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Abstr act

This meno docunents the process used by the Internet community for

t he standardi zati on of protocols and procedures. It defines the
stages in the standardi zation process, the requirenents for noving a
docunent between stages and the types of docunents used during this
process. It also addresses the intellectual property rights and

copyright issues associated with the standards process.
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| NTRODUCTI ON

This nmeno docunents the process currently used by the Internet
community for the standardization of protocols and procedures. The
Internet Standards process is an activity of the Internet Society
that is organi zed and managed on behal f of the Internet community by
the Internet Architecture Board (I AB) and the Internet ENngi neering
Steering Goup (IESG.

1 Internet Standards

The Internet, a | oosely-organized international collaboration of
aut ononous, i nterconnected networks, supports host-to-host
comuni cation through voluntary adherence to open protocols and
procedures defined by Internet Standards. There are al so many

i sol ated interconnected networks, which are not connected to the
gl obal Internet but use the Internet Standards.

The Internet Standards Process described in this docunent is
concerned with all protocols, procedures, and conventions that are
used in or by the Internet, whether or not they are part of the
TCP/I P protocol suite. 1In the case of protocols devel oped and/ or

st andardi zed by non-Internet organizations, however, the Internet

St andards Process nornmally applies to the application of the protocol
or procedure in the Internet context, not to the specification of the
protocol itself.

In general, an Internet Standard is a specification that is stable
and wel | -understood, is technically conpetent, has nultiple,

i ndependent, and interoperable inplenentations with substanti al
oper ati onal experience, enjoys significant public support, and is
recogni zably useful in sone or all parts of the Internet.

1.2 The Internet Standards Process

In outline, the process of creating an Internet Standard is
straightforward: a specification undergoes a period of devel oprment
and several iterations of review by the Internet community and
revi si on based upon experience, is adopted as a Standard by the
appropriate body (see below), and is published. |In practice, the
process is nore conplicated, due to (1) the difficulty of creating
speci fications of high technical quality; (2) the need to consider
the interests of all of the affected parties; (3) the inportance of
establ i shing wi despread community consensus; and (4) the difficulty
of evaluating the utility of a particular specification for the

I nternet comunity.
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The goals of the Internet Standards Process are:

o technical excellence;

prior inplenmentation and testing;

cl ear, concise, and easily understood docunentati on;
openness and fairness; and

timeliness.

©oOo0o0oo

The procedures described in this docunent are designed to be fair,
open, and objective; to reflect existing (proven) practice; and to
be fl exible.

0 These procedures are intended to provide a fair, open, and
obj ective basis for devel opi ng, evaluating, and adopting |nternet
Standards. They provide anple opportunity for participation and
coment by all interested parties. At each stage of the
st andar di zati on process, a specification is repeatedly discussed
and its nerits debated in open neetings and/or public electronic
mailing lists, and it is made available for review via world-w de
on-line directories.

0 These procedures are explicitly aimed at recognizing and adopting
general | y-accepted practices. Thus, a candi date specification
nmust be inplenmented and tested for correct operation and
interoperability by nultiple independent parties and utilized in
i ncreasi ngly demandi ng environnments, before it can be adopted as
an I nternet Standard.

0 These procedures provide a great deal of flexibility to adapt to
the wide variety of circunstances that occur in the
st andar di zati on process. Experience has shown this flexibility to
be vital in achieving the goals |listed above.

The goal of technical conpetence, the requirenment for prior

i npl enentation and testing, and the need to allow all interested
parties to comment all require significant tine and effort. On the
ot her hand, today’ s rapid devel opnment of networking technol ogy
demands tinely devel opnment of standards. The Internet Standards
Process is intended to balance these conflicting goals. The process
is believed to be as short and sinple as possible w thout sacrificing
t echni cal excell ence, thorough testing before adoption of a standard,
or openness and fairness.

Fromits inception, the Internet has been, and is expected to renain,
an evol ving system whose participants regularly factor new

requi renents and technology into its design and inplenentation. Users
of the Internet and providers of the equipnent, software, and
services that support it should anticipate and enbrace this evol ution
as a mpjor tenet of Internet phil osophy.
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The procedures described in this docunent are the result of a nunber
of years of evolution, driven both by the needs of the grow ng and
increasingly diverse Internet community, and by experience.
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1.3 Organi zation of This Docunent

Section 2 describes the publications and archives of the |Internet

St andards Process. Section 3 describes the types of Internet
standard specifications. Section 4 describes the Internet standards
specifications track. Section 5 describes Best Current Practice
RFCs. Section 6 describes the process and rules for Internet
standardi zation. Section 7 specifies the way in which externally-
sponsored specifications and practices, devel oped and controll ed by
ot her standards bodies or by others, are handled within the Internet
St andards Process. Section 8 describes the requirenments for notices
and record keeping Section 9 defines a variance process to allow
one-time exceptions to sone of the requirenments in this docunent
Section 10 presents the rules that are required to protect
intellectual property rights in the context of the devel opnent and
use of Internet Standards. Section 11 includes acknow edgnents of
some of the people involved in creation of this docunent. Section 12
notes that security issues are not dealt with by this docunent.
Section 13 contains a list of nunbered references. Section 14
contains definitions of some of the ternms used in this docunent.
Section 15 lists the author’s email and postal addresses. Appendix A
contains a list of frequently-used acronyns.

2. | NTERNET STANDARDS- RELATED PUBLI CATI ONS
2.1 Requests for Comments (RFCs)

Each distinct version of an Internet standards-rel ated specification
is published as part of the "Request for Comrents" (RFC) docunent
series. This archival series is the official publication channel for
I nt ernet standards docunents and ot her publications of the | ESG |AB,
and Internet community. RFCs can be obtained froma nunber of

I nternet hosts using anonynous FTP, gopher, Wrld Wde Wb, and ot her
I nternet docunent-retrieval systens.

The RFC series of docunments on networking began in 1969 as part of
the original ARPA w de-area networking (ARPANET) project (see
Appendi x A for glossary of acronyns). RFCs cover a w de range of
topics in addition to Internet Standards, fromearly discussion of
new research concepts to status nenos about the Internet. RFC
publication is the direct responsibility of the RFC Editor, under the
general direction of the |AB.
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The rules for formatting and submitting an RFC are defined in [5].
Every RFC is available in ASCII text. Sonme RFCs are al so avail able
in other formats. The other versions of an RFC may contain materi al
(such as diagrans and figures) that is not present in the ASCl I
version, and it may be formatted differently.

R b b S R R R b b R R R R R b b b b S R R b Rk Ik Ik SRRk kS I

*
* A stricter requirenment applies to standards-track

* sgpecifications: the ASCI|I text version is the

* definitive reference, and therefore it nust be a

* conplete and accurate specification of the standard,
* including all necessary diagranms and illustrations.
*
*

* X X X X X X F

R IR I b S S b I b Sk S b e b b I b Sk S b I b S Rk A S b e b I b b b I b S S b b b S b b

The status of Internet protocol and service specifications is
summari zed periodically in an RFC entitled "Internet Oficial
Protocol Standards" [1]. This RFC shows the |level of maturity and
ot her hel pful information for each Internet protocol or service
specification (see section 3).

Sonme RFCs document Internet Standards. These RFCs formthe * STD
subseries of the RFC series [4]. Wen a specification has been
adopted as an Internet Standard, it is given the additional | abel
"STDxxx", but it keeps its RFC nunber and its place in the RFC
series. (see section 4.1.3)

Some RFCs standardize the results of community deliberations about
statements of principle or conclusions about what is the best way to
perform some operations or | ETF process function. These RFCs form
the specification has been adopted as a BCP, it is given the

addi tional |abel "BCPxxx", but it keeps its RFC nunber and its pl ace
in the RFC series. (see section 5)

Not all specifications of protocols or services for the Internet
should or will becone Internet Standards or BCPs. Such non-standards
track specifications are not subject to the rules for Internet
standardi zati on. Non-standards track specifications nmay be published
directly as "Experinental” or "Informational" RFCs at the discretion
of the RFC Editor in consultation with the | ESG (see section 4.2).
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R b b Sk kR R R I R Rk Sk b b R kR R e b b b Sk S R S R IRk kS

*
* It is inportant to renenber that not all RFCs

* are standards track docunents, and that not al

* standards track docunents reach the |evel of

* Internet Standard. In the same way, not all RFCs
* whi ch describe current practices have been given
* the review and approval to becone BCPs. See
* RFC- 1796 [6] for further information.
*
*

* X X X X X X X * F

kkhkkkhhkkhkkhhkkhkhkhkkhhkhhkhkhhkhhhkhhkhhhkhhkhkhhkhhkhkhhkhhhkhhkhkhhkihkhkkihkihkhkk

2.2 Internet-Drafts

During the devel opnent of a specification, draft versions of the
docunent are nmade avail able for informal review and comrent by
placing themin the |ETF s "Internet-Drafts” directory, which is
replicated on a nunber of Internet hosts. This nmakes an evol vi ng
wor ki ng docunent readily available to a wi de audi ence, facilitating
the process of review and revision.

An Internet-Draft that is published as an RFC, or that has renai ned
unchanged in the Internet-Drafts directory for nore than six nonths
wi t hout being recommended by the | ESG for publication as an RFC, is
sinply renmoved fromthe Internet-Drafts directory. At any tine, an
Internet-Draft nay be replaced by a nore recent version of the sane
specification, restarting the six-nonth tinmeout period.

An Internet-Draft is NOT a neans of "publishing” a specification;
speci fications are published through the RFC nechani sm described in
the previous section. Internet-Drafts have no formal status, and are
subj ect to change or renoval at any tine.

ER R b A S b S b S b S b b I b b b b I b S b b Sk S b b S R b S b b b S b S b b b S S

*
* Under no circunstances should an Internet-Draft

* be referenced by any paper, report, or Request-

* for-Proposal, nor should a vendor claimconpliance
* with an Internet-Draft.

*

*

* X X F X * F

kkhkkkhhkhkkhhkkhhkhkkhhkhhkhkhhkhhhkhhkhhhkhhkhhhkhhkhkhhkhhhkhhkhhhkhhkhkkihkihkhkk
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Note: It is acceptable to reference a standards-track specification
that may reasonably be expected to be published as an RFC using the
phrase "Wurk in Progress” wthout referencing an Internet-Draft.
This may al so be done in a standards track docunent itself as |ong
as the specification in which the reference is nade would stand as a
conpl ete and under st andabl e docunent with or without the reference to
the "Work in Progress”.

3. | NTERNET STANDARD SPECI FI CATI ONS

Specifications subject to the Internet Standards Process fall into
one of two categories: Technical Specification (TS) and
Applicability Statenment (AS).

3.1 Technical Specification (TS)

A Technical Specification is any description of a protocol, service,
procedure, convention, or format. It may conpletely describe all of
the rel evant aspects of its subject, or it nay | eave one or nore
paraneters or options unspecified. A TS may be conpletely self-
contained, or it may incorporate material from other specifications
by reference to other docunments (which m ght or m ght not be Internet
St andar ds) .

A TS shall include a statenent of its scope and the general intent
for its use (domain of applicability). Thus, a TS that is inherently
specific to a particular context shall contain a statenent to that
effect. However, a TS does not specify requirenents for its use
within the Internet; these requirenents, which depend on the
particul ar context in which the TS is incorporated by different
system configurations, are defined by an Applicability Statenent.

3.2 Applicability Statenment (AS)

An Applicability Statenment specifies how, and under what

ci rcunst ances, one or nore TSs may be applied to support a particul ar
Internet capability. An AS may specify uses for TSs that are not

I nternet Standards, as discussed in Section 7.

An AS identifies the relevant TSs and the specific way in which they
are to be conbined, and may al so specify particul ar val ues or ranges
of TS paraneters or subfunctions of a TS protocol that mnust be

i npl enented. An AS al so specifies the circunstances in which the use
of a particular TS is required, recommended, or elective (see section
3.3).

Br adner Best Current Practice [ Page 9]
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An AS nay describe particular nethods of using a TSin a restricted
"domai n of applicability”, such as Internet routers, term nal
servers, Internet systens that interface to Ethernets, or datagram
based dat abase servers.

The broadest type of AS is a conprehensive conformance specification,
commonly called a "requirements docunent”, for a particular class of
I nternet systens, such as Internet routers or Internet hosts.

An AS may not have a higher maturity level in the standards track

t han any standards-track TS on which the AS relies (see section 4.1).
For exanple, a TS at Draft Standard |evel nmay be referenced by an AS
at the Proposed Standard or Draft Standard |evel, but not by an AS at
the Standard | evel.

3.3 Requirenent Levels

An AS shall apply one of the following "requirenent |evels" to each
of the TSs to which it refers:

(a) Required: Inplenmentation of the referenced TS, as specified by
the AS, is required to achieve m nimal conformance. For exanple,
IP and | CVP nust be inplenented by all Internet systens using the

TCP/I P Protocol Suite

(b) Recommended: Inplenentation of the referenced TS is not
required for mnimal conformance, but experience and/ or generally
accepted technical wi sdom suggest its desirability in the domain
of applicability of the AS. Vendors are strongly encouraged to
i nclude the functions, features, and protocols of Recommended TSs
in their products, and should omt themonly if the omssion is
justified by sone special circunstance. For exanple, the TELNET
prot ocol should be inplenented by all systens that woul d benefit
fromrenote access.

(c) Elective: Inplenentation of the referenced TS is optional
within the domain of applicability of the AS; that is, the AS
creates no explicit necessity to apply the TS. However, a
particul ar vendor may decide to inplenment it, or a particul ar user
may decide that it is a necessity in a specific environnent. For
exanpl e, the DECNET M B coul d be seen as valuable in an
envi ronnent where the DECNET protocol is used.

Br adner Best Current Practice [ Page 10]



RFC2026 RFC.net Page 11 of 37

RFC 2026 I nternet Standards Process Cct ober 1996

As noted in section 4.1, there are TSs that are not in the
standards track or that have been retired fromthe standards
track, and are therefore not required, recommended, or elective.
Two additional "requirement |evel" designations are available for
t hese TSs:

(d) Limted Use: The TS is considered to be appropriate for use
only in limted or unique circunstances. For exanple, the usage
of a protocol with the "Experinental" designation should generally
be limted to those actively involved with the experinent.

(e) Not Recommended: A TS that is considered to be inappropriate
for general use is | abeled "Not Recommended". This may be because
of its limted functionality, specialized nature, or historic
st at us.

Al though TSs and ASs are conceptually separate, in practice a

st andards-track docunent may conbine an AS and one or nore rel ated
TSs. For exanple, Technical Specifications that are devel oped
specifically and exclusively for sone particular domain of
applicability, e.g., for mail server hosts, often contain within a
single specification all of the relevant AS and TS information. In
such cases, no useful purpose would be served by deliberately
distributing the informati on anong several docunents just to preserve
the formal AS/ TS distinction. However, a TS that is likely to apply
to nore than one domain of applicability should be devel oped in a
nodul ar fashion, to facilitate its incorporation by nmultiple ASs.

The "Official Protocol Standards"”™ RFC (STD1) |ists a general

requi renent |level for each TS, using the nonmenclature defined in this
section. This RFC is updated periodically. |In nany cases, nore
detail ed descriptions of the requirenent |evels of particul ar
protocols and of individual features of the protocols wll be found
in appropriate ASs.

4. THE I NTERNET STANDARDS TRACK

Specifications that are intended to becone Internet Standards evol ve
through a set of maturity |l evels known as the "standards track"

These maturity levels -- "Proposed Standard", "Draft Standard", and
"Standard" -- are defined and discussed in section 4.1. The way in
whi ch specifications nove along the standards track is described in
section 6.

Even after a specification has been adopted as an Internet Standard,
further evolution often occurs based on experience and the

recognition of new requirenments. The nonencl ature and procedures of
I nternet standardization provide for the replacenent of old Internet

Br adner Best Current Practice [ Page 11]
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St andards with new ones, and the assignnment of descriptive |labels to
indicate the status of "retired" Internet Standards. A set of
maturity levels is defined in section 4.2 to cover these and ot her
specifications that are not considered to be on the standards track.

4.1 Standards Track Maturity Levels
I nternet specifications go through stages of devel opnent, testing,
and acceptance. Wthin the Internet Standards Process, these stages
are formally | abeled "maturity | evel s".

This section describes the maturity | evels and the expected
characteristics of specifications at each |evel.

4.1.1 Proposed Standard

The entry-level maturity for the standards track is "Proposed

Standard". A specific action by the IESGis required to nove a
specification onto the standards track at the "Proposed Standard"
| evel .

A Proposed Standard specification is generally stable, has resol ved
known design choices, is believed to be well-understood, has received
significant community review, and appears to enjoy enough comunity
interest to be considered val uable. However, further experience

m ght result in a change or even retraction of the specification
before it advances.

Usual | y, neither inplenmentation nor operational experience is
required for the designation of a specification as a Proposed
Standard. However, such experience is highly desirable, and wll
usual ly represent a strong argunent in favor of a Proposed Standard
desi gnat i on.

The 1 ESG may require inplenmentation and/ or operational experience
prior to granting Proposed Standard status to a specification that
materially affects the core Internet protocols or that specifies
behavi or that may have significant operational inpact on the

I nt ernet.

A Proposed Standard shoul d have no known technical omi ssions with
respect to the requirenents placed upon it. However, the | ESG may
wai ve this requirement in order to allow a specification to advance
to the Proposed Standard state when it is considered to be useful and
necessary (and tinely) even with known technical om ssions.

Br adner Best Current Practice [ Page 12]
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| mpl ementors should treat Proposed Standards as i mmature
specifications. It is desirable to inplenent themin order to gain
experience and to validate, test, and clarify the specification.
However, since the content of Proposed Standards may be changed if
probl ens are found or better solutions are identified, deploying

i npl enent ati ons of such standards into a disruption-sensitive
environment i s not reconmended.

4.1.2 Draft Standard

A specification fromwhich at | east two i ndependent and interoperable
i npl enentations fromdifferent code bases have been devel oped, and
for which sufficient successful operational experience has been
obt ai ned, nmay be elevated to the "Draft Standard"” |evel. For the
purposes of this section, "interoperable" neans to be functionally
equi val ent or interchangeabl e conponents of the systemor process in
which they are used. |[|f patented or otherw se controlled technol ogy
is required for inplenentation, the separate inplenentations nust

al so have resulted from separate exercise of the |icensing process.
El evation to Draft Standard is a najor advance in status, indicating
a strong belief that the specification is mature and will be useful.

The requirenent for at |east two i ndependent and interoperable

i npl enentations applies to all of the options and features of the
specification. 1In cases in which one or nore options or features
have not been denonstrated in at |east two interoperable

i npl enentations, the specification may advance to the Draft Standard
| evel only if those options or features are renoved.

The Working Goup chair is responsible for docunmenting the specific

i mpl enent ati ons which qualify the specification for Draft or Internet
Standard status along with docunentation about testing of the

i nteroperation of these inplenentations. The docunentation nust

i nclude informati on about the support of each of the individual
options and features. This docunentation should be submtted to the
Area Director with the protocol action request. (see Section 6)

A Draft Standard nmust be wel | -understood and known to be quite
stable, both in its semantics and as a basis for devel opi ng an

i mpl ementation. A Draft Standard may still require additional or
nore wi despread field experience, since it is possible for

i npl enent ati ons based on Draft Standard specifications to denonstrate
unf or eseen behavi or when subjected to | arge-scal e use in production
envi ronnent s.
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A Draft Standard is normally considered to be a final specification,
and changes are likely to be made only to sol ve specific problens
encountered. In nost circunstances, it is reasonable for vendors to
depl oy inplenentations of Draft Standards into a disruption sensitive
envi ronnment .

4.1.3 Internet Standard

A specification for which significant inplenentation and successful
operati onal experience has been obtained may be elevated to the
Internet Standard level. An Internet Standard (which may sinply be
referred to as a Standard) is characterized by a high degree of
technical maturity and by a generally held belief that the specified
protocol or service provides significant benefit to the |Internet
comunity.

A specification that reaches the status of Standard is assigned a
nunber in the STD series while retaining its RFC nunber.

4.2 Non-Standards Track Maturity Levels

Not every specification is on the standards track. A specification
may not be intended to be an Internet Standard, or it may be intended
for eventual standardi zation but not yet ready to enter the standards
track. A specification my have been superseded by a nore recent
Internet Standard, or have otherwise fallen into disuse or disfavor

Specifications that are not on the standards track are |l abeled with
one of three "off-track” maturity levels: "Experinental"”
“Informational”, or "Hi storic". The docunents bearing these |abels
are not Internet Standards in any sense.

4.2.1 Experinental

The "Experinmental" designation typically denotes a specification that
is part of sonme research or devel opnent effort. Such a specification
is published for the general information of the Internet technical
comunity and as an archival record of the work, subject only to
editorial considerations and to verification that there has been
adequat e coordination with the standards process (see below). An
Experimental specification may be the output of an organi zed I nternet
research effort (e.g., a Research G oup of the IRTF), an | ETF Wbrking
Group, or it may be an individual contribution.
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4.2.2 Informational

An "Informational" specification is published for the general
information of the Internet community, and does not represent an

I nternet comunity consensus or recomendation. The Informational
designation is intended to provide for the tinely publication of a
very broad range of responsible informational docunents from nmany
sources, subject only to editorial considerations and to verification
that there has been adequate coordination wth the standards process
(see section 4.2.3).

Specifications that have been prepared outside of the Internet
community and are not incorporated into the Internet Standards
Process by any of the provisions of section 10 may be published as
Informati onal RFCs, with the perm ssion of the owner and the
concurrence of the RFC Editor.

4.2.3 Procedures for Experinental and |Informational RFCs

Unl ess they are the result of | ETF Wrking G oup action, docunents
intended to be published with Experinental or Informational status
shoul d be submitted directly to the RFC Editor. The RFC Editor w ||
publ i sh any such docunents as Internet-Drafts which have not already
been so published. In order to differentiate these Internet-Drafts
they will be | abeled or grouped in the I-D directory so they are
easily recogni zable. The RFC Editor will wait two weeks after this
publication for comments before proceeding further. The RFC Editor
is expected to exercise his or her judgnment concerning the editorial
suitability of a docunent for publication with Experinental or

I nformational status, and nmay refuse to publish a docunment which, in
the expert opinion of the RFC Editor, is unrelated to Internet
activity or falls below the technical and/or editorial standard for
RFCs.

To ensure that the non-standards track Experinental and | nformational
designations are not msused to circunmvent the Internet Standards
Process, the I ESG and the RFC Editor have agreed that the RFC Editor
Wil refer to the | ESG any docunent submtted for Experinental or

I nformati onal publication which, in the opinion of the RFC Editor,
may be related to work being done, or expected to be done, within the
| ETF community. The | ESG shall review such a referred docunent
within a reasonable period of time, and recomend either that it be
publ i shed as originally submtted or referred to the I ETF as a
contribution to the Internet Standards Process.

If (a) the I ESG recommends that the docunent be brought within the

| ETF and progressed within the | ETF context, but the author declines
to do so, or (b) the I ESG considers that the docunent proposes
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something that conflicts with, or is actually inimcal to, an
established | ETF effort, the docunent may still be published as an
Experimental or Informational RFC. |In these cases, however, the | ESG
may insert appropriate "disclainer" text into the RFC either in or

i medi ately followng the "Status of this Menp" section in order to
make the circunstances of its publication clear to readers.

Docunents proposed for Experinental and Informational RFCs by | ETF
Wor ki ng Groups go through IESG review. The reviewis initiated using
t he process described in section 6.1.1.

4.2.4 Historic

A specification that has been superseded by a nore recent
specification or is for any other reason considered to be obsolete is
assigned to the "Historic" level. (Purists have suggested that the
word should be "Historical"; however, at this point the use of
"Historic" is historical.)

Not e: Standards track specifications normally nust not depend on

ot her standards track specifications which are at a lower maturity

| evel or on non standards track specifications other than referenced
speci fications fromother standards bodies. (See Section 7.)

5. BEST CURRENT PRACTI CE (BCP) RFCs

The BCP subseries of the RFC series is designed to be a way to
standardi ze practices and the results of community deliberations. A
BCP docunent is subject to the sane basic set of procedures as
standards track docunents and thus is a vehicle by which the | ETF
community can define and ratify the conmunity’s best current thinking
on a statenent of principle or on what is believed to be the best way
to perform sone operations or | ETF process function.

Hi storically Internet standards have generally been concerned wth
the technical specifications for hardware and software required for
comput er communi cation across interconnected networks. However,
since the Internet itself is conposed of networks operated by a great
variety of organizations, with diverse goals and rules, good user
service requires that the operators and adm ni strators of the
Internet foll ow sone common gui delines for policies and operations.
Wil e these guidelines are generally different in scope and style
from protocol standards, their establishnment needs a simlar process
for consensus buil di ng.

While it is recognized that entities such as the I AB and | ESG are

conposed of individuals who may participate, as individuals, in the
technical work of the IETF, it is also recognized that the entities
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t hensel ves have an existence as |eaders in the community. As |eaders
in the Internet technical comunity, these entities should have an
outlet to propose ideas to stinulate work in a particular area, to
rai se the community’s sensitivity to a certain issue, to nmake a
statenment of architectural principle, or to comunicate their

t houghts on other matters. The BCP subseries creates a snoothly
structured way for these nanagenent entities to insert proposals into
t he consensus-buil di ng machi nery of the I ETF while gauging the
community’s view of that issue.

Finally, the BCP series nay be used to docunent the operation of the
| ETF itself. For exanple, this docunment defines the | ETF Standards
Process and is published as a BCP.

5.1 BCP Revi ew Process

Unl i ke standards-track docunents, the nmechani sns described in BCPs
are not well suited to the phased roll-in nature of the three stage
standards track and i nstead generally only nmake sense for full and
i mredi ate i nstantiation.

The BCP process is simlar to that for proposed standards. The BCP
is submtted to the ESG for review, (see section 6.1.1) and the

exi sting review process applies, including a Last-Call on the |IETF
Announce mailing list. However, once the | ESG has approved the
docunent, the process ends and the docunent is published. The

resul ting docunent is viewed as having the technical approval of the
| ETF.

Specifically, a docunment to be considered for the status of BCP nust
undergo the procedures outlined in sections 6.1, and 6.4 of this
docunent. The BCP process may be appeal ed according to the procedures
in section 6.5.

Because BCPs are nmeant to express comunity consensus but are arrived
at nore quickly than standards, BCPs require particul ar care.
Specifically, BCPs should not be viewed sinply as stronger

I nformati onal RFCs, but rather should be viewed as docunents suitable
for a content different fromInformational RFCs.

A specification, or group of specifications, that has, or have been

approved as a BCP is assigned a nunber in the BCP series while
retaining its RFC nunber(s).
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6. THE | NTERNET STANDARDS PROCESS

The mechani cs of the Internet Standards Process invol ve deci sions of
t he 1 ESG concerning the elevation of a specification onto the
standards track or the novenent of a standards-track specification
fromone maturity level to another. Al though a nunber of reasonably
objective criteria (described below and in section 4) are avail able
to guide the IESG in making a decision to nove a specification onto,
al ong, or off the standards track, there is no algorithm c guarantee
of elevation to or progression along the standards track for any
specification. The experienced collective judgnent of the | ESG
concerning the technical quality of a specification proposed for

el evation to or advancenent in the standards track is an essenti al
conponent of the decision-nmaking process.

6.1 Standards Actions

A "standards action" -- entering a particular specification into,
advancing it within, or renmoving it from the standards track -- nust
be approved by the | ESG

6.1.1 Initiation of Action

A specification that is intended to enter or advance in the |nternet
standards track shall first be posted as an Internet-Draft (see
section 2.2) unless it has not changed since publication as an RFC
It shall remain as an Internet-Draft for a period of tinme, not |ess
than two weeks, that permts useful comunity review, after which a
recomendation for action may be initiated.

A standards action is initiated by a recommendati on by the | ETF
Wor ki ng group responsible for a specification to its Area Director,
copied to the I ETF Secretariat or, in the case of a specification not
associated wwth a Wrking Goup, a recomendation by an individual to
t he |1 ESG

6.1.2 |1ESG Revi ew and Approval

The |1 ESG shall determ ne whether or not a specification submtted to
it according to section 6.1.1 satisfies the applicable criteria for
t he recommended action (see sections 4.1 and 4.2), and shall in
addi ti on determ ne whether or not the technical quality and clarity
of the specification is consistent with that expected for the
maturity level to which the specification is recomended.

In order to obtain all of the information necessary to nake these

determ nations, particularly when the specification is considered by
the ESG to be extrenely inportant in terns of its potential inpact
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on the Internet or on the suite of Internet protocols, the | ESG nay,
at its discretion, conmm ssion an i ndependent technical review of the
speci fication.

The 1ESG wi Il send notice to the | ETF of the pending | ESG

consi deration of the docunent(s) to permt a final review by the
general Internet community. This "Last-Call" notification shall be
via electronic mail to the | ETF Announce nailing list. Coments on a
Last-Call shall be accepted from anyone, and should be sent as
directed in the Last-Call announcenent.

The Last-Call period shall be no shorter than two weeks except in

t hose cases where the proposed standards action was not initiated by
an | ETF Wrking G oup, in which case the Last-Call period shall be no
shorter than four weeks. |[|f the | ESG believes that the comunity
interest would be served by allowng nore tine for comment, it may
decide on a longer Last-Call period or to explicitly lengthen a
current Last-Call period.

The 1ESG is not bound by the action recommended when the
specification was submtted. For exanple, the | ESG nay decide to
consi der the specification for publication in a different category
than that requested. |If the |IESG determ nes this before the Last-
Call is issued then the Last-Call should reflect the IESG s view.
The | ESG coul d al so decide to change the publication category based
on the response to a Last-Call. If this decision would result in a
specification being published at a "higher" |evel than the original
Last-Call was for, a new Last-Call should be issued indicating the
| ESG recomendation. In addition, the | ESG nmay deci de to recommend
the formation of a new Wirking Group in the case of significant
controversy in response to a Last-Call for specification not
originating froman | ETF Wrking G oup

In atinely fashion after the expiration of the Last-Call period, the
| ESG shall nake its final determ nation of whether or not to approve
t he standards action, and shall notify the IETF of its decision via
el ectronic mail to the | ETF Announce mailing |ist.

6.1.3 Publication
If a standards action is approved, notification is sent to the RFC
Editor and copied to the ETF with instructions to publish the

specification as an RFC. The specification shall at that point be
renmoved fromthe Internet-Drafts directory.
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An official summary of standards actions conpl eted and pendi ng shal
appear in each issue of the Internet Society s newsletter. This
shall constitute the "publication of record" for Internet standards
actions.

The RFC Editor shall publish periodically an "Internet Oficial
Protocol Standards" RFC [1], summarizing the status of all Internet
prot ocol and service specifications.

6.2 Advancing in the Standards Track

The procedure described in section 6.1 is followed for each action
that attends the advancenent of a specification along the standards
track.

A specification shall remain at the Proposed Standard | evel for at
| east six (6) nonths.

A specification shall remain at the Draft Standard |level for at |east
four (4) nonths, or until at |east one | ETF neeting has occurred,
whi chever cones |ater.

These m ni mum periods are intended to ensure adequate opportunity for
community review without severely inpacting tineliness. These
intervals shall be nmeasured fromthe date of publication of the
correspondi ng RFC(s), or, if the action does not result in RFC
publication, the date of the announcenent of the | ESG approval of the
action.

A specification may be (indeed, is likely to be) revised as it
advances through the standards track. At each stage, the | ESG shal
determ ne the scope and significance of the revision to the
specification, and, if necessary and appropriate, nodify the
recomended action. Mnor revisions are expected, but a significant
revision may require that the specification accunul ate nore
experience at its current maturity |l evel before progressing. Finally,
if the specification has been changed very significantly, the |IESG
may recomrend that the revision be treated as a new docunent, re-
entering the standards track at the begi nning.

Change of status shall result in republication of the specification
as an RFC, except in the rare case that there have been no changes at
all in the specification since the |last publication. Generally,
desired changes wll be "batched" for incorporation at the next |evel
in the standards track. However, deferral of changes to the next
standards action on the specification will not always be possible or
desirable; for exanple, an inportant typographical error, or a
technical error that does not represent a change in overall function
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of the specification, may need to be corrected i Mmediately. |In such
cases, the | ESG or RFC Editor may be asked to republish the RFC (with
a new nunber) with corrections, and this will not reset the m ni num
time-at-1|evel clock

When a standards-track specification has not reached the Internet
Standard | evel but has renained at the same maturity |evel for
twenty-four (24) nonths, and every twelve (12) nonths thereafter
until the status is changed, the I ESG shall review the viability of

t he standardi zation effort responsible for that specification and the
useful ness of the technol ogy. Follow ng each such review, the |IESG
shal | approve term nation or continuation of the devel opnent effort,
at the sanme tine the | ESG shall decide to nmaintain the specification
at the sane maturity level or to nove it to Historic status. This
deci sion shall be comunicated to the I ETF by electronic mail to the
| ETF Announce mailing list to allow the Internet comunity an
opportunity to coment. This provision is not intended to threaten a
legitimate and active Wrking Goup effort, but rather to provide an
adm ni strative mechanismfor termnating a noribund effort.

6.3 Revising a Standard

A new version of an established Internet Standard nust progress

through the full Internet standardization process as if it were a
conpl etely new specification. Once the new version has reached the
Standard level, it wll usually replace the previous version, which

will be noved to Historic status. However, in sone cases both
versions may remain as Internet Standards to honor the requirenents
of an installed base. In this situation, the relationship between
the previous and the new versions nust be explicitly stated in the
text of the new version or in another appropriate docunent (e.g., an
Applicability Statenent; see section 3.2).

6.4 Retiring a Standard

As the technol ogy changes and natures, it is possible for a new

St andard specification to be so clearly superior technically that one
or nore existing standards track specifications for the sane function
should be retired. 1In this case, or when it is felt for sone other
reason that an existing standards track specification should be
retired, the IESG shall approve a change of status of the old
specification(s) to Historic. This recormmendation shall be issued
with the sane Last-Call and notification procedures used for any

ot her standards action. A request to retire an existing standard can
originate froma Wrking Goup, an Area Director or sone other
interested party.
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6.5 Conflict Resolution and Appeal s

Di sputes are possible at various stages during the | ETF process. As
much as possible the process is designed so that conprom ses can be
made, and genui ne consensus achi eved, however there are tinmes when
even the nost reasonabl e and know edgeabl e people are unable to
agree. To achi eve the goals of openness and fairness, such conflicts
must be resolved by a process of open review and di scussion. This
section specifies the procedures that shall be followed to deal wth
Internet standards issues that cannot be resolved through the norma
processes whereby | ETF Worki ng Groups and ot her Internet Standards
Process participants ordinarily reach consensus.

6.5.1 Wrking Goup D sputes

An individual (whether a participant in the relevant Wrking G oup or
not) may disagree with a Wrking Goup recommendati on based on his or
her belief that either (a) his or her own views have not been
adequately considered by the Wrking Goup, or (b) the Wrking G oup
has made an incorrect technical choice which places the quality
and/or integrity of the Wrking Goup’ s product(s) in significant
jeopardy. The first issue is a difficulty wth Wrking G oup
process; the latter is an assertion of technical error. These two
types of disagreenent are quite different, but both are handl ed by

t he sane process of review

A person who disagrees with a Wrking Goup reconmendati on shal

al ways first discuss the matter with the Wirking G oup’s chair(s),
who may invol ve other nenbers of the Working G oup (or the Wrking
Group as a whole) in the discussion.

If the disagreenent cannot be resolved in this way, any of the
parties involved may bring it to the attention of the Area
Director(s) for the area in which the Working Group is chartered.
The Area Director(s) shall attenpt to resolve the dispute.

If the disagreenent cannot be resolved by the Area Director(s) any of
the parties involved may then appeal to the I ESG as a whole. The

| ESG shall then review the situation and attenpt to resolve it in a
manner of its own choosing.

If the disagreenent is not resolved to the satisfaction of the
parties at the I1ESG | evel, any of the parties involved nay appeal the
decision to the IAB. The I AB shall then review the situation and
attenpt to resolve it in a manner of its own choosing.
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The | AB decision is final with respect to the question of whether or
not the Internet standards procedures have been foll owed and with
respect to all questions of technical nerit.

6.5.2 Process Fail ures

Thi s docunment sets forward procedures required to be followed to
ensure openness and fairness of the Internet Standards Process, and
the technical viability of the standards created. The IESGis the
princi pal agent of the IETF for this purpose, and it is the I ESG that
is charged with ensuring that the required procedures have been

foll owed, and that any necessary prerequisites to a standards action
have been net.

If an individual should disagree with an action taken by the I1ESG in
this process, that person should first discuss the issue with the

| SEG Chair. If the IESG Chair is unable to satisfy the conpl ai nant
then the I ESG as a whol e shoul d re-exam ne the action taken, along
with input fromthe conpl ai nant, and determ ne whet her any further
action is needed. The IESG shall issue a report on its review of the
conplaint to the | ETF

Shoul d t he conpl ai nant not be satisfied with the outconme of the |ESG
review, an appeal nmay be |lodged to the 1AB. The I AB shall then review
the situation and attenpt to resolve it in a nmanner of its own
choosing and report to the IETF on the outcone of its review

If circunstances warrant, the IAB may direct that an | ESG deci sion be
annul l ed, and the situation shall then be as it was before the | ESG
deci sion was taken. The 1 AB may al so recomrend an action to the |IESG
or make such other recomendations as it deens fit. The | AB nay not,
however, pre-enpt the role of the | ESG by issuing a decision which
only the 1ESG is enpowered to mnake.

The I AB decision is final with respect to the question of whether or
not the Internet standards procedures have been foll owed.

6.5.3 Questions of Applicable Procedure

Further recourse is available only in cases in which the procedures
t hensel ves (i.e., the procedures described in this docunent) are
clainmed to be inadequate or insufficient to the protection of the
rights of all parties in a fair and open Internet Standards Process.
Clains on this basis may be nade to the Internet Society Board of
Trustees. The President of the Internet Society shall acknow edge
such an appeal within two weeks, and shall at the tine of

acknow edgnent advise the petitioner of the expected duration of the
Trustees’ review of the appeal. The Trustees shall review the
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situation in a manner of its own choosing and report to the I ETF on
the outcone of its review.

The Trustees’ decision upon conpletion of their review shall be final
with respect to all aspects of the dispute.

6.5.4 Appeal s Procedure

Al l appeal s nust include a detailed and specific description of the
facts of the dispute.

Al'l appeals must be initiated within two nonths of the public
know edge of the action or decision to be chall enged.

At all stages of the appeals process, the individuals or bodies
responsi bl e for making the decisions have the discretion to define
the specific procedures they will follow in the process of nmaking
t hei r deci si on.

In all cases a decision concerning the disposition of the dispute,
and the communi cation of that decision to the parties involved, nust
be acconplished within a reasonable period of tine.

[ NOTE: These procedures intentionally and explicitly do not
establish a fixed maximumtime period that shall be considered
"reasonable" in all cases. The Internet Standards Process places a
prem um on consensus and efforts to achieve it, and deliberately
foregoes determnistically swift execution of procedures in favor of
a latitude within which nore genui ne technical agreenents may be
reached. ]

7. EXTERNAL STANDARDS AND SPECI FI CATI ONS

Many st andards groups other than the | ETF create and publish

st andards docunments for network protocols and services. Wen these
external specifications play an inportant role in the Internet, it is
desirable to reach comon agreenents on their usage -- i.e., to
establish Internet Standards relating to these external

speci fications.

There are two categories of external specifications:

(1) Open Standards
Various national and international standards bodies, such as ANSI,
I SO, IEEE, and ITU- T, develop a variety of protocol and service

specifications that are simlar to Technical Specifications
defined here. National and international groups also publish
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“inpl ementors’ agreenents" that are anal ogous to Applicability
Statenents, capturing a body of inplenentation-specific detai
concerned with the practical application of their standards. Al
of these are considered to be "open external standards" for the
pur poses of the Internet Standards Process.

(2) Oher Specifications

O her proprietary specifications that have cone to be w dely used
in the Internet mwy be treated by the Internet community as if
they were a "standards". Such a specification is not generally
devel oped in an open fashion, is typically proprietary, and is
controlled by the vendor, vendors, or organi zation that produced
it.

7.1 Use of External Specifications

To avoid conflict between conpeting versions of a specification, the
Internet community will not standardize a specification that is
sinply an "Internet version" of an existing external specification
unl ess an explicit cooperative arrangenent to do so has been made.
However, there are several ways in which an external specification
that is inportant for the operation and/or evolution of the Internet
may be adopted for Internet use.

7.1.1 |Incorporation of an Open Standard

An Internet Standard TS or AS may incorporate an open external
standard by reference. For exanple, many |Internet Standards

i ncorporate by reference the ANSI standard character set "ASC " [2].
Whenever possible, the referenced specification shall be avail able
onl i ne.

7.1.2 Incorporation of O her Specifications

O her proprietary specifications may be incorporated by reference to
a version of the specification as long as the proprietor neets the
requi renents of section 10. |If the other proprietary specification
is not wwdely and readily available, the | ESG may request that it be
publ i shed as an Informational RFC

The | ESG general ly should not favor a particular proprietary
speci fication over technically equival ent and conpeting
specification(s) by nmaking any incorporated vendor specification
"required" or "recommended".
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7.1.3 Assunption

An | ETF Working Group may start froman external specification and
develop it into an Internet specification. This is acceptable if (1)
the specification is provided to the Wrking Goup in conpliance with
the requirenments of section 10, and (2) change control has been
conveyed to | ETF by the original devel oper of the specification for
the specification or for specifications derived fromthe original
speci fication.

8. NOTI CES AND RECCRD KEEPI NG

Each of the organizations involved in the devel opnment and approval of
I nternet Standards shall publicly announce, and shall maintain a
publicly accessible record of, every activity in which it engages, to
the extent that the activity represents the prosecution of any part

of the Internet Standards Process. For purposes of this section, the
organi zations involved in the devel opnment and approval of Internet

St andards includes the IETF, the IESG the I AB, all |ETF Wrking

G oups, and the Internet Society Board of Trustees.

For | ETF and Working G- oup neetings announcenents shall be made by
el ectronic mail to the I ETF Announce nmailing list and shall be made
sufficiently far in advance of the activity to permt all interested
parties to effectively participate. The announcenent shall contain
(or provide pointers to) all of the information that is necessary to
support the participation of any interested individual. |In the case
of a neeting, for exanple, the announcenent shall include an agenda
t hat specifies the standards- related issues that will be discussed.

The formal record of an organization’s standards-related activity
shall include at |east the foll ow ng:

o the charter of the organization (or a defining docunent equival ent
to a charter);

o conplete and accurate mi nutes of neetings;

o the archives of Wrking Goup electronic mail mailing lists; and

o all witten contributions fromparticipants that pertain to the
organi zation’s standards-rel ated activity.

As a practical matter, the formal record of all Internet Standards
Process activities is maintained by the | ETF Secretariat, and is the
responsibility of the I ETF Secretariat except that each | ETF Wrking
G oup is expected to maintain their own email |ist archive and nust
make a best effort to ensure that all traffic is captured and
included in the archives. Al so, the Wrking Goup chair is
responsi ble for providing the | ETF Secretariat with conplete and
accurate mnutes of all Wrking Goup neetings. Internet-Drafts that
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have been renmoved (for any reason) fromthe Internet-Drafts
directories shall be archived by the | ETF Secretariat for the sole
pur pose of preserving an historical record of Internet standards
activity and thus are not retrievabl e except in special

ci rcumnst ances.

9. VARYI NG THE PROCESS

Thi s docunent, which sets out the rules and procedures by which
Internet Standards and rel ated docunents are nmade is itself a product
of the Internet Standards Process (as a BCP, as described in section
5). It replaces a previous version, and in tine, is likely itself to
be repl aced.

Wi | e, when published, this docunent represents the comunity’s view
of the proper and correct process to follow, and requirenments to be
net, to allow for the best possible Internet Standards and BCPs, it
cannot be assuned that this will always remain the case. Fromtine to
time there may be a desire to update it, by replacing it with a new
version. Updating this docunent uses the sane open procedures as are
used for any other BCP.

In addition, there may be situations where follow ng the procedures
| eads to a deadl ock about a specific specification, or there may be

situations where the procedures provide no guidance. In these cases
it may be appropriate to invoke the variance procedure descri bed
bel ow.

9.1 The Vari ance Procedure

Upon the reconmendati on of the responsible | ETF Working Group (or, if
no Working Goup is constituted, upon the recommendati on of an ad hoc
commttee), the IESG may enter a particular specification into, or
advance it within, the standards track even though sonme of the

requi renents of this docunent have not or will not be nmet. The | ESG
may approve such a variance, however, only if it first determ nes
that the likely benefits to the Internet conmunity are likely to
outwei gh any costs to the Internet conmunity that result from
nonconpliance with the requirenents in this docunent. In exercising
this discretion, the I ESG shall at |east consider (a) the technical
nmerit of the specification, (b) the possibility of achieving the
goal s of the Internet Standards Process w thout granting a variance,
(c) alternatives to the granting of a variance, (d) the collateral
and precedential effects of granting a variance, and (e) the IESG s
ability to craft a variance that is as narrow as possible. In

determ ning whether to approve a variance, the | ESG has discretion to
limt the scope of the variance to particular parts of this docunent
and to inpose such additional restrictions or limtations as it
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deternmi nes appropriate to protect the interests of the Internet
comuni ty.

The proposed variance nust detail the problem perceived, explain the
preci se provision of this docunent which is causing the need for a
vari ance, and the results of the | ESG s considerations including

consi deration of points (a) through (d) in the previous paragraph.

The proposed variance shall be issued as an Internet Draft. The | ESG
shal |l then issue an extended Last-Call, of no I ess than 4 weeks, to
all ow for community comment upon the proposal

In a tinely fashion after the expiration of the Last-Call period, the
| ESG shall nake its final determ nation of whether or not to approve
t he proposed variance, and shall notify the I ETF of its decision via
electronic mail to the I ETF Announce mailing list. |If the variance
is approved it shall be forwarded to the RFC Editor with a request
that it be published as a BCP.

This variance procedure is for use when a one-tine waving of sone
provi sion of this docunent is felt to be required. Permanent changes
to this docunent shall be acconplished through the normal BCP
process.

The appeal s process in section 6.5 applies to this process.

9. 2 Excl usi ons

10.

10.

No use of this procedure may | ower any specified delays, nor exenpt
any proposal fromthe requirenents of openness, fairness, or
consensus, nor fromthe need to keep proper records of the neetings
and mailing |ist discussions.

Specifically, the followi ng sections of this docunent nust not be
subj ect of a variance: 5.1, 6.1, 6.1.1 (first paragraph), 6.1.2, 6.3
(first sentence), 6.5 and 9.

| NTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RI GHTS
1. Ceneral Policy
In all matters of intellectual property rights and procedures, the

intention is to benefit the Internet community and the public at
| arge, while respecting the legitimte rights of others.
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10.2 Confidentiality Obligations

No contribution that is subject to any requirenent of confidentiality
or any restriction on its dissem nation may be considered in any part
of the Internet Standards Process, and there nust be no assunption of
any confidentiality obligation with respect to any such contri bution.

10.3. Rights and Perm ssions

In the course of standards work, the I ETF receives contributions in
various forns and from many persons. To best facilitate the

di ssem nation of these contributions, it is necessary to understand
any intellectual property rights (IPR) relating to the contri buti ons.

10.3.1. Al Contributions

By subm ssion of a contribution, each person actually submtting the
contribution is deened to agree to the following terms and conditions
on his own behal f, on behalf of the organization (if any) he
represents and on behalf of the owners of any propriety rights in the
contribution.. Were a subm ssion identifies contributors in
addition to the contributor(s) who provide the actual subm ssion, the
actual submtter(s) represent that each other named contributor was
made aware of and agreed to accept the same terns and conditions on
his own behal f, on behal f of any organi zati on he may represent and
any known owner of any proprietary rights in the contribution.

. Some works (e.g. works of the U S. Governnent) are not subject to
copyright. However, to the extent that the subm ssion is or may
be subject to copyright, the contributor, the organization he
represents (if any) and the owners of any proprietary rights in
the contribution, grant an unlimted perpetual, non-excl usive,
royalty-free, world-wide right and license to the |1 SOC and the
| ETF under any copyrights in the contribution. This |icense
includes the right to copy, publish and distribute the
contribution in any way, and to prepare derivative works that are
based on or incorporate all or part of the contribution, the
license to such derivative works to be of the sane scope as the
license of the original contribution.

2. The contributor acknow edges that the | SOC and | ETF have no duty
to publish or otherwi se use or dissenm nate any contribution

3. The contributor grants permssion to reference the nane(s) and

address(es) of the contributor(s) and of the organization(s) he
represents (if any).
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4. The contributor represents that contribution properly acknow edge
maj or contri butors.

5. The contribuitor, the organization (if any) he represents and the
owners of any proprietary rights in the contribution, agree that
no information in the contribution is confidential and that the
I SOC and its affiliated organi zations may freely discl ose any
information in the contribution.

6. The contributor represents that he has di scl osed the existence of
any proprietary or intellectual property rights in the
contribution that are reasonably and personally known to the
contributor. The contributor does not represent that he
personal ly knows of all potentially pertinent proprietary and
intellectual property rights owned or clained by the organi zation
he represents (if any) or third parties.

7. The contributor represents that there are no limts to the
contributor’s ability to nake the grants acknow edgnents and
agreenents above that are reasonably and personally known to the
contri butor.

By ratifying this description of the | ETF process the Internet
Society warrants that it will not inhibit the traditional open and
free access to | ETF docunents for which license and right have
been assigned according to the procedures set forth in this
section, including Internet-Drafts and RFCs. This warrant is
perpetual and will not be revoked by the Internet Society or its
successors or assigns.

10. 3. 2. Standards Track Docunents

(A) \Were any patents, patent applications, or other proprietary
rights are known, or clained, with respect to any specification on
t he standards track, and brought to the attention of the IESG the
| ESG shall not advance the specification without including in the
docunent a note indicating the existence of such rights, or
claimed rights. Were inplenentations are required before
advancenent of a specification, only inplenentations that have, by
statenment of the inplenentors, taken adequate steps to conply wth
any such rights, or clainmed rights, shall be considered for the
pur pose of showi ng the adequacy of the specification.

(B) The IESG disclainms any responsibility for identifying the
exi stence of or for evaluating the applicability of any clai ned
copyrights, patents, patent applications, or other rights in the
fulfilling of the its obligations under (A), and will take no
position on the validity or scope of any such rights.
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(C© \Were the I1ESG knows of rights, or clained rights under (A), the
| ETF Executive Director shall attenpt to obtain fromthe clai mant
of such rights, a witten assurance that upon approval by the |IESG
of the relevant Internet standards track specification(s), any
party will be able to obtain the right to inplenment, use and
di stribute the technol ogy or works when inpl enenting, using or
di stributing technol ogy based upon the specific specification(s)
under openly specified, reasonable, non-discrimnatory terns.

The Working G oup proposing the use of the technology with respect
to which the proprietary rights are clainmed may assist the | ETF
Executive Director in this effort. The results of this procedure
shall not affect advancenent of a specification along the
standards track, except that the | ESG nay defer approval where a
delay may facilitate the obtaining of such assurances. The
results wll, however, be recorded by the | ETF Executive D rector
and nmade avail able. The IESG may al so direct that a sunmary of
the results be included in any RFC published containing the

speci fication.

10. 3.3 Determ nation of Reasonabl e and Non-di scrimnatory Terns

The 1ESG wi Il not make any explicit determ nation that the assurance
of reasonabl e and non-di scrimnatory terns for the use of a

t echnol ogy has been fulfilled in practice. It will instead use the
normal requirenents for the advancenent of Internet Standards to
verify that the terns for use are reasonable. |If the two unrel ated

i npl enentations of the specification that are required to advance
from Proposed Standard to Draft Standard have been produced by
different organi zations or individuals or if the "significant

i npl enent ati on and successful operational experience" required to
advance fromDraft Standard to Standard has been achieved the
assunption is that the terns nust be reasonable and to sone degree,
non-di scrimnatory. This assunption may be chall enged during the
Last-Cal | peri od.

10.4. Notices
(A) Standards track docunents shall include the follow ng notice:

"The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of
any intellectual property or other rights that m ght be clai ned
to pertain to the inplenmentation or use of the technol ogy
described in this docunment or the extent to which any |license
under such rights m ght or m ght not be avail able; neither does
it represent that it has made any effort to identify any such
rights. Information on the IETF s procedures with respect to
rights in standards-track and standards-rel ated docunentati on
can be found in BCP-11. Copies of clainms of rights made

Br adner Best Current Practice [ Page 31]



RFC2026 RFC.net Page 32 of 37

RFC 2026 I nternet Standards Process Cct ober 1996

avai |l abl e for publication and any assurances of licenses to
be made available, or the result of an attenpt nade

to obtain a general license or permi ssion for the use of such
proprietary rights by inplenmentors or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe | ETF Secretariat."

(B) The I ETF encourages all interested parties to bring to its
attention, at the earliest possible tine, the existence of any
intellectual property rights pertaining to Internet Standards.
For this purpose, each standards docunent shall include the
followi ng invitation:

"The IETF invites any interested party to bring to its
attention any copyrights, patents or patent applications, or
other proprietary rights which may cover technol ogy that may be
required to practice this standard. Please address the
information to the | ETF Executive Director.”

(C© The follow ng copyright notice and di sclainer shall be included
in all |SOC standards-rel ated docunentati on:

"Copyright (C) The Internet Society (date). Al Rights
Reser ved.

Thi s docunment and translations of it may be copied and
furnished to others, and derivative works that comment on or
otherwi se explain it or assist inits inplnmentation nmay be
prepared, copied, published and distributed, in whole or in
part, without restriction of any kind, provided that the above
copyright notice and this paragraph are included on all such
copi es and derivative works. However, this docunment itself nay
not be nodified in any way, such as by renoving the copyright
notice or references to the Internet Society or other Internet
organi zati ons, except as needed for the purpose of devel opi ng
Internet standards in which case the procedures for copyrights
defined in the Internet Standards process nust be foll owed, or
as required to translate it into | anguages other than Engli sh.

The limted perm ssions granted above are perpetual and wl|

not be revoked by the Internet Society or its successors or
assigns.
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Thi s docunment and the information contained herein is provided
on an "AS | S" basis and THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET
ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M5 ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR

I MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LIM TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE
OF THE | NFORVATI ON HEREI' N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY

| MPLI ED WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A

PARTI CULAR PURPCSE. "

(D) Were the IESGis aware at the tine of publication of
proprietary rights clained with respect to a standards track
docunent, or the technol ogy described or referenced therein, such
docunent shall contain the follow ng noti ce:

"The | ETF has been notified of intellectual property rights
claimed in regard to sone or all of the specification contained
in this docunent. For nore information consult the online Iist
of clainmed rights.™
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12. SECURI TY CONSI DERATI ONS

Security issues are not discussed in this nmeno.
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14. DEFI NI TIONS OF TERMS

| ETF Area - A managenent division wthin the IETF. An Area consists
of Working Groups related to a general topic such as routing. An
Area is managed by one or two Area Directors.

Area Director - The manager of an | ETF Area. The Area Directors
along with the I ETF Chair conprise the Internet Engi neering
Steering Goup (IESG.

File Transfer Protocol (FTP) - An Internet application used to
transfer files in a TCP/IP network.

gopher - An Internet application used to interactively select and
retrieve files in a TCP/ I P network.

Internet Architecture Board (1 AB) - An appointed group that assists
in the managenent of the | ETF standards process.

I nternet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG - A group conprised of the
| ETF Area Directors and the IETF Chair. The IESGis responsible
for the managenent, along with the I AB, of the IETF and is the
st andards approval board for the | ETF.

i nteroperable - For the purposes of this docunent, "interoperable"
means to be able to interoperate over a data conmuni cations path.
Last-Call - A public comment period used to gage the |evel of

consensus about the reasonabl eness of a proposed standards action.
(see section 6.1.2)
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online - Relating to informati on nmade avail abl e over the Internet.
When referenced in this docunent material is said to be online
when it is retrievable without restriction or undue fee using
standard I nternet applications such as anonynous FTP, gopher or
t he WAW

Working G oup - A group chartered by the 1ESG and IAB to work on a
specific specification, set of specifications or topic.
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APPENDI X A: GLOSSARY OF ACRONYMS

ANS| :
ARPA:
AS:

FTP:

ASCl | :
| TU-T:

| AB:
I ANA:
| EEE:
| CVP:
| ESG
| ETF:
| P:

| RSG
| RTF:
| SO
| SOC:
M B:
03

RFC.
TCP:
TS:

VWA

Br adner

Anmerican National Standards Institute

(U. S.) Advanced Research Projects Agency
Applicability Statenent

File Transfer Protocol

Aneri can Standard Code for Information |Interchange
Tel ecommuni cati ons Standardi zati on sector of the

I nternational Tel ecomunication Union (ITU), a UN

treaty organi zation; ITUT was formerly called CC TT.

Internet Architecture Board

I nternet Assigned Nunbers Authority

Institute of Electrical and El ectroni cs Engi neers
I nternet Control Message Protocol

I nternet Engi neering Steering G oup

I nt ernet Engi neering Task Force

I nt ernet Protocol

I nternet Research Steering G oup

I nternet Research Task Force

I nternational Organization for Standardization
I nternet Society

Managenment | nformation Base

Open Systens | nterconnection

Request for Coments

Transm ssi on Control Protocol

Techni cal Specification

Wrld Wde Wb
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