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The productive output of an I ETF working group is docunents, as

mandat ed by the working group’s charter.
ready to devel op a particul ar docunent,

When a working group is
t he nost common nechanismis

for it to "adopt" an existing docunent as a starting point. The
docunent that a working group adopts and then devel ops further is

based on initial

input at varying levels of maturity. An initial

wor ki ng group draft might be a docunent already in w de use, or it
be a bl ank sheet, wholly created by the working group, or it
represent any level of maturity in between. This docunent

di scusses how a working group typically handles the formal docunents

m ght
m ght

t hat

it targets for publication.

Status of This Meno

Thi s

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 may 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 docunments valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and nmay 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 24 Septenber 2025.
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Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | 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

The productive output of an I ETF working group (W5 is docunents, as
mandat ed by the working group’s charter. Working groups devel op

t hese docunments based on initial input at varying levels of maturity.
An initial working group draft m ght be a docunent already in wde
use, or it mght be a blank sheet, wholly created by the working
group, or it mght represent any level of maturity in between. This
docunent di scusses how a working group typically handl es the fornal
docunents that it targets for publication. The discussion applies
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only to the I ETF and does not cover |RTF groups, where practices vary
wi del y.

Wthin the general constraints of formal |ETF process and the
specific constraints of a working group’s charter, there can be
consi derable freedomin the adopti on and devel opnent of drafts. As
with nost |ETF activities, the ultimate arbiter of such choices is
wor ki ng group agreenent, within the constraints of its charter. As
wi th nost working group managenment, this agreenment mght be explicit
or inplicit, depending upon the efficiencies that the group deens
appropri at e.

NOTE: This docunent is intentionally non-normative. It is neant as a
gui de to common practice, rather than as a formal definition of what
is permssible.

1.1. What Is a W Draft?

Worki ng group drafts are docunents that are subject to | ETF working
group revision control, with advancenment for publication as an RFC
requiring rough consensus in the working group and then in the
broader IETF. Creation or adoption of a draft by a working group ---
as well as substantive changes to the docunent --- need to represent
wor ki ng group rough consensus.

Docurent s under devel opnent in the I ETF conmunity are distributed as
Internet-Drafts (1-Ds) [RFC2026] [ID-Info]. Wrking groups use this
mechani sm for producing their official output, per Section 7.2 of

[ RFC2418] and Section 6.3 of [Tao]. The common convention for
identifying an I-D formally under the ownership of a working group is
by the inclusion of "ietf" in the second field of the I-D fil enane
and the working group nanme in the third field, per Section 7 of
[ID-CGuidelines]. That is:

draft-ietf-<wgname>-...
In contrast, individual submissions are drafts being created and
pur sued outside of a working group, although a working group m ght
choose to adopt the draft later, as discussed below Anyone is free
to create an individual submssion at any time. Such docunents are
typically distinguished through the use of the author/editor’s | ast
name, in the style of:

draft- <l ast name>-. .

(Al'so see Section 5.1 for an elaboration on this namng.)
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Responsibility for direct revision of a working group I-D is assigned
toits editors and authors. See Section 3 for discussion about their
sel ection and rol e.

1.2. Working Group Authority and Consensus

A premise of the IETF is that, within a working group, it is the
working group itself that has final authority over the content of its
docunents, within the constraints of the working group’s charter. No
i ndi vidual has special authority for the content. The Chairs assign
docunent authors/editors and can fornul ate design teans, but the
content of working group docunents is always, ultimtely, subject to
wor ki ng group approval. Approval is described in terns of the | ETF s
"rough consensus” construct, which is the prine exanple of the I|ETF s
preference for pragmatics over niceties. Unaninous agreement is

al ways desirable, but nore approximate (rough) agreenent wll

suffice, as long as it is clear and strong.

O her than for selection of document authors/editors, as discussed in
Section 3, working group decision-maki ng about docunent managenent is
subj ect to normal | ETF rough consensus rules. Useful descriptions of
this process for a working group are in Section 3.3 of [RFC2418] and
Section 4.2 of [Tao]. Discussion of the nature of rough consensus
can be found in [RFC7282].

In terms of the IETF s formal rough consensus processes, the working
group explicitly devel ops, nodifies, reviews, and approves docunent
content, according to overt rough consensus. For difficult topics
and/or difficult working group dynam cs, this |aborious process
really is essential. |Its diligence validates progress at each step
al ong the way. However, working groups often handle sinpler natters
more sinply, such as allowing a Chair to assert the Iikely agreenent
and then nerely call for objections. Utimtely, the node of working
group decision-nmaking is deternmined by the confort and engagenent of
the working group with the way the decisions are bei ng nade.

At times, a docunent author/editor can appear to have consi derabl e
authority over content, but this is (merely) for efficiency. That
is, the Chairs can permt authors and editors to proceed with an
inmplied (default) working group agreenent, as |long as the working
group is confortable with that node. O course, the benefit in the
nmode is efficiency, but its risk is failure to retain or verify
actual consensus anong the working group participants. Wen a

wor ki ng group is operating in the node of active, direct author/
edi tor content devel opnent, an easy validation nmethod is sinply to
have Chairs query the working group when a new docunent version
appears, asking for conments and concerns.
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In general, when it is not conpletely obvious what the opinion of the
wor ki ng group is, Wrking Goup Chairs can poll the working group to
find out. As with any other consensus question, the formin which it
is asked can make a difference. |In particular, a general ’'yes/no
question often is not as hel pful as asking supporters and detractors
of a draft --- or of the decision under consideration --- to provide
their reasons, not nerely their preferences. |In effect, this treats
the matter of consensus as an ongoi ng di scussion. ldeally, the

di scussi on can produce changes in the docunment or in participant
views, or both.

1.3. Questions Considered in This Docunent
The purpose of this docunment is to discuss the criteria and sequence
typically foll owed when adopting and devel oping a formal |ETF working
group docunent. Therefore, this docunent considers the follow ng
questions that are particularly relevant to Wrking G oup Chairs who
are charged with running the process:
*  How do Working Group Chairs decide which drafts to adopt and when?

* |s it necessary to poll the working group explicitly, and what
does a working group poll ook Iike?

*  How do Working Group Chairs nmake the decision?

* \What are the process steps the working group will choose to use,
for an |-D to becone a WG | -D?

* Are there any special cases?

* Can a docunent be created as a Wo I -D from scratch?
*  How can conpeting drafts be handl ed?

* Can an individual |-D be under the care of a WG?

* Can a WG | -D becone an individual 1-D?

2. Adoption Sequence
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2

2

2

1.

2

3.

Consequences of WG Adoption of an Internet-Draft

After a draft has been formally adopted by a W5 its original authors
no | onger have formal change control of the text. |In addition to the
normal consequence of posting a draft, i.e., that it becones an | ETF
Contri bution under [RFC5378], all future substantive changes to the
draft require W5 consensus and are no |onger at the authors’ sole

di scretion.

As a practical matter, the original authors usually continue to edit
t he docunment and nake routine editorial decisions, but substantive
changes nmust be referred to the WG and require WG rough consensus,
consistently with [RFC2418]. It is also possible that new authors or
editors will join the draft, or that previous authors may wi thdraw.

Adoption represents a conmitnent that the We will spend tine and
effort on the draft, but it does not guarantee that the draft wll
reach WG consensus and be subnmitted to the | ESG for publication as an
RFC.

Rel ati onship to Formal | ETF Rul es

A WG Adoption Call of an I-Dis not a required step of the | ETF
standards process. The WG chairs deci de what docunents belong in the
W5, and can create new docunents by fiat. A sinple situation would
be if a WG decides that an existing document should be split into two
pi eces: there is no reason to adopt each piece, that is needl ess
bureaucracy. Simlarly, if there is W5 consensus to nerge two drafts
into one, a conplete adoption procedure nmay be pointless. However, a
WG that decides to create a design teamto solve a probl em has not
agreed to adopt the result automatically. The design teanis output
has the sane status as any other draft, even if it has a high chance
of bei ng adopt ed.

It is legitimte for a draft to be submitted to the | ESG as descri bed
in [RFC2026] without a formal adoption by a Wa Cearly this should
only happen when the WG Chairs are already satisfied that there is
strong consensus to do so.

Common St eps
Any participant may request the adoption of a draft, after there has

been a period of technical discussion of the draft in the rel evant
WG
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WG Chai rs have discretion about when to issue a call for adoption,
but they should do so regardless of their own opinions, when the WG
di scussion shows that there is clear interest in the draft in

questi on.

When there is interest in adopting a docunent as a new worKki ng group
docunent, the Chairs (or a WG Secretary, if there is one) typically:

1. Remind current draft authors that they are transferring change
control for the docunment to the IETF. (This is a particularly
significant point for a docunent covered by proprietary
interests, because it typically entails a negotiation between the
current owners and the IETF, including a formal agreenent.)

2. Check for known I PR that needs to be disclosed under [RFC8179],
usi ng sone technique |ike those described in [RFC6702]. This
m ght be conbined with the follow ng action

3. Obtain working group rough consensus. Typically the Chairs or WG
Secretary will send a call for adoption of a draft to the W5
mailing list with at |east two weeks time to respond.

* After this period, a W5 Chair should, in a tinely fashion,
consi der the comments and di scussion in order to judge whether
there is rough consensus to adopt the draft, and whether there
is enough interest in the work that its conpletion is |ikely.
The result shoul d be announced to the W5

4. Choose docunment editors. As noted above, these might or mght
not be the existing authors.

5. Request authors to post the WG I-D according to the nam ng
convention described above.

6. Approve posting [Approval].

7. Ensure that the non-working group version of the draft is marked
as being replaced by this working group version

8. Encourage everyone to enjoy the ensuing working group
di scussi on. .
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2.4. Criteria for Adoption
No formal specification for working group "adoption’ of a draft
exi sts; the current docunent is neant to provide a description of
common activities for this, but again note that it is not nornative.
Participants responding to a Ws call for adoption should consider
t hese points.
There are sone basic considerations when deciding to adopt a draft:

* |s there a charter mlestone that explicitly calls for such a
docunent ?

* |Is the topic of the I-D within scope for the working group?

* |f not already in scope, is a sinple nodification to the charter
feasi bl e and warrant ed?

* |s the purpose of the draft sufficiently clear?

* |s the proposal useful?

* Does the docunment provide an acceptable platformfor continued
effort by the working group? In particular, is the quality of

witing sufficient to serve as the basis further work?

* \What are the process or technical objections to adoption of the
draft?

* |s the draft likely to be conpleted in a tinmely nmanner?

* Does the intended status of the docunent seemreasonable to the
wor ki ng group?

* Does the draft carry known intellectual property rights issues?
If so, are the I PR disclosures acceptable?

* |s the work in conflict with work el sewhere in the | ETF?
* |s there strong working group support for working on the draft?

An informal summary of these questions is: Is this a problemthe W5
wants to solve in a way approxi mately as described in the draft?

Adopti on has sone basic pragmatics:

Rough consensus: Wrking group agreenent to adopt is not required to
be unani nous [ RFC2418].
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3.

Initial, not final: The witing quality is not required to be "ready
for publication", although witing quality can be a probl em and
does need explicit attention; although not nandatory, it is good
practice to check whether a new working group draft passes
[IDNITS].

Adoption, not approval: The docunent is not required to already
contain a conplete and/or sufficient solution, although of course
this can be hel pful. Equally, adoption by a working group does

not guarantee publication of the docunent as an RFC

G oup, not Chairs: Concerning the draft, the position of the Wrking
Group Chairs has no special authority, except to assess working
group consensus.

REM NDER: Once a working group adopts a draft, the docunent is owned
by the working group and can be changed however the working group
deci des, within the bounds of |ETF process and the working group
charter. Absent explicit agreement, adopting a document does not
automatically nean that the working group has agreed to all of its
content. So a working group (or its charter) mght explicitly
dictate the basis for retaining, renoving, or nodifying sone or
all of a draft’s content, technical details, or the like.

However, in the absence of such constraints, it is worth having
the adoption process include a sub-process of gathering working
group concerns about the existing draft and fl aggi ng t hem
explicitly.

Aut hors/ Editors

Docunent authors/editors are chosen by the Wrking Goup Chairs.
Docurent editors are described in Section 6.3 of [RFC2418]. Authors
and editors are described in [ RFC Aut h- Ed].

NOTE: In this docunent, the terns 'author’ and 'editor’ are meant
i nterchangeably. Wthin the | ETF, the distinction between an
"author’ and an 'editor’ is, at best, subjective. A sinplistic
rule of thunb is that editors tend to do the mechani cs of
i ncorporating working group detail, whereas authors tend to create
the detail, subject to working group approval. That is, one role
is nore active with the content, and the other is nore passive.
It is aresponsibility of the Wirking Group Chairs to ensure that
docunent authors nake nodifications in accord with working group
rough consensus. Authors/editors are solely chosen by the Chairs
--- although the views of the working group should be considered
--- and are subject to replacenent for a variety of reasons, as
the Chairs see fit.
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For existing docunments that are being adopted by a working group,
there is a special challenge in the selection of docunent editors.
Because t he docunment has already had editors, the question "Are the
sanme people appropriate for continuing the task?" is asked.
Sonetinmes the answer is yes, but this is not automatic. The process
within an | ETF working group can be quite different fromthe process
that created previous versions. This well mght nmake it appropriate
to select one or more new editors, either as additions to the editor
team or as primary pen-holders (effectively reclassifying the

previ ous team as coaut hors).

If the original editors are to continue in their role, the Chairs

m ght want to ensure that the editors understand | ETF worki ng group
process; it is likely to be quite different fromthe process that
devel oped earlier versions of the docunment. |[If additional or new
editors are assigned, the transition can be discussed, including its
reasons; this is best done as soon as possible.

4. Docurent History and Stability

Worki ng group charters sometines specify an initial set of existing
docunents to use as a basis of the working group’s activities. That
"basis’ can vary considerably, fromsinple input to working group

di scussion, all the way to an advanced draft adopted by the working
group and subject only to mininmal changes. The role of a docunent
shoul d be explicitly stated in the charter.

Wthin the scope of its charter, a working group is free to create
new docunents. It is not required that all drafts start as the
effort of an individual. O course, the criteria for brand new
docunents are likely to be the sanme as for those inported into the
wor ki ng group, with the additional and obvious requirenment that the
Wirking Goup Chairs will need to appoint authors/editors before any
work can progress. Note that, fromtine to tine, a working group
will forma design teamto produce the first version of a working
group draft. Design teans are discussed in Section 6.5 of [RFC2418].

Wirk that is brought to the I ETF has different |evels of conpl eteness
and maturity, and different timngs for having achi eved those |evels.
When the I ETF charters a group and includes existing material, the
charter can cast the role of that material in very different ways

It can treat it as:

* no nore than a set of ideas, to be used or ignored;

* a basic design, with all of the actual details still fluid;

* a rough draft, subject to extensive revision;
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* a solid specification that nmerely needs review, refinenment, and
maybe enhancenent;

* a deployed technology that is best served by trying to protect its
installed base, but with sone tolerance for changes that affect
interoperability;

* a deployed technol ogy for which protecting the installed base is
essential, including retention of core interoperability.

These suggest a wide range of possible constraints on working group
effort. Technology is brought to the IETF at different points of
maturity along its life cycle, and the nature of the technol ogy can
have wi dely varying utility in devel oping an Internet standard.

When technology is brand new, with at nost sone prototypes done as
proofs of concept, then significant changes to the specification wll
not necessarily add much to the devel opnent and depl oynent costs.
However, when the technology is already part of a mature and

ext ensi ve operational deploynment, any changes that are inconpatible
are likely to be problematic for that market and can hi nder adoption

of the changes overall. For exanple, imediately after the

devel opnment investnent is nmade --- and especially when there has been
considerable initial deploynent but there is still roomfor quite a
bit more --- the installed and potential base might not take kindly

to disruptive standards work that underm nes their recent investnent.

Conversely, even a deployed technology with a solid base night be

i nappropriate to deploy at Internet scale, and while a docunent

speci fying such a technol ogy m ght serve as a good starting point on
whi ch to base a new specification, undernining of the depl oyed base
m ght be conpl etely appropri ate.

In reflecting upon the basis for adopting an existing draft and the
way it will be used by the working group, it is inportant to consider
the docunent’s place inits life cycle, the needs of any installed
base, and the applicability of the draft’s technol ogy, when decidi ng
on the constraints to i mpose on docunment developnent. It will all
depend on the constraints of the charter and the analysis of the
wor ki ng group.

5. Sone |ssues for Consideration
5. 1. I ndi vidual |-Ds under WG Care

Sonetinmes, a working group facilitates a draft but does not own it or
formally adopt it. These are "individual" drafts [Individual].
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As noted in Section 1.1 and reinforced in [|ID Guidelines], the
convention for identifying an I-D formally under the ownership of a
wor king group is by follow ng the nam ng convention

draft-ietf-<wgname>-...

By contrast, docunents that are still under the control of their
authors are known as "individual" |-Ds. Wen these docunents are
i ntended for consideration by a specific working group, the
convention is that the docunent uses the nanmi ng convention as
foll ows, where the second elenent is the | ast name of one of the
princi pal authors.

dr aft - <l ast name>- <wgnane>. .

Havi ng the working group nane follow ng the personal name all ows
tools to associate these drafts with the working group, even though
the filenane identifies themas the work of individuals.

The working group can choose to apply any of its normal, interna
wor ki ng group process managenent mechani sns to an individual 1-D
However, matters of ownership, working group final approval, and the
like are all subject to negotiation anongst the docunent authors,
wor ki ng group, and Area Directors.

This is a rare situation, and Wrking Goup Chairs can be assured
that the Area Directors will want to understand why the docunent
could not be adopted and owned by the working group

5.2. Wthdrawal of an Adopted Internet-Draft

It sonetinmes happens that an adopted draft does not reach WG
consensus to be submitted to the I1ESG for publication as an RFC due

to lack of interest, lack of effort, or lack of agreenment. |In such a
case, it nay be desirable for the Woto fornally w thdraw the WG
draft, such that it is explicitly removed fromthe W5 s agenda. If a

wor ki ng group drops a draft, then anyone (nost likely the origina
aut hors) can pursue it as an Individual or |Independent Subm ssion,
subj ect to the docunent’s existing copyright constraints.

The wi thdrawal of a WG docunent should be the result of an explicit
deci sion by the relevant W5 and the Chairs shoul d consider the
foll owi ng recommendati ons.

* Upon evidence that progress on a Ws draft has been stalled for a
consi derabl e period of tinme, a WG chair should eval uate the
reasons of the apparent |ack of progress. Such reasons may may
include lack of interest, lack of effort, or lack of consensus.
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*  When progress on a document has been stalled for a considerable

period of tine, a Ws chair, in consultation with the WG draft
authors and editors, should attenpt to resune progress by taking
appropriate actions that will normally depend on the nature of the
| ack of progress. For exanmple, a WG draft that has been stalled
due to apparent lack of interest may benefit froma call for a
nunber of volunters to produce detailed reviews of the WG draft.
Simlarly, a Ws draft that has been stalled due to | ack of effort
by its authors/editors may benefit fromthe incorporation of new
WG draft editors or the replacenent of sone of the existing ones.

* |f after succesive failed attenpts to nmake progress on a WG draft
its conpletion remains unlikely, the W5 Chairs may, at their own
di scretion, conclude that it is time for the W to consi der the
formal wthdrawal of the WG draft.

* |In such case, a W5 Chair or WG Secretary would send a formal WG
consensus call for withdrawal of the Ws draft to the WG mailing
list with at | east two weeks tine to respond, explaining the
events that have triggered the aforenmenti oned consensus call.

* After this period, a WG Chair should, in a tinely fashion,
consider the comrents and di scussion in order to judge whet her
there is any concrete evidence that conpletion of the work may now
be feasible, or whether conpletion of the work remains unlikely.

* |f further progress on the docunment remains unlikely, the W5 Chair
wi Il announce the result of the consensus call and the fornal
wi t hdrawal of the WG docunent. This will result in the docunent
being removed fromthe W5 s agenda and returned to the authors
control

Conpeting Drafts

Engi neering for interesting topics often produces conpeting,

i nteresting proposals. The reasons can be technical aesthetics,

engi neering trade-offs, architectural differences, conmpany econonics,
and the like. Although it is far nore confortable to entertain only
one proposal, a working group is free to pursue nore than one. Oten
this is necessary until a clear preference devel ops. Sonetines,
multiple versions are fornmally published, absent consensus anong the
alternatives
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It is appealing to ask authors of conpeting proposals to find a way
to nerge their work. Where it makes sense to do this, it can produce
a single, strong specification. The detailed discussions to nerge
are often better held in a design teamthan am dst the dynam cs of an
open working group nmailing list. The working group has ultimte
authority over any decisions, but it is not required that it be
involved in all the discussions.

On the other hand, some differences cannot be resol ved, and
attenpting a nerge can produce a weaker result. An exanple of this
probl em of conflicting design goals is discussed in [Heli-Sub],
not i ng:

"Helicopters are great, and so are submarines. The problemis
that if you try to build one vehicle to performtwo fundanmentally
different jobs, you're going to get a vehicle that does neither
job well."

Vari ous management efforts can facilitate the handling of conpeting
proposal s. Some exanpl es i ncl ude:

* Devel oping a requirenents docunment that is independent of specific
proposal s; this can highlight features that are deened essentia
and di stinguish themfromfeatures that are of secondary
i nportance, and can facilitate a discussion about features w thout
reference to specific proposals.

* Devel opi ng a conparison table of the proposals; this can aid
under st andi ng of their differences.

* Discussing the relative inportance and effects of having one
proposal, versus nultiple; this can focus people’s efforts at
comprom se and encourage a willingness to choose a single
proposal

The probl em of conpeting drafts can be particularly painful when it
arises in either of two circunstances:

* |f a second proposal appears as a new draft, just as the Chairs
were ready to poll the working group on adoption of the draft
containing the first proposal, then the authors of the first
proposal could feel affronted. It does not follow that the second
draft was witten to be difficult or derail the first: it m ght
even include better ideas. So it is best not to disregard it.
However, automatically asking the authors to merge their work will
not necessarily produce a nore solid solution and will not
guarantee faster progress. This situation will be a judgenent
call in each case, and it might help to ask the working group for
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8.

their opinion: shall the working group adopt one docunent as a
starting point and fold in the ideas fromthe second under the
control of consensus, or shall the working group wait until the
aut hors of both docunments have reached agreenent?

* |If the working group has already adopted an |-D on a specific
topic, the posting of a new individual |-D on the same topic could
be seen as an attack on the working group processes or deci sions.
However, posting an I-Dis often a good way to put new ideas into
concrete form for public consideration and di scussion. The
Working Group Chairs will want to encourage the working group to
consi der the new proposal. Shall it be adopted and entirely
replace the current working group draft? Shall the new ideas be
i ncorporated into the work of the working group through the norma
editorial process? Shall the working group adopt a second
conpeting solution? O shall the new draft be rejected and not
adopt ed by the working group?

Security Considerations

Beyond the credibility of the I ETF, this document raises no security
concerns.
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