi neeri ng work, not econom cs;

o noney has (so far) been sufficient to cover the costs.
However, there are al so a nunber of chall enges:

o lack of persistent records of the whole organization's efforts --
of working docunents, neeting materials, comrunications. Also,

* Jlack of organization of records -- even when data is stored, it
can be hard or inpossible to access when no | onger current
(e.g., it may reside on some former WG chair’s hard drive)

* history records are kept spottily (lists of wg chairs and ol d
versions of charters, to nmention sone);

o few safeguards against the "hit by a bus" problem-- nuch
i nformati on about relationships is not docunented, and nust be
transferred as oral tradition. This neans that significant
overlap i s needed when personnel changes;

o | ETF | eadership responsibilities are not clearly identified --
typically handled by I ETF and | AB Chairs, with sone advice and
consent from | ESG and | AB, but that nakes it possible to challenge
every change deci si on;

o contracts do not clearly identify responsibility for executive
direction. Some contractual relationships are not docunented, or
are not visible to the | ETF | eadership

o variable, and often unclear, docunmentation of responsibilities
bet ween | ETF | eadershi p and ot her organi zations. This nakes it
hard to determ ne how and where to discuss and effect inprovements
for the | ETF that affect one or nobre support organization's
activity;
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0 unclear budgeting responsibilities -- the |ETF | eadership has to
nmake decisions that will inpact the revenues and costs of the
supporting organi zati ons, but the supporting organizati ons wear
the direct effects of revenue and cost control. [Information about
the financial inmpact of decisions are not available to | ETF
| eader shi p;

o partitioned finances -- it’'s not possible for the | ETF to nake

changes that woul d affect the bal ance of revenue and costs across
the revenue sources/expense comm tnents. For exanple, raising
nmeeting fees wouldn’'t pay for nore RFC Editor resources; nore
support from | SOC doesn’'t address any needs for | ETF worki ng group
support functions;

o the lack of clarity and the partitioning make it very hard for the
| ETF | eadership, and the conmunity as a whole, to determ ne points
of accountability and inplenment changes for a healthy future.

Appendix C. Consultation with ISI: RFC Editor

Not e: "RFC2223bis" in the text below refers to RFC 2223bis [4], a
work in progress to update RFC 2223 [3].

Responses to Questions from|AB Advisory Committee
for the RFC Editor

Cct ober 6, 2003

(1) Your description of the function you are perform ng. I's
that function, and its relationship to the | ETF, adequately
described in RFC 2223bis, or is additional description
required? |If the latter, what would you suggest?

* Ok X X F

ANSVER:

A conprehensive summary of current RFC Editor functions is attached
below. Note that this list has no direct relation to RFC 2223bi s,
whi ch contains instructions to RFC aut hors.

(2) What staff is being used to performthese functions and
what are their particular skills for doing so (either
individually or in the aggregate)?

* Ok X X F
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ANSVEER:

For 30 years, the RFC Editor was Jon Postel, a research scientist and
manager in the Networking Division of the USC Information Sciences
Institute (1SI). It is currently organized as a project within ISl
using the ISl infrastructure. The following ISl staff nenbers
conprise the RFC Editor project:

Joyce Reynol ds 100%
Bob Braden 10%
Aaron Fal k 10%
Sandy G noza 100%
Proj ect Assi stant 100%

Graduate Research Asst. 50%

Braden and Reynolds jointly manage the RFC Editor project, with
oversi ght of personnel and budgets.

Joyce Reynol ds has been contributing her editorial and managenent
skills to the Internet since 1979. She performed the | ANA functions
under Jon Postel’s direction from 1983 until Postel’s death in

Cct ober 1998. She continued to performthe | ANA protocol paraneter
tasks on loan from ISl to I CANN, from 1998 to 2001. She was | ANA
liaison to the ESG from 1998 to 2001, transitioning the role to

M chelle Cotton in the 2001.

Reynol ds performed the RFC Editor functions under Jon Postel’s
direction from 1987 until 1998. Reynolds has been a nmenber of the

| ETF since 1988, and she served as User Services Area Director on the
| ESG for 10 years. Reynolds now serves a liaison to the | AB and

| ESG.  She handles the final proofing and quality control on RFCs
prior to publication

Bob Braden has nmade many contributions to the Internet protoco
technol ogy and community. He hel ped design TCP/IP during the
original research period beginning in 1978, and he has devoted his
prof essi onal career since 1978 to the Internet. He served for 13
years on the original 1AB and as its Executive Director for about 5
years. Since 1998 Braden has been co-1eader of the RFC Editor
project. He is the principal reviewer of individual subm ssions. He
al so works on technical issues related to the RFC Editor project.

Aaron Falk is a significant player in the | ETF as a Wrking G oup
chair, in the areas of transport protocols and satellite technol ogy.
On the RFC Editor team he assists with policy questions and handl es
techni cal devel opment, overseeing the work of the grad student

pr ogr amrer .

| AB Advi sory Committee I nf or mati onal [ Page 22]



RFC 3716 The | ETF: Adm nistration and Execution March 2004

Sandy G noza is the principal technical editor. She is generally
responsi bl e for managi ng the RFC Editor queue and much of the day-
to-day interface with the | ESG and authors. G noza sends and
receives a LOT of emmil, and she plays a central role in the
operation.

Two part-tine Project Assistants, Meke Van de Kanp and Alison De La
Cruz, do editing, mark-up, and initial proofing of individual RFCs.
Qur goal is to have three pairs of eyes read every RFC word-for-word,
and in npost instances we are able to do so.

A half-time USC Graduate Research Assistant provides progranmm ng
support by devel opi ng, extending, and maintai ning RFC Editor scripts
and tools.

* (3) What criteria do you use to determ ne whether you are being
* successful, and how successful? Using those criteria, how

* successful are you and what coul d be done, especially fromthe
* | ETF side, to inprove that eval uation?

ANSVEER:

We can begin with a historical perspective on this question. Wen
Jon Postel unexpectedly passed away 5 years ago, Reynol ds and Braden
took on the challenge of carrying on Postel’s RFC Editor function

The publication streamcontinued, with a nodest increase in quantity
and, we believe, no loss of quality. Furthernore, the transition was
largely invisible to the ETF. In addition, the new RFC Editor
project has significantly defined and clarified the publication
process, inproved the web site, added tools to inprove productivity
and quality, and adapted the procedures to changing realities. W
are proud of these achi evenents.

The three primary axes for neasuring RFC Editor success are (1)
gquantity, (2) quality, and (3) accessibility.

1. Quantity
Roughly, quantitative success neans the ability to keep up with
the submi ssion rate. Since the subm ssion rate tends to be
bursty, to avoid |ong del ays we need an average capacity sonmewhat
in excess of the average.

RFC publication is necessarily a heavily |abor-intensive process.
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Qur goal is generally to conplete the publication process in |ess
than 4 weeks, exclusive of external factors beyond our control --
normat i ve dependence upon ot her docunents, del ays by authors or
the 1ESG | ANA del ays, etc.

2. Qality
Publication quality is harder to nmeasure, but "we know it when we
see it." Considering quality as the absence of faults, by noting

faults we can observe | ack of quality.

One neasure of faults is the nunber of errata that appear after
publication. |In addition, there may be faults apparent to a
reader, such as a neaningless title, confusing organization

usel ess Abstract, inadequate introduction, confusing formatting,
bad sentences, or bad grammar. There are of course limts to our
ability to repair bad witing; ultimately, quality depends upon
the authors as well as the editing process.

The only way to maintain quality is to continually mnonitor our
work internally, to track external conplaints, and to adjust our
practice to correct frequent faults. Specific faults have
sometines led us to create new tools for checking consistency, to
avoid clerical errors. Sonetines they have |l ed to new user
guidelines (e.g., on abbreviations or on Abstract sections.)

3. Accessibility

An inmportant part of the RFC Editor function is to provide a

dat abase for locating relevant RFCs. This is actually a very hard
probl em because there is often a conplex senmantic web anong RFCs
on a particular topic. W have made great inprovenments in our
search engine and web site, but there is undoubtedly a need for
nore progress in this area. The challenge is to provide better

gui deposts to users wi thout creating a significant additiona
manpower requirenent.

We nake heavy use of our own search and access tools, and this
gi ves us feedback on their success and sonetinmes suggests
i mprovenents.

Finally, we offer sone specific suggestions to answer the question

"What can the |ETF do to inprove the RFC Editor’s eval uation" (i.e.
our service to the community)?
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1. Gve us better docunents to publish. Mny are well witten and
organi zed, but sone are bad and a few are very bad and need a
great deal of work to create acceptable publications. Better
i nput docunents will inprove both our quantity and our quality.

The |1 ESG has been nmaking a large effort to inprove the quality of
Internet Drafts before they becone RFCs, and we are very gratefu
for this.

One issue of particular concern is the increasing number of RFCs
aut hored by non-English speakers. These can consume nmuch extra
editorial effort. W don’t know any solution to this problem but
we know that the IESGis aware of it and working with themto
provide editorial assistance when necessary w thin working groups.

2. Prepare a series of RFCs containing "road maps" that describe the
semantic web of RFCs in a particular area. Although these would
rapi dly becone out-dated in detail, they would still provide very
i mportant guides to RFC readers.

The RFC Editor is as self-critical as any organization could be, but
we believe there is no objective basis for claimng that we are not
doing a good job for the Internet. W continually strive to do a
better job.

(4) How woul d you characterize the quality of your relationship
with the IETF and its | eadership? 1Is there nutual trust and a
sense of working together on issues, or do you and your

col | eagues sonetines see the relationship as adversarial ?

b T

ANSVEER:

The RFC Editor shares with nuch of the rest of the Internet comunity
a deep desire to advance the technol ogy and practice of the Internet.
We consider ourselves partners with the IETF, the | ESG and the | AB
in this endeavor.

Al t hough the major goals coincide, the |ESG and the RFC Editor quite
properly have somewhat different priorities. The RFC Editor’s role
historically and currently, is to create and maintain the RFC
docunent series as a high-quality and vital channel for technica
comuni cation, while the |ESGis concerned with managi ng the |nternet
engi neering and standards process. This difference sonetinmes |eads
to honest disagreenents, but we have generally worked out nutually-
satisfactory solutions to these conflicts.
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The word "adversarial" seens conpletely inappropriate, and we are
struggling to understand what could have led to its appearance here.

* (5) Are there specific known problenms you would like us to | ook
* at and understand? |If so, please describe them

ANSVEER:

(A) The length of time for |IESG review and reconmendati ons on
i ndi vi dual subm ssi ons has soneti nes becone excessive. W
understand the | oad of | ESG nenbers, but we would |ike to ask
their help in keeping response to a few nonths.

The RFC Editor has been attenpting to raise the bar on accepting
i ndi vi dual submi ssions, to avoid wasting valuable I1ESGtine as
well as to maintain (or inmprove) the quality of the RFC series.

(B) W would |ike understanding and support of the RFC Editor’s
statutory and historic responsibility to publish significant
techni cal docunents about networking that originate outside the
| ETF standards process. This publication has several inportant
pur poses.

One is to bring out new technical ideas for consideration and

di scussion. W believe that the future success of the Internet
demands an infusion of new ideas (or old ideas revitalized), and
that the publication of such ideas as RFCs is inportant.

Anot her purpose is to build a shared literature of mature
techni cal discussion, to help avoid the periodic re-discussions
that take place on our mailing lists.

Finally, the RFC series provides a historic repository for

i nportant ideas. W have cone across a nunber of exanples of
i mportant suggestions and partial technol ogy devel opnents that
have been lost, or hard to | ocate, because they were not
publ i shed as RFCs. The conmunity spends too nuch of our tine
re-inventing many, many wheel s.

Qur ultimate goal is to publish nore high-quality subm ssions, so
we can raise the bar for publication

| ndependent submi ssion publications represent only a m nor
fraction of the RFC production. For exanple, so far in cal endar
2003 we have published 178 RFCs, including 14 independent

subm ssions. If all the drafts that we think deserve to be
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preserved as RFCs were to be published, this fraction would grow,
but we would not expect it to grow beyond 25% of the total nunber
of published RFCs.

(O W& would like to work with the AB/IESG in re-examning the issue
of normative references. W believe that the current definition
of normative is anbiguous and unclear, and that as a result sone
publications nay be unnecessarily held up for nornmative
ref erences where these are unnecessary.

(D) W would like to cooperate in an investigation of the issues in
extendi ng the character set beyond US-ASCII, .e.g., to UTF-8. A
nmaj or issue is whether there is a set of preparation, display,
and searching tools for both the RFC Editor and the RFC
consuners. These tools need to be ubiquitously avail able and
mat ur e enough.

The RFC Editor is looking for input on how we can best continue to
serve the community. W are grateful for the suggestions we have
recei ved, and we have adopted as many of them as feasible; the result
has been quite a long list of increnental inprovements in our service
over the past 5 years.

*

* (6) How do you see the costs of your function evolving? |If
* things beconme nore costly over tine, what are the main

* determ ners of cost (e.g., general inflation, general |IETF
* growmh, increase in the nunmber of particular functions you are
* carried out to perform...). Are you doing sone things that
* | ETF (I ESG or otherwi se) request that you do not consider

* cost-effective and, if so, what are they?

*

*

ANSVER

The major cost factor is the nunber of docunents submitted and
published. This has grown relatively slowy over tine. It appears
to us that the | ETF process has (perhaps fortunately) been the
bottl eneck that has kept the rate of RFC production from grow ng
exponentially. W do not expect that to change dramatically.
In nore detail, the cost factors are:

(a) Inflation (on salaries)

This shows a small and predictabl e annual increase.
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(b) The nunber of RFCs published.

This is the primary cost factor. The bulk of the editoria
and coordinating functions are directly attributable to

speci fic docunments. At present, we estimate that this cost
category represents 70% of our personnel tinme, and 63% of our
cost .

(c) Tasks not directly related to specific RFCs.

Thi s includes many functions: nanagement (budget and personne
as well as policy and procedure devel opnment), |ETF |i aison,
revi ews of independent subni ssions, devel opment and

mai nt enance of web pages, scripts, and tools, the RFC Online
project, maintaining the Errata web page, etc. These are
currently estimated to require 30% of our personnel tine, and
37% of our cost.

M nor extensions of function can be absorbed with little extra cost
(but at a leisurely pace). W are not proposing any major functiona
extensions at this time; such extensions would have to be costed
separately (were noney avail able for them)

Di sk storage and web services are provided by ISlI’'s support

organi zation and are treated as overhead. Mst of the desktop

machi nes used by the project were originally bought under research
contracts, although the RFC Editor budget includes a very snall item
for equi pment upgrades.

APPENDI X -- FUNCTI ONS OF RFC EDI TOR
OVERVI EW

The RFC Editor edits and publishes the archival series of RFC
(originally "Request for Comment") documents. The RFCs form an
archival series of menpbs about conputer conmunicati on and packet

swi tching networks that records the technical history of the ARPAnet
and the Internet, beginning in 1969. The RFC Editor is funded by the
Internet Society and operates under the general direction of the | AB
(I'nternet Architecture Board).

The RFC Editor publishes RFCs and a nmaster index of the RFC series
el ectronically on the Internet, via all commpn access protocols
(currently, the Wb, email, rsync, and FTP). It announces the

exi stence of each new RFC via electronic mail to one or nmore mailing
lists. The RFC Editor nmaintains a conprehensive web site with a
variety of tools and lists to | ocate and access RFCs. This website
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al so contains general information about RFC editorial policies,
publication queue status, errata, and any other information that wll
make the RFC series nore accessible and nore useful.

During the RFC editing process, the RFC Editor strives for quality,
clarity, and consistency of style and fornat. Editorial guidelines
and procedures to achi eve these ends are established by the RFC
Editor in consultation with the I AB and | ESG (I nternet Engi neering
Steering Goup). The RFC Editor periodically publishes a revision of
these its guidelines to authors.

The RFC Editor coordinates closely with the IESGto carry out the
I nternet standards process as docunented in the | atest revision of
"The Internet Standards Process" and | ater amendments. The RFC
Editor also coordinates closely with the Internet Assigned Numbers
Authority (1 ANA), to ensure that the paranmeters used in new and
revi sed protocol descriptions are properly registered.

SPECI FI C TASKS

|. Editing and publishing RFCs

(1) Publication process. The RFC Editor edits and publishes RFCs in
accordance with RFC 2026 (or replacenment docunents) and RFC

2223bis. This includes the foll ow ng tasks:

(a) Performing the final editing of the docunments to maintain
consi stency of style, editorial standards, and clarity.

At mininmm the RFC Editor:

(i) Copy-edits the docunents, including the correction of
spel ling and grammar, and some checking for
i nconsi stent notation. Anmbiguous sentences are
resolved with the authors.

(ii) Enforces the formatting rules of Section 3 of RFC
2223bi s

(iii) Ensures that sections follow guidelines and rul es of
Section 4 of RFC 2223bi s.

(iv) Verifies the consistency of references and citations,
and verifies contents of references to RFCs and |-Ds.

(v) Verifies that all normative dependenci es have been
sati sfied.
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(vi) Verifies that guidelines from Section 2 of RFC 2223bis
are followed, with respect to: URLs, titles,
abbrevi ati ons, | ANA Considerations, author lists, and
Requi renment - Level words.

(vii) Typesets the docunents in the standard RFC style.

(viii) Verifies the correctness of published M Bs and ABNF
fragments, using conpilers.

(b) Providing authors with a review period of no | ess than 48
hours to approve the docunent.

(c) Publishing new RFCs online by installing themin the official
RFC archive, which is accessible via HITP, FTP, and SMIP. The
RFC Edi tor al so provides conpressed aggregate files of subsets
of the conplete RFC series, accessible via HITP and FTP. PDF
facsimles are also maintained for all .txt RFGCs.

(d) Publicly announcing the availability of new RFCs via a nailing
list.

(e) Coordinating with the I ANA for assignnent of protoco
par anmet er values for RFCs in the subm ssion queue.

(f) Coordinating closely with the |ESG to ensure that the rul es of
RFC 2026 (or replacenent) are followed. RFC Editor personne
attend | ETF neetings. A designhated RFC Editor person serves
as liaison to the I AB and | ESG

(2) Individual Subm ssion Publication

The RFC Editor publishes technically conpetent and usefu
docunents that arise outside the | ETF process, in accordance with
RFC 2026. The RFC Editor nmkes the final determination on the
publishability of such docunents, with review by the | ESG and

i nput from know edgeabl e persons.

The RFC Editor reviews all such docunents for acceptable editoria
quality and for content, and works with the authors when necessary
to raise the quality to an acceptable |evel.

(3) Online RFC neta-informtion

The RFC editor publishes the follow ng status information via the
Web and FTP.
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(a) Alist of all RFCs currently published, including conplete
bi bl i ographi ¢ i nformati on and docunent status. This list is
publ i shed both in human and nachi ne-readabl e (XM.) fornmns.

(b) A docunent consisting of summaries of RFCs in each range of
100.

(c) Alist of errors found in published RFCs.

(d) An "RFC Editor Queue" specifying the stage of every docunent
in the process of editing, review, and publication

(e) An RFC Editor web site containing

(i) A search engi ne for RFCs.
(ii) Information on the RFC publication process.
(iii) Links to the above published itens.

(4) Public Queries

Respondi ng to, and when appropriate, redirecting, a wi de range of
emai | queries received in the RFC Editor mail box.

I1. Inproved Process and Infrastructure

When resources allow, the RFC Editor nakes inprovenents to its
processes and to the RFC repository infrastructure. This includes
i mprovenents and extensions to the set of scripts used by the RFC
Editor: (i) to maintain its databases and web pages, and (ii) to

i ncrease the efficiency and quality of the editing process.

Changes in procedure are often suggested by | ETF nenbers as well as
by the IESG Here are sonme exanpl es of changes that are either in
process or have been suggested for possible action in the future.

(1) Publication process

(a) Accepting docunments in XM. encodi ng when there is an
acconpanying tool that will produce nroff markup.

(b) Studying the feasibility of editing the XM form of
submi tted docunents, prior to producing the final nroff
and .txt versions.

(c) Adopting additional tools for verifying forma

speci fication | anguages used in RFCs in addition to M Bs,
Pl Bs, and ABNF.
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(2) Database Accessibility and Quality
(d) I'nmproving the useful ness of the Errata information

(i) Distinguish nere typographic errors fromerrors of
subst ance
(ii) Link errata to RFC i ndex on web page.

(e) Providing Wb-based "enhanced" views of RFCs, including:

(i) Links to other related RFCs and references.
(ii) Links to and fromonline errata pages.

(3) Maintaining an online repository of the corrected val ues of
M Bs that have been published in RFCs.

(4) Completing the RFC Online project, to bring online those early
RFCs that are available only in paper form

Appendi x D. Consultation with Foretec/CNRI: Secretariat and Meeting
Pl anni ng

Secretari at Responses to Questions from
| AB Advisory Committee

Novenber 7, 2003

* (1) Your description of the function you are performng. |Is that
* function, and its relationship to the | ETF, adequately

* understood for working purposes, or is additional description

* required? |If the latter, what woul d you suggest?

The Secretariat work is divided into four parts: Meeting Planning, WG
support, |ESG support, and | ETF Comunity support.

| ETF neeting planning includes: identifying venues; negotiating
contracts; working closely with the WG chairs and the IESGto
schedul e events and avoid conflicts; preparing the agendas for the WG
sessions; arranging for F&B and AV; handling registration; seeking
and signing up hosts; providing Internet access, a term nal room and
a wireless network when a host is not avail able; providing on-site
support; and preparing the proceedings. Meeting planning also may

i ncl ude organi zing the | ESG retreat.

WG support includes: naintaining and updating charters, mlestones,
and other information for the 140+ Wss; tracki ng changes in chairs;
hosting and archiving the discussion mailing lists; and processing
requests to publish IDs as RFCs.
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| ESG support includes: providing all support required for |IESG

tel econferences, which take place every two weeks and cover as nany
as 20+ docunents each (i.e., processing "Last Calls", preparing the
agenda and package, noderating the tel econference, preparing the

m nut es, sendi ng out approval announcenents, and updating the
information in the ID Tracker); tracking the novenent of I-Ds to
RFCs; interfacing with the RFC Editor; perform ng adm nistrative
functions associated with WG creation, rechartering, and cl osing;

mai nt ai ning the internal | ESG Wb pages; sendi ng m scel | aneous
nmessage to the | ETF announcenent |ist on behalf of the IESG and
posting themto the Wb site, where applicable (e.g., appeals to the
| ESG and | ESG responses to appeal s); providing support to the NonCom
as needed (i.e., sending announcenents, hosting/updating the Wb
site, arranging for conference calls); and devel opi ng Web-based tool s
to support |ESG deci si on-maki ng.

| ETF Community support includes: running the | ETF neetings; hosting
the 1ETF Wb site, and keeping the web site it up to date; hosting
the | ETF announcenent and di scussion lists; responding to enquiries
sent to the | ETF Secretariat, the Executive Director, the neeting
Regi strar, the Webnaster, and the trouble-ticket systens; processing
Intell ectual Property Rights Notices; processing Liaison Statenents;
and posting I-Ds.

(2) What staff is being used to performthese functions and
* what are their particular skills for doing so (either
individually or in the aggregate)?

-- Three people performadm nistrative functions.

-- Four-and-a-half people performtechnical support.
-- One-and-a-half people do devel opnent.

-- Three peopl e do mai nt enance.

(3) What criteria do you use to determ ne whether you are being
successful, and how successful ? Using those criteria, how
successful are you and what could be done, especially fromthe
| ETF side, to inmprove that eval uation?

b T

The continued efficient operation and evolution of the Internet is
one important goal and challenge facing the IETF, and also the | ETF
Secretariat. Wrking together to assist the IETF in performng this
i nportant function has been a notivating factor in CNRI's support for
al nost 15 years. The criteria followed by CNRI, and (nore recently)
its subsidiary Foretec, in their efforts on behalf of the entire
Internet conmunity is to provide a consistent and dependabl e
mechani smt hat enabl es those persons interested in the nany and
varied issues that are raised within the IETF to performtheir
important work in the Internet standards process unburdened by the
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routine administrative tasks associated with such endeavors. Wile |
think this has been a successful activity over nany years, there is
al ways room for inprovenent; and a continuing dial ogue between CNRI

| SOC, and the | ETF | eadership is useful for this purpose. High on ny
list of suggestions would be finding a way to increase the funds
avai |l able to neet the increasing demands placed on the Secretariat.
We can no | onger depend only on attendance fees at neetings for this
pur pose.

* (4) How woul d you characterize the quality of your relationship
* with the ETF and its | eadership? |Is there nutual trust and a
* sense of working together on issues, or do you and your

* col | eagues sonetines see the relationship as adversarial ?

Wil e the Foretec managenent nay have issues arising fromday to day
wor kf | ow demands on limted resources, CNRl values the trusted

rel ati onship we have had with the | ETF comunity. The issue is
cooperating in the devel opnent of new fundi ng sources, and | earning
to live within the available resources. There is also an issue about
effective lines of authority for the purpose of carrying out certain
aspects of the overall standards process. There are many demands and
pressures on the | ESG and hence on the Secretariat. These workfl ow
demands need to be addressed in a nmore systematic way for the benefit
of all.

* (5) Are there specific known problenms you would like us to | ook
* at and understand? |If so, please describe them

Workl oad is high. Gven the budgetary constraints that the
Secretariat is under, there are no resources to take on additiona
work. The staff supporting all areas are working overtinme just to
keep up with the current workl oad.

The Secretariat does not believe that the | ETF Community appreciates
the scope of the tasks. The Secretariat is automating nore tasks,
hopeful |l y reducing the overall workload. There is a |ong queue of
requests for new features in the tools that the Secretariat has
built. There is not nmoney to hire nore developers. The |ETF
Executive Director is docunenting processes. This has naturally
caused di scussi on about whether the processes are what everyone wants
the processes to be. Wile expected, it also increases workl oad.

* (6) How do you see the costs of your function evolving? |If

* things beconme nore costly over tine, what are the main

* determiners of cost (e.g., general inflation, general |ETF

* growmh, increase in the nunmber of particular functions you are
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* carried out to perform...). Are you doing sone things that
* | ETF (I ESG or ot herwi se) request that you do not consider
* cost-effective and, if so, what are they?

The total budget for IETF-related activities at Foretec |ast year was
about $2.5M The vast bul k was covered by | ETF neeting fees, but the
shortfall was covered by contributions from CNRI and Foretec.

CNRI has been asked by its Board to find a solution to the problem

Appendi x E.  Consultation with I CANN: | ANA protoco
Par armet er Assi gnnment

Responses to Questions from|AB Advi sory Comittee
for the | ANA Protocol Paraneter Assignment Function

November 7, 2003

(1) Your description of the function you are perform ng. I's that
function, and its relationship to the | ETF, adequately described in
RFC 2860 (the MOU) and RFC 2434 (Cuidelines for | ANA

consi derations), or is additional description required? If the
latter, what would you suggest?

* % X X *

Per Mchelle [Cotton, | ANA], RFC 2860 probably remains sufficient as
an MOU describing the functions that the | ANA provides to the | ETF
That office consists of, effective soon, a nmanager, three technica
clerical staff (four full-tinme equivalents) plus half a dozen people
on a consulting basis, performng functions for the I ETF and the
RIRs. The portion of that effort supporting | ETF paraneter
assignment is roughly a full-tinme-equivalent plus software support
and nornal managenent/enpl oynent over heads. Fundanentally, the | ETF
par armet er assi gnnment function consists of accepting requests for

prot ocol numbers for extensible protocols (such as |P Protocol, PPP
PI D, TCP/UDP Port, and the like), validating them according to

busi ness rules, identifying the appropriate registry, and in sone
cases portion of a registry, assigning the nunmber, and docunenting
the result.

RFC 2434 has served the 1 ANA staff well as a guide, but is nowin
need of updating. Specific concerns with the document relate to the
nmeani ng of terns and the specificity of the information provided to
the ANA in internet drafts.

One issue relates to the neaning of the term"I|ETF consensus”. Wen

a docurent has passed through a defined consensus process, such as a
wor ki ng group, this is straightforward. When requests cone to | ANA
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that have not done so, | ANA needs specific guidance on | ETF
expectations. This generally comes in the formof AD direction or
consul ting advice. An inproved process woul d hel p, though; business
rules that informthe | ANA when a new registry is appropriate, and
what rul es should be applied in assignment of values in any given
registry, for exanple, would help

Par armet er assi gnnment being an essentially clerical function, specific
gui dance to the clerical staff is absolutely mandatory, and often

l acking or unclear. 1In |ANA's dreans, every internet draft would
contain an | ANA Consi derations section, even if all it said was "I ANA
need not concern itself with this draft”. |In the absence of such a

statenment, the IESG s I ANA Liaison is forced to read the entire
document at |east tw ce: once when the IESGis first handed the
docunent, to ensure that any instructions to | ANA are clear, and
agai n when the | ESG hands the document on, to ensure that it can
performthe requests the draft nakes. This is clearly tine-consum ng
and prone to error.

| ANA is now receiving a certain level of instruction in internet
drafts, which is good. However, even the present |level of advice is
frequently lacking in clarity. For exanple, a PPP NCP definition

m ght well require the assignment of two PIDs, one for the data
exchange and one for the NCP itself. These two nunbers cone from
four very separate ranges: 0001..00FF, 0101..7FFF, 8001..BFFF, and
C001.. FFFF. The choice of range is inportant, especially on | ow
speed |ines using byte-oriented asynchronous transm ssion, as the
data assignment has a trade-off inplied for the relative frequency of
nmessages using the specified protocol, and the control function PlDs
are partitioned as well. In such a case, | ANA needs to know not that
“"two PIDs are required", but that "two PPP PIDs are required, the
data PID naned <d-name$gt; defined in section <> fromthe range
0001..00FF, and the control PID naned <c-nanme$gt; defined in section
<> fromthe range 8001..BFFF".

Descriptions of registries to be designed need to be equally clear
If the specification says in its | ANA Consi derations section that "
regi stry named ' Fubar Code Points’ should be built; the initia
values in a table <nane> and | ANA nay assign additional values in any
remai ni ng val ue between the last initial code point and 65535", that
is exactly what will happen. |If there are additional expectations,
such as "the working group’s assigned nunber advisor will be asked"
or "all assignnents nust be nade in an RFC of infornmational or
standard status", they won't necessarily be nmet - unless the | ANA
Consi derations section specifies as much. What you put in the | ANA
Consi derations section is what will be followed. It should be rmade
clear so that the inplementors get what they requested. Also, clear

| ANA Consi derations sections also help the conmunity, not only | ANA

a

| AB Advi sory Committee I nf or mati onal [ Page 36]



RFC 3716 The | ETF: Adm nistration and Execution March 2004

It nakes (1) the authors think about all aspects of the creation of a
registry and instructions on howto maintain but also (2) the public
knows and understands the new regi stry instructions and how t hey can
get assignments/registrations in that registry.

Sonething that would materially help the IANA in its eval uation of
internet drafts is a coment tracking systemon the | ETF side. The

| ANA's use of such a systemis apparent: any coments it makes on the
draft woul d appear in the system where the IESG may readily retrieve
them and the 1ANA can find its conments when the draft |ater cones
there. To be truly helpful, it should also include at |east any | ast
call 1ETF commentary and AD commentary, including agreed changes to
the docunent. This would permit IANA to review those notes as well,
which may in turn elicit further | ANA conmentary ("if you nake that
change, you shoul d al so specify <> in the | ANA Consi derations
section") or may guide | ANA' s inpl enentati on.

Normat i ve references apply to | ANA considerations as well as to other
parts of the specification. Recently, the |ESG started passing
docunents along prior to other docunents normative for them allow ng
themto sit in later queues to synchronize with their normative
docunents. In the special case where the normative docunent defines
a registry and the draft under discussion assigns a value fromthat
registry, this case needs to be handled in queue and in process like
any other normative reference.

* (2) What staff is being used to performthese functions and what
are their particular skills for doing so (either individually or
* in the aggregate)?

The staff assigned to this function, on 4 Novenber 2003, includes

M chell e Cotton and an assistant. They are essentially intelligent
clerical staff famliar with conmputer back office applications, but
otherwi se with no special technical training. For technica
guestions, they depend heavily on advisors within | ANA or assigned by
the | ETF.

It should be kept in mnd that it is not the ANA's job to understand
how every protocol works that is being defined in a new registry.

The | ANA needs to know how to create and maintain the registry

adm ni stratively.

(3) What criteria do you use to deternine whether you are being
successful, and how successful ? Using those criteria, how
successful are you and what could be done, especially fromthe | ETF
side, to inmprove that evaluation?

* X X X

The basic neasure of success is the nunber of assignments nade.
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M chelle's sense is that | ANA is now noderately successful, however
further inprovenent can be nmade internally and externally.

Paul is defining web-based automati on which should hel p various
aspects of 1ANA's work, including in part the | ETF | ANA function.

M chelle believes that this automation will materially help her
timeliness. But for that to be carried out properly, clear business
gui del i nes nust be given | ANA for each of the existing registries,
gui del i nes whose application can be readily automated. This is
likely an | ETF effort, or at |east requires serious |IETF input.

* (4) How woul d you characterize the quality of your relationship
* with the |ETF and its |eadership? |Is there nutual trust and a
* sense of working together on issues, or do you and your

* col | eagues sonetimes see the rel ationship as adversarial ?

At this point, Mchelle feels that IETF/ 1 AB | eadership is friendly
and generally constructive. She is very cognizant of AD workl oad,
and as such tries to focus questions and find other people to ask
them of. As such, she perceives the communication | evel and vol une
to be on the light side of "about right".

Again, anplified clarity of 1 ESG W5 policy would reduce her question
| oad, and there may be utility for an IAB liaison fromthe | ANA such
as | ANA has with the IESG That is really a question for the I1AB; if
it has questions for IANA, the chair should feel free to invite her
conment or invite a liaison

* (5) Are there specific known problens you would |like us to | ook at
* and understand? |If so, please describe them

Thi s note has nade a point concerning clarity of instructions,
clarity of policy, and clarity of registries. There is ongoi ng work
at 1ANA to clean up registry files inherited when | ANA was split out
fromthe RFC Editor’s office; in dealing with the business

consi derations questions already raised, it may be hel pful for a
tiger teamfromthe |ETF to reviewtheir registries with them and
nmake suggestions.

There is an ongoi ng problemw th recei ving announcenents concer ni ng
at least sonme internet drafts. Mchelle plans to follow up with the
Secretariat on this, but in short it appears that the IANA liaison is
not copied on at least sonme list that internet draft actions are
announced on. This seens to pertain to individual subnissions that
the | ESG advi ses the RFC Editor that it "has no problent publishing.

| AB Advi sory Committee I nf or mati onal [ Page 38]



RFC 3716 The | ETF: Adm nistration and Execution March 2004

(6) How do you see the costs of your function evolving? If things
becorme nore costly over tine, what are the main determn ners of

cost (e.g., general inflation, general |IETF gromh, increase in the
nunber of particular functions you are carried out to

perform...). Are you doing sone things that | ETF (I ESG or

ot herwi se) request that you do not consider cost-effective and,

if so, what are they?

* % X X % X %

As detailed, the function described in RFC 2860 represents

approxi mately a person-equivalent, plus facilities, software support,
and standard business | oading. This has been the approxi mate | oad

| evel for at least the past five years, and is projected to remain
about the same for the near future. The cost-effectiveness issues
revol ve around human-in-the-loop effort involved in reading drafts,
investigating inquiries, and such that have been detailed here. The
sense is that an effective coment nanagenment system plus the work
flow systems CANN is planning to inplenment should result in a net
near terminprovenent in efficiency and tineliness; projected | ETF
growm h should then consunme that inprovenent over tine.
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Ful | Copyright Statenent

Copyright (C The Internet Society (2004). This docunent is subject
to the rights, licenses and restrictions contained in BCP 78 and
except as set forth therein, the authors retain all their rights.

Thi s docunent and the infornmation contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE
REPRESENTS OR | S SPONSORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE
| NTERNET ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS COR

| MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF
THE | NFORMATI ON HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED
WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE

Intell ectual Property

The |1 ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that m ght be clai ned
to pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy
described in this document or the extent to which any license
under such rights m ght or might not be avail able; nor does it
represent that it has made any independent effort to identify any
such rights. Information on the procedures with respect to

rights in RFC docunents can be found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

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

The IETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention
any copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other
proprietary rights that may cover technol ogy that may be required
to inplenent this standard. Pl ease address the information to the
|ETF at ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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