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Abst ract

As mandated in RFC 2418, working group charters currently contain

m | estones. However, these nilestones are often sufficiently out of
date that they no | onger provide value. This docunent makes

m | estones optional and allows nore discretion on their dates. It
updat es RFC 2418.

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

The latest revision of this draft can be found at

htt ps://davi dschi nazi . github.io/draft-schi nazi - updat e-on-ni| est ones/
draft-schinazi-update-on-nil estones. htnl. Status information for
this document may be found at https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-
schi nazi - updat e- on-m | est ones/ .

Source for this draft and an issue tracker can be found at
https://github. com Davi dSchi nazi/ draft-schi nazi - updat e- on-ni | est ones.

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 (IETF). 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 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.”

This Internet-Draft will expire on 29 Decenber 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.

1.

I nt roducti on

As mandated in Section 2.2 of [RFC2418], a working group charter
"enunerates a set of mlestones together with tine frames for their
conpletion". That docunent also | eans heavily on mlestones as a
process mechani smthat dictates how a working group spends its tine
and conducts its business. However, nore than 25 years after the
publication of that docunment, the reality is often different.

M | estones are now conmonly ignored, and often insufficiently updated
to the point of irrelevance. Since 2020, it has been possible for
sonme wor ki ng groups to use datel ess milestones (see [ DATELESS]).
Since current usage has diverged significantly fromthe requirenments
mandat ed by [ RFC2418], we update that document to better match how
the |1 ETF now operates. Making mlestones optional allows renoving
them from wor ki ng groups that woul d ot herw se perpetually have out -
of -date m |l estones, while retaining themwhen the chairs do keep them
up-to-date.

1. Conventions and Definitions

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "NOT RECOMMENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunent are to be interpreted as described in
BCP 14 [ RFC2119] [RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capital s, as shown here

Prior Text

At the time of witing this docunent, the current nornative | anguage
around milestones is in Section 2.2 of [RFC2418]:

The working group charter MJST establish a timetable for specific
work itens. VWhile this nay be renegotiated over time, the list of
m | estones and dates facilitates the Area Director’s tracking of
wor ki ng group progress and status, and it is indispensable to
potential participants identifying the critical nonments for input.
M | estones shall consist of deliverables that can be qualified as
showi ng specific achievenent; e.g., "Internet-Draft finished" is
fine, but "discuss via email"” is not. It is helpful to specify

m | estones for every 3-6 nonths, so that progress can be gauged
easily. This mlestone list is expected to be updated
periodically (see Section 5 of [RFC2418]).
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3.

4.

4.

| ssues

M | estones were designed as a tool to share information fromthe
correspondi ng working group to various interested parties. Wen
m | estones are years out of date, they can no | onger serve that
purpose. They can also cause harmif soneone interprets them as
being timely when they are in fact out of date.

Additionally, the current datatracker tooling that allows dateless

m | estones appears to be in violation of the RFC 2418 text quoted
above. Wiile this is not a critical issue in and of itself, it helps
noti vate updati ng RFC 2418.

Updat e

Thi s docunents updates the guidance in RFC 2418 in the follow ng
ways.

Optionality of M1 estones

M | estones are now optional, on a per-working-group basis. During
chartering, new working groups can now begi n exi stence without

m | estones. Once a working group is chartered, mlestones can be
enabl ed or disabled without rechartering.

Optionality of Dates

In RFC 2418, nil estones were associated with dates. |n 2020, the

| ESG ran an experinent that renoved dates from nil estones from sone
wor ki ng groups. This practice is now officially supported. Wen a
new working group is chartered, its nmilestones can be dated or
dateless. After chartering, changi ng whether dates are enabl ed does
not require rechartering.

4.3. Ganularity of Dates

M |l estones can carry dates, and those dates have a granularity.
Conmonl y, the dates have the granularity of a nonth. O her
granularities are possible, such as a quarter, a half-year, or an
| ETF neeting. New granularities can be chosen by the | ESG wit hout
updating this docunent.

Schi nazi Expi res 29 Decenber 2025 [ Page 4]



I nternet-Draft An Update on M| estones June 2025

4.

4.

4.

7

4. Date Managenent

For each working group that has enabl ed dated mil estones, the dates
can be configured to be nodifiable either by the chairs, or by the
area director. This allows the area director to trust the chairs to
updat e dates without approval in those cases. The decision of who
manages change control for the dates lies with the responsible area
director.

5. Ownership

As was the case in RFC 2418, changes to ml|estones are subject to

| ESG approval . In particular, whether a specific working group uses
m | est ones, whet her they have dates, and the granularity of those
dates, is a decision made by the Area Director responsible for that
wor ki ng group. Once nade, these decisions need to be posted to the
mai ling |ist of the correspondi ng worki ng group.

The Area Director is encouraged to di scuss these choices with the
wor ki ng group chairs, as the success of nilestones is predicated on
the chairs updating themin a tinely manner. Wile it is expected
that this decision will al nost always be nade as agreenent between
wor ki ng group chairs and their responsible area director, in the case
of a disagreement the final decision lies with the area director

6. Q@idance for Chairs
For working groups where mlestones are enabl ed, chairs are expected
to keep mlestones up to date. Chairs are expected to review
m | estones at | east once per |ETF neeting (every four nonths) to
ensure they are accurate.
Security Considerations
Readers of the datatracker REALLY SHOULD NOT neke inportant decisions
based solely on the status of working group nil estones as those could
be out of date.
I ANA Consi derati ons
Thi s document has no | ANA acti ons.

Ref er ences

1. Nor mat i ve Ref erences

Schi nazi Expi res 29 Decenber 2025 [ Page 5]



I nternet-Draft An Update on M| estones June 2025

[ RFC2119] Bradner, S., "Key words for use in RFCs to Indicate
Requi rement Level s", BCP 14, RFC 2119,
DA 10.17487/ RFC2119, March 1997,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc2119>

[ RFC2418] Bradner, S., "IETF Wrking Goup Cuidelines and
Procedures”, BCP 25, RFC 2418, DO 10.17487/ RFC2418,
Sept enber 1998, <https://ww. rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc2418>

[ RFC8174] Leiba, B., "Anbiguity of Uppercase vs Lowercase in RFC
2119 Key Words", BCP 14, RFC 8174, DO 10.17487/ RFC8174,
May 2017, <https://ww.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc8174>

7.2. I nformati ve References

[ DATELESS] "wg-chairs list discussion: MI|estones and dates",
<https://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/ msg/wychairs/
GKTCAy5As7czqt eM M hgl vL2l g/ >

Appendi x A.  Alternatives Considered

During discussions around this docunent, the follow ng alternatives
wer e consi der ed.

A. 1. Do Nothing

As is often the case, the sinplest path forward is to do nothing at
all. It has the advantage of requiring the |least work, but the
obvi ous downsi de of not addressing the issues described in Section 3.

A.2. Ensure Chairs Update M| estones

One potential solution to the issue of out of date m|estones is,
unsurprisingly, to update the mlestones often enough. This solution
has the advantage of not requiring community consensus to update RFC
2418. Since working chairs serve at the discretion of the Area
Director, it is absolutely within the area directors’ mandate to
request that chairs update mlestones. However, since chairs are a
vol unt eer unpai d position, they mght not always have the tine to
fulfill all the tasks requested by their responsible area director
The benefits of up-to-date m|estones woul d need to denpnstrated in
order to notivate their use
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A.3. Inprove Tooling to Automate M| estones

The overwhel ming majority of mlestones currently on the datatracker
are specific to a given draft. The datatracker even includes tooling
that allows attaching a draft to a mlestone as an "associ ated
docunent”. This tooling could be enhanced to automatically update
the mlestone based on the status of the correspondi ng docunent.
However, this raises the question: if the relevant information is

al ready available in the datatracker, what is the purpose of
duplicating it in a mlestone?

A.4. Renove Ml estones Entirely

Anot her nore drastic option would be to renove mlestones entirely
fromthe datatracker, and update RFC 2418 to no | onger nention them

A.5. Rewite RFC 2418

During the 25 years that have gone by since RFC 2418 was publi shed,
many aspects of the | ETF process have changed. At this point, some
portions of RFC 2418 now feel anachronistic. As a random exanpl e,
wor ki ng group mnutes are theoretically required to be encoded in
ASCI |, and that al nobst never happens any nore in order to allow using
t he names of working group nmenbers that require different character
sets. Simlarly, RFC 2418 still requires chairs to circulate an
attendance list (also known as the "blue sheets"), a task that has
now been aut omat ed.

Wil e such snmall points do help notivate updati ng RFC 2418, it is
unclear if much | arger changes woul d be benefi ci al
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