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Abst ract

There has been an increasing |evel of discussion within the |IETF
about the best Working Goup (WG structures for handling the w de
array of DNS work being conducted within the | ETF. Ws Hardaker was
asked to gather information fromthe comunity at |arge through

emai |, hallway di scussions, and neetings and create a small teamto
di scuss potential structural changes to be shared with the conmmunity.
This docunment is the result of that effort.

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-hardaker-dns-wys-at-ietf/.

Di scussion of this docunent takes place on the Domai n Nane System
Wrking Goup mailing list (mailto:ietf@etf.org), which is archived
at https://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/browse/ietf/. Subscribe at
https://ww.ietf.org/mailman/listinfo/ietf/.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full confornmance 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 docunents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and may 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."
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This Internet-Draft will expire on 15 August 2026
Copyright 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 Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/

license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.

Pl ease revi ew these docunments carefully, as they describe your rights

and restrictions with respect to this docunent. Code Conponents

extracted fromthis docunent nust include Revised BSD License text as

described in Section 4.e of the Trust Legal Provisions and are
provi ded wi thout warranty as described in the Revised BSD License.
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1. Introduction

There has been an increasing |level of discussion within the |IETF
about the best Wrking Goup (W9 structures for handling the w de

array of DNS work being conducted within the | ETF. Ws Hardaker was

asked to gather information fromthe comunity at |arge through
emai |, hallway di scussions, and neetings and create a small teamto
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di scuss potential structural changes to be shared with the community.

This docunment is the result of that effort.

The DNS@ ETF reconmendation small team (which consisted of Wes
Har daker, Joe Abley and Lars-Johan Liman) reviewed all materials

collected in the fall of 2025 about how respondents thought about the

ef fectiveness of DNS related Wss. Material reviewed (118 pages)
included relevant e-mail, notes, WH Area recordings. After review,

the small teamnmet nultiple times in early 2026 to extract consensus

and recomendations to offer the DNS community and the | ESG
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Thi s docunent describes the small teami s findings, recomendations,

as wel
identi

Not e:
t hese

| as sone topics where we did not find consensus or where we
fied topics for future consideration.

we use a few new working group nanmes bel ow, but recognize both
recomendat i ons and these not-yet-existing working group nanes

are subject to change and thus shoul d be consi dered pl acehol ders.

2.  Findi

ngs

The snmal | team found sone clear points of consensus points within the
coll ected opinions. These findings were later distilled into
recommendati ons (Section 3).

* A DNSDI SPATCH nechani sm woul d be beneficial for deciding where and
how new work shoul d be forned.

Wor ki ng groups can then concentrate on the work they are
chartered for.

Fol | oners know where to foll ow new works of interest.

A downside is a potential slow down of new work, and an
i ncrease in agenda tine.

* Creating two groups, one for operations and one for protoco
devel opment, woul d be hel pful

Har daker ,

One woul d concentrate on operations and hopefully streamine
the process to get fromdrafts to RFCs.

One woul d concentrate on | onger term protocol devel oprment
efforts, potentially in a higher-volune discussion

A downsi de di scussed is that sonme people would need to attend
and participate in both groups anyway. Though this is clear
for some | ETF participants, there were indications it doesn’ t
apply to everyone. Sone may al so be able to concentrate fully
on one, and nerely watch the other

structure can solve the “human probl ens”

It is still up to the area directors and chairs to deal with
di sagreenments of all Kkinds.

Thi s includes how and where work is handled in nore nuanced
cases.
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3.

*

- W5 chairs need to be supported in handling these situations.

- WG chairs MJST coordinate within and between groups and di scuss
DNS@ ETF wi de current topics of concern with each other and
their ADs.

Narrow chartered worki ng groups are necessary for nore chall enging
devel opment probl ens

- DELEG and ADD being two exanpl es, with DELEG bei ng an
especi al |y agreed-upon exanpl e of an that needed a separat ed,
dedi cat ed wor ki ng group.

We did not receive feedback indicating that the other DNS groups
not mentioned here, |ike DNSSD and REGEXT, need structura
nodi fi cati ons.

Recomrendat i ons

Based on the findings above, and extrapol ating information from
di scussions to derive a suitable path forward, the DNS@ ETF snal
team recommends that the area directors considering the follow ng
advi ce:

*

Create a new DNSPROT (DNS Protocol) or sinmilar group for working
on protocol devel opnent and mai nt enance.

- This group should have a fairly wide charter that tasks it with
work on the DNS protocol itself.

- Things requiring special processing rules likely belong in
DNSPROT

- Docunentation about protocol semantics should be in DNSPROT

Create a new DNSDEP (DNS Depl oynent) or similar group for working
on protocol depl oynment and operational concerns. [Really need a
better new name]

- This group should have a fairly wide charter that tasks it with
work that doesn’ t require special processing rules, needs
al gorithnms or other sinple | ANA actions, or are BCPs that
docunent exi sting behavi ours.

-  Exanpl es include al gorithm assignments, |ANA actions, BCPs,
et c.

- “How you use the protocol”
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Al g roles, bcps, split horizon, zone cut to nowhere

* Work toward closing DNSOP in order to properly signal the change

Keep it open and functional until all current work is finished

Sone work already in progress in DNSOP could nove to DNSPROT or
DNSDEP where work woul d continue, at the discretion of the
authors and chairs

* Create a DNSDI SPATCH group for providing gui dance to authors about
where new DNS work shoul d be conduct ed

Har daker ,

To avoid introducing del ays and agenda constraints, this group
shoul d conduct its work alnost entirely over a mailing |ist
with only difficult cases requiring interimor, worst case, in-
person neeting tine. |ldeally, in-person neetings should be
rare.

DNSDI SPATCH can recomend di spat ching work to dnsprot/dnsdep/
AD- sponsor ed/ anot her - W& BOF/ | SE.

DNSDI SPATCH may decline to provide a recomendation for
docunents that are not within scope, for exanple.

Chairs of the group need to be strict in enforcing and carrying
out its objective.

The DNSDI SPATCH group will not prioritize work within the other
groups, and its dispatch decisions cannot result in autonatic
adopt i on.

A significant portion of subm ssions to DNSDI SPTACH can likely
be handl ed quickly and efficiently.

The DNSDI SPATCH chairs shoul d require that documents clearly
articul ate the probl em space and proposed sol ution before
consi der at i on.

The DNS directorate is a resource available to the DNSDI SPATCH
working group, just as it is available to other working groups.

The di spatch group might use a pool of willing shepherds to
assist the chairs and authors with process related help for
i ncom ng documents.

The di spatch group will nake informed recomendations to
docunent aut hors about where to take their work
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0 The output of a dispatch discussion should include a short
shepherd wite up (perhaps a paragraph in | ength)

+ Light weight wite ups that are sent to the mailing |ist
for archiving. This should not require datatracker
changes.

+ DNSDI SPATCH chairs should create a light tenplate text as
a boiler plate to be used by npbst cases.

0 DNS WGs MAY require in their charter that new work first
gets a di spatch suggesti on before consideration in their WG

0 After a dispatch, docunent authors are encouraged to follow
the recommendati on and approach the WG chairs with a foll ow
on request (including but not limted to adoption requests).

o Each group will continue to followits own processes for
formal adopti on.

The chairs of the DNSDI SPATCH group should work closely with
the chairs of the other groups. They may need to work together
for handling nore difficult topics and to coll aborate on advice
or questions for the DNSDI SPATCH WG parti ci pants.

* Group managenment is expected to be significantly different in each

of

these groups.

Wth an effective split in functionality, it allows each group
to have different forns of execution, meeting, progression, and
publication requirenment strategies.

For exanple, sone groups may require running code, while others
may not.

*  Documents may occasionally (rarely we hope) need to nove after

bei

ng di spat ched when the probl em scope changes during its

devel opment and refinenent.

Har daker ,

For exanple, problens that becone |arge may need to nove to a
new group.

Soneti mes, however, the decision will be wong but m ght as
well stay in the current group

The area director and W chairs will need to handle this (rare)
probl em on a case by case basis.
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3. 1

Exanpl e Di spatch Scenari os

The smal | teamrecogni zed that some exanples m ght be hel pful in
better understandi ng how the envi si oned DNSDI SPATCH group mni ght
process incomng work. As such, we cane up with three exanple
scenarios to highlight how we envision some workfl ows m ght happen

1.

3. 2.

*

Maxwel | Coul onb writes a docunent that describes a new way that
DNS can be used by DHCP clients. They take this document to
DNSDI SPATCH where, after sonme discussion including references to
ot her discussions in DHCP working groups, the chairs post a
recomendati on drawn from consensus to the list saying that in
their opinion the best DNS working group for this docunment woul d
be DNSDEP. Maxwell then approaches the DNSDEP chairs by sending
a message to the chairs that includes a link to the DNSDI SPATCH
recomendation. The chairs review and decide that this is a good
candi dat e docunent for DNSDEP to consider and send a request for
comrent to the DNSDEP mailing list.

Marie Anpre wites a docurment that describes a new protocol for
encodi ng video into |Iinked, short ASCI| nessages, including
exanpl es of howthis allow video to be published in the DNS
They take this docunent to DNSDI SPATCH where, after sone

di scussion, the chairs post a recommendation that this is not a
good fit for any DNS working group since it does not really
represent DNS-specific work. Thus, the chairs decline to provide
a reconmendat i on.

Mar maduke Nxdomain wites a docunment in response to sone
operational problens that have been di scussed in another forum
proposi ng sone changes to DNS best practices to avoid such
failures. After sone discussion, including references to
presentations and rel ated observations surfaced in a recent DNS-
OARC neeting, the chairs decide that this is a good candi date
docunment for DNSDEP but that the document would benefit from some
restructuring and rewriting first so that the substantive issues
can be better considered in the working group. The chairs
solicit a volunteer shepherd to hel p Marnaduke with the next
steps. The shepherd hel ps Marnaduke update the text and | ater

di scuss the docunment with the DNSDEP chairs, including a
reference to the DI SDI SPATCH r econmendat i on

Suggestions that achieved no or only fairly rough consensus
Al ways requiring running code.

- Running code before adoption definitely did not have consensus.
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- Runni ng code before publication had generally rough consensus.

- Based on this, we believe each group will need to nake their
own decision on this matter as suggested above.

* BCP docunentation is an open question about where best to devel op
t hem

- Sone believe operational groups |ike DNS-QARC should drive BCP
devel opnent.

- There is rough consensus that publication of BCPs should remain
in the | ETF.

- It may be that interimneetings held in conjunction with
external conferences would be a good idea.

4. Security Considerations
None

5. 1 ANA Consi derations
None
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