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Abst r act

Thi s docunent di scusses sone aspects of docunments describing the | ETF
standards process that have been overtaken by events. |t covers the
six-nonth expiry of Internet-Drafts, the citation of Internet-Drafts,
the reality of the two-stage standards process, and BOF approval s.

About Thi s Docunent
This note is to be renoved before publishing as an RFC

Status information for this docunment may be found at
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-carpenter-gendi spatch-
anachroni sns/ .

Di scussion of this docunent takes place on the Genbi spatch WrKking
Goup mailing list (mailto: GenDi spatch@etf.org), which is archived
at https://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/browse/gendi spatch/. Subscribe
at https://ww.ietf.org/ mailman/listinfo/ GenDi spatch/.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full conformance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups nmay also distribute
wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft documents valid for a maxi mum of six nonths
and nay be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress."

This Internet-Draft will expire on 7 August 2026.
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Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2026 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunments (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these documents carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent. Code Conponents
extracted fromthis docunment nust include Revised BSD License text as
described in Section 4.e of the Trust Legal Provisions and are

provi ded without warranty as described in the Revised BSD License.
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1. Introduction

This draft is posted only to open a discussion. |If there is interest
in the issues raised, they should probably be split into separate,
nore focussed, drafts.

Experi ence has shown that the expiry after six nonths of Internet-
Drafts, as described in [RFC2026], is meaningl ess and often leads to
wasted effort. It is meaningless because drafts, once posted on
Iine, never disappear; indeed the |IETF maintains a public archive of
them It leads to wasted effort since authors often feel obliged to
refresh a draft every six nmonths with no significant change. This
wastes effort and resources for the authors thenselves, the IETF s
own conputing resources, and potentially the resources and tine of

i nnunerabl e others. Additional argunents can be found in

[1-D. thonson-gendi spat ch- no-expiry].
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Anot her rule about 1-Ds is broken as a matter of course - that they
can only be referenced "without referencing an Internet-Draft".
(Yes, that’s what our rules say today.)

Experi ence has al so shown that the process for elevating a Proposed
Standard (or a residual Draft Standard) to Internet Standard is so
simlar to the process for approving a Proposed Standard that there
is now no practical difference between the two. In reality, the
Proposed Standard process is nore stringent in practice than the
description in [ RFC2026], with in-depth reviews during the | ETF Last
Call and | ESG di scussi on stages. This is underlined by the

I mpl enent ati on Status Section reconmended by [ RFC7942], and echoes
the argunents used in [RFC6410] to reduce the standards process to
two stages. Additional arguments can be found in

[1-D. | oughney-newtrk-one-size-fits-all].

Anot her issue is the nunber of BOFs allowed. W are currently
i nconsistent with our own rul es.

The remai nder of this docunent di scusses these issues in nore detail.
2. Miking Internet-Drafts Inactive

The followi ng sentence in Section 2.2 of [RFC2026] (or its equival ent
in [l-D.ietf-procon-2026bis]):

An Internet-Draft that is published as an RFC, or that has remined
unchanged in the Internet-Drafts directory for nore than six nonths
wi t hout bei ng recomended by the | ESG for publication as an RFC, is
sinmply renoved fromthe Internet-Drafts directory.

descri bes what used to happen in the twentieth century. What really
happens today is closer to the foll ow ng:

An Internet-Draft that is published as an RFC, or that has renai ned
unchanged for nore than six nonths without being approved for
publication as an RFC and is not under active discussion in a working
group, is marked as "inactive" in tooling maintained by the | ETF
(such as the Datatracker).

In other words, nothing really "expires" after six nonths; either the
draft is actively developed, or it sinply remains in the archive.
Mentions of the expiry of Internet-Drafts in [RFC2418] (or
[1-D.ietf-procon-2418bis]) are anachroni sms, as are references to
expiry or the period of six nmonths in the header or boilerplate of
Internet-Drafts.
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3.

Citing Internet-Drafts

We have rules that attenpt to restrict references to Internet-Drafts.
[ RFC2026] says:

Note: It is acceptable to reference a standards-track specification
that may reasonably be expected to be published as an RFC using the
phrase "Work in Progress” w thout referencing an Internet-Draft.

This may al so be done in a standards track docunment itself as |ong
as the specification in which the reference is made would stand as a
conpl ete and under st andabl e docunent with or without the reference to
the "Work in Progress".

This isn't what we do, for sound practical reasons - we refer to |I-Ds
frequently in other |1-Ds, and those references are often normative
when two docunents are bei ng devel oped simultaneously. (Wich |eads
naturally to an interl ock between the two docunents if they conme to
be approved as RFCs.) Also, we refer informatively to |-Ds in
published RFCs. In the real world these references explicitly _do_
cite an I-Dwith its DataTracker URL, directly in contradiction to
the first sentence quoted above. This makes sense, since otherw se
the reader couldn't easily find the cited docunent.

Note that at the time of witing, this issue is fixed in
[1-D.ietf-procon-2026bis] by renoving the phrase "w thout referencing
an Internet-Draft" cited above.

Si ngl e-step Standards Process

It has | ong been observed that "The Internet runs on Proposed
Stanrards." Wat harmto the Internet would result if we repl aced
the two-tier maturity | adder defined in [RFC6410] with a single | ave
of maturity, namely "Internet Standard"? This maturity |evel would
be a merger of Proposed Standard, Draft Standard, and Standard as
they are described in [RFC2026]. The characterization of an Internet
Standard could remain as stated in RFC 2026:

An Internet 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
I nternet community.

In effect those criteria have |ong been applied by the IESG for the

Proposed Standard maturity |evel, including when a Proposed Standard
is updated w thout pronotion to Internet Standard. Merging the two
| evel s woul d not change nuch at all, except for making things

si npl er.
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It would be good if all standards-track drafts _required_ an

I mpl enentati on Status section [RFC7942]. Then the | ESG coul d
consider the follow ng issues if they are applicable, especially when
the new docunent replaces or updates a previ ous one:

1. Are there at |least two i ndependent interoperating inplenentations
wi th wi despread depl oyment and successful operational experience?

2. Are there changes, including corrected errata, in the
specification that would cause a new i npl enentation to fail to
interoperate with ol der ones?

3. Are there non-essential features in the specification that m ght
i ncrease inplenmentation complexity?

4. 1f the technology required to inplenment the specification
requires patented or otherw se controlled technol ogy, do existing
i npl ement ati ons denonstrate at | east two independent, separate
and successful uses of the |licensing process?

5. How many BOFs?

[ RFC2418] seens to linmt the nunber of Birds of a Feather (BOF)
sessions to one per new working group:

Note that an Area

Director MAY require holding an exploratory Birds of a Feather (BOF)
meeting, as described below, to gage the |evel of support for a
wor ki ng group before subnmitting the charter to the IESG and | AB for
appr oval

O it doesn't:

To facilitate exploration of the issues the | ETF

offers the possibility of a Birds of a Feather (BOF) session, as well
as the early formation of an email list for prelimnary discussion.
In reality the ESG has interpreted this to allow "non-Ws form ng"
BOFs, possibly followed by a "W5form ng BOF", and occasionally a
second one. Also there is a practice of creating non-WG nailing
lists which nmay or may not be associated with a BOF

The current docunentation does not really decribe the current
practice. [RFC5434] is realistic but only Informational
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6.

I ANA Consi derations

No | ANA actions are needed.
Security Considerations

Thi s docunent does not directly affect the security of the Internet.
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