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Status of this Meno

This menmo provides information for the Internet community. It does
not specify an Internet standard. Distribution of this nmenmo is
unlimted.

Abst r act

This report provides a summary of the PO SED Wirki ng G oup (W5,
starting fromthe events leading to the formation of the Wsto the
end of 1992. Necessarily, this synopsis represents nmy own
perception, particularly for the "prehistory" period. Qite a few
peopl e hold strong views about both the overall sequence and specific
events. M intent here is to convey as neutral a point of view as
possi bl e.

Background and Formation of PO SED Wor ki ng G oup

The PO SED WG resulted fromtwo sequences of activity, both
intimately related to the gromh of the Internet. During 1991, there
was great concern that the |IP address space was being depl eted and
that the routing tables were growing too large. Some change in the

| P addressing and routing nechani sns seened inevitable, and it becane
urgent to explore and choose what those changes should be. The ROAD
Working Group was forned to study the issues and reconmend changes.
The ROAD group returned with a specific recommendation for the short
term but did not reach a conclusion on a |ong term pl an.

The Internet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG then fornmulated a plan
of action for further exploration of the issues and forwarded these
recommendations to the Internet Architecture Board (1AB). In June
1992, after the INET '92 neeting in Kobe, Japan, the | AB net and
considered the 1ESG s recommendati ons. After considering the IESG s
recomrendations, the 1AB felt that additional ideas were al so
important, particularly some of the addressing ideas in the CLNP
protocol. The I AB communicated its concerns, and there was i medi ate
controversy along two di nensions. One dinension was technical: What
is the best course for evolving the I P protocol? How inportant or
useful are the ideas in the OGSl protocol stack? The other dinmension
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was political: Wo nakes decisions within the Internet conmunity?
Who chooses who makes these decisions?

As often happens during periods of conflict, comrunication suffered
anong the several parties. The June comunication fromthe | AB was
under st ood by many an | AB decision or, equivalently, a sense of the
decisions the 1 AB would nmake in the future. |In contrast, many if not
all on the IAB felt that they were trying to open up the discussion
and their menos were intended as advi ce and not decisions. Fromny
perspective, this formof m scommunication was partly due to the
extended size of the Internet technical comunity. Wen the
community was nmuch smaller, the | AB was in close contact with the day
to day workings of the technical groups. Wth the creation of the

| ESG and area directorates, there are now two or three | ayers between
a wor king group and the | AB.

These matters canme to a head during the Internet Engi neering Task
Force (I ETF) neeting in July in Canbridge, MA. It was nade cl ear
that the consideration of changes to the I P protocol renai ned open
Wirk on that topic has proceeded and is reported in the appropriate
forums. However, it became clear that it was necessary to exam ne
the decision process and the procedures for popul ating the I ESG and
IAB. Wth respect to the procedures for selecting | AB and | ESG
menbers, the procedures that were in place derived fromthe creation
of the Internet Society (1SOC) and the | SOC s sponsorship of the | AB.
These procedures had been devel oped during the early part of 1992 and
had been adopted by the 1SOC during its neeting in Kobe in June.
Hence, as fast as the | SOC was building the franework for supporting
the Internet comunity, the community was questioning its structure
and processes.

Foll owi ng the I ETF nmeeting, Vint Cerf, Internet Society president,
called for the formation of working group to exam ne the processes
and particularly the selection process (Attachment 1). During
August, the working group was forned, | was asked to chair it, and a
charter for the W6 was fornul ated (Attachment 2). (The acronymis
due to Erik Huizer and originally stood for The Process for

Organi zation of Internet Standards and Devel opnent. It was shortened
to fit into the space avail abl e on paper and in the | ETF
Secretariat’s database.)

i berations: August through m d- Novenber

The formati on of the PO SED WG provided a forum for di scussion of
process issues. An estimated 20 MB of messages filled up disks al
over the world. Mich of this discussion was fragnented or focused on
narrow i ssues. The salient point that energed was the need for a
wel | defined process for selecting | eaders with explicit comunity
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representation in the selection process. There was al so substantia
di scussion of the role of the 1AB -- to what extent should it make
deci sions and to what extent should it provide technical guidance? --
and the relationship between the 1 AB and | ESG

After several weeks of discussion, Carl Malanmud and | attenpted to
capture the main elements of the discussion by presenting a specific
proposal for the reorganization of the entire structure. The main
el ements of the proposal were:

0 Retention of the W5 and area structure now in place within the
| ETF.

0 Repl acenent of the I AB and | ESG by two boards, one devoted to
techni cal managenent and one devoted to oversight of the
process.

o Wel| defined terns for nenmbers of both boards.
0 Selection by conmittees with input fromthe conmunity.

This proposal was technically radical in the sense that it proposed
new structures to replace existing structures instead of proposing
changes within the existing system The proposal focused all further
di scussion and set the stage for the fall | ETF in md-Novenber in
Washi ngton D. C

Novenber | ETF neeting

By virtue of the intensity of interest throughout the comunity, the
PO SED WG was one of the focal points of the |IETF neeting. The
schedul e included a plenary session Tuesday nmorning to present the
current state of the PO SED WG di scussions, a formal PO SED WG
sessi on Tuesday afternoon and an open | ESG neeting Thursday evening
devoted to the PO SED i ssues. The fornal schedule was only the tip
of the iceberg; numerous neetings took place over breakfast, |unch
and dinner, in the halls and off in the corners. The nore active
partici pants probably had a dozen or nore separate neetings on this
over the three nmost active days, Tuesday, Wdnesday and Thursday.

Am dst all this frenetic activity, remarkabl e progress occurred at
two key points. At the Tuesday afternoon PO SED WG neeting, Lynan
Chapin, 1AB chair, Phill G oss, |ETF chair and | AB nenber, and ot her

| AB menbers proposed changes within the existing | AB/I ESG structure
whi ch converged with the process managenent el enents of the Ml anmud-
Crocker proposal. The key point was that all processing of standards
actions, including the final decision to advance a specification

al ong the standards track, would be nmade by the IESG This change in
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the process shortens the decision cycle and brings it a step closer
to the working group. Convergence on this key point obviated a
radi cal proposal and signal ed the building of a consensus on how the
st andards process should evolve. Over the next two days attention
then turned to the sel ection process.

As indicated above, there was a strong feeling in the community that
the 1 AB and | ESG menbers shoul d be selected with the consensus of the
community. A natural nechanismfor doing this is through forma
voting. However, a formal voting process requires formal delineation
of who’'s enfranchised. One of the strengths of the IETF is there
isn't any formal nenbership requirenment, nor is there a tradition of
deci sion through votes. Decisions are generally reached by
consensus with medi ation by | eaders when necessary.

Various fornul as were considered, and the one that energed was that

I AB and | ESG nenbers woul d be sel ected by a nomination and recruiting
conmittee. The conmittee is to consist of seven nmenbers fromthe
community, with non-voting representatives fromthe | AB and | ESG and
a non-voting chair provided by the 1 SOC. The seven nmenbers are to be
volunteers, with selection by lot if there are nore than seven

vol unteers. The only requirenent for volunteers is they nust have
attended two | ETF neetings. This requirenment is designed to ensure
the nomination conmittee has sonme fanmiliarity with the Internet
community and the standards process.

| AB and | ESG nenbers are to serve two years. Half of each body is to
have terns starting in odd years, and half is to have terns starting
in even years. Selections to the IESG have to be ratified by the

| AB, and selections to the IAB had to be ratified by the ISCC. In
the event that the nomi nation conmittee is unable to reach a
consensus on a single candidate for each position, it may forward
multiple nomnations to the ratifying body, and the ratifying body
will select the candidate.

In addition to this selection process, a recall mechani sm was
outlined using a simlar schene. The 1SOCC is to supply an onmbudsnman
who will field complaints after all oversight processes have been
exhausted. |If the onmbudsman is unable to resolve a conplaint after a
cooling off period, a recall commttee, selected at random anong

vol unteering comunity nmenbers, will consider the natter. A two
thirds vote by the comrittee is necessary to renbve someone

Thi s proposal was formul ated and circul ated duri ng Wednesday and
Thursday and presented at the | ESG open plenary. |In contrast to the
extraordinarily contentious open |IESG neeting in Canbridge, this
nmeeting was characterized by a strenuous effort by nunerous people,
representing diverse points of view, to reach consensus on this
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proposal, and the neeting ended with a distinct decision to proceed
on this basis. Gven the strong consensus that emerged at that
meeting, the group decided to inplenent the selection process by the
next |IETF neeting, with the new | ESG and | AB nenbers to begin their
terns at the termnation of the | ETF neeting in March

On Friday, the 1AB and IESG net jointly to determ ne what to do next.
Bot h groups agreed to inplement the change in processing standards
actions quickly and cooperatively and to identify the positions which
are open for selection. Wthin a couple of weeks, the I AB finished
processing the standards actions in its queue, and | ESG began to
handl e standards actions on its own.

Decenber | SOC neeti ng

The Internet Society Trustees net Decenber 10 and 11 at CNRI in
Reston, VA. The process and organi zation of the | AB and | ETF was one
of their major concerns. A session of the Trustees at 3:00 p.m EST,
Decenber 10, was broadcast via the Internet. It was not clear how
many peopl e |istened, but Geoff Huston, Internet Trustee, was spliced
in separately from Australi a.

At this session, | presented the PO SED WG results deliberations and
asked on behal f of the I ETF that the Trustees approve the sel ection
process descri bed above. For the long run, a new charter is needed.
G ven the very conpressed schedule for these activities, there has
not been time to draft and refine a new charter, so the Trustees were
asked to approve the general direction of the reorganization of the

| AB and | ETF and give tenporary approval to the selection process in
order to pernmit the first round of selections to proceed.

The Trustees expressed strong approval for the work of the PO SED W5
and general approval for the direction of the effort. One area of
concern for the Trustees is the legal liability of the Internet

Soci ety regardi ng decisions the | ESG m ght nake in the future. The
Trustees nade it quite clear that they are not inclined to

m cromanage the | ETF process, but they do feel conpelled to
understand the | egal issues and help construct a charter which is
consistent with their responsibilities as Trustees.

The session adjourned with agreenent to proceed on the current course

and for the IETF, 1 AB and | SOC Trustees to work together to draft the
appropriate charter.
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Future activities

Both the I ESG and | AB have sel ected the positions which nust be
filled through the new selection process. As | wite this, Vint Cerf
has been working to find a chair for the nomnations conmittee, and
the process should nove forward during January and February.

Communi cations on the details of the nomi nation process will be

publi shed on the IETF mailing list and possibly other forums. As
descri bed above, the selection process should be complete well before
the next | ETF neeting, and preferably by the end of February.

The other open agenda itemis the draft of a new charter for the | AB
and | ETF and adoption of the charter by the 1SOC. This is the next
order of business for the PO SED WG

ATTACHVENT 1: Message fromVint Cerf to the | ETF, et al

To: pgross@i s. ans. net

Cc: iab@si.edu, iesg@Rl.Reston. VA US, ietf@si.edu,
i nternet-society-trustees:; @ETF. NRI . Rest on. VA. US
i nt ernet -soci ety-nenbers:; @ETF. NRl . Rest on. VA. US
i soc-interest @el ay. sgi.com

Subj ect: Request for Recomendati ons

Date: Wed, 12 Aug 92 21:46: 48 -0400

From vcerf @\RI . Reston. VA US

Message-1d: <9208122146. aal0744@ ETF. NRI . Rest on. VA. US>

To: | ETF Chai r man
CC: | AB, | ETF, I RTF, |1SOC Trustees, and | SOC Menbers
From President, Internet Society

Subj ect: Request for Recommendations on | AB/ I ETF/ | RTF/ | SOC Pr ocedures
I ntroduction

In June, 1992, The Internet Society Board of Trustees received a
proposed charter for an Internet Architecture Board to be created
within the Internet Society. The new Internet Architecture Board was
envi sioned to be nade up of the then current nenbers of the Internet
Activities Board. The functions of the | ETF and the I RTF woul d be
brought under the unbrella of the Internet Society as elenments of the
newly chartered Internet Architecture Board. The Trustees voted to
accept the proposed charter, which is contained in RFC 1358.

In the period between June and July, a great deal of discussion
occurred both by email and at the | ETF meeting in Boston about the
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procedures by which the I AB, | ETF, and | RTF shoul d work together
under the general unbrella of the Internet Society. Among the many
points raised, three seenmed particularly inportant to consider

1. Procedures for naking appointnments to the Internet Architecture
Boar d.

2. Procedures for resolving disagreenents anong the | ETF, |ESG
and 1AB in matters pertaining to the Internet Standards.

3. Methods for ensuring that for any particular Internet Standard,
procedures have been followed satisfactorily by all parties
so that everyone with an interest has had a fair opportunity
to be heard.

Ef fective discussion of these issues requires the availability of an
open venue, an opportunity to comrent by email, and the possibility
of conducting face-to-face neetings. Recognizing this, the | AB has
recommended that the npost effective nmeans avail able to the Internet
Conmunity for gathering reconmrendations for refining our existing
procedures is to request that an | ETF Wbrking G oup be forned

I am pl eased to nmake this request of the IETF to create such a WG

It woul d be extrenely hel pful to have recomrendati ons on the three
topics listed above by the first of Decenber, 1992, in tinme to be
presented at the Internet Society Board of Trustees neeting schedul ed
for Decenber 10t h.

Wth respect to point 1 above, the current procedures for naking | AB
appoi ntments are contained in the 1AB charter (RFC 1358). RFC 1310
contains a description of the current process by which Internet

St andards are achieved. Points (2) and (3) could be discussed in the
context of the present procedures described in RFC 1310, which
recogni zes a nunber of open issues in an appendi x.

The Internet Society Trustees hope that nenbers of the | AB, |RTF,
| ESG and | ETF, as well as general nenbers of the Internet Society,

will take the tine to share their thoughts in the proposed working
group forum It is vital to the future of the Internet that these key
groups work together well. Certainly, the Internet Society Trustees

are conmtted to doing everything possible to facilitate effective
procedures and to preserve and enhance the special spirit of the

I nternet Community which has created and maintains the health and
growt h of the gl obal Internet.

Vint Cerf

Pr esi dent
I nternet Society
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Process for Organization of Internet Standards (poised)

Charter

Chair(s):

Steve Crocker <crocker@is.conp

Mailing lists:

General Discussion: poi sed@ri.reston.va. us
To Subscri be: poi sed-request @ri.reston.va. us
Ar chi ve: nri.reston.va. us: ~/ poi sed/ current

Descri ption of Wrking G oup:

Cr ocker

The goal of this working group is to exam ne the Internet
standards process and the responsibilities of the AB, with
attention to the rel ationship between the | AB and | ETF/ | ESG

The need for this working group was suggested during
di scussions at the July 1992 IETF. This led to a request
fromthe Internet Society president to form such a working

group.

The W will consider the following natters:

1. Procedures for naking appointments to the Internet
Architecture Board.

2. Procedures for resolving di sagreenents anong | ETF, | ESG
and |AB in matters pertaining to the Internet Standards.

3. Methods for assuring that for any particular Internet
St andard, procedures have been foll owed satisfactorily by
all parties so that everyone with an interest has had a
fair opportunity to be heard.

The W will begin with a review of the procedures for naking
| AB appoi ntments as documented in RFC 1358 and a revi ew of
t he standards-nmaki ng process docunented in RFC 1310.

The WG has a goal of issuing a final report in time for | ESG
consi deration and publication as an RFC before the

| SOC Board of Trustee's meeting in Decenber 1992. G ven the
conmpressed tinmescale, the Ws will conduct nost of its

del i berations by electronic mail on the PO SED WG mai | i ng
list. There will also be a prelimnary report and

di scussi ons at the November 1992 | ETF neeting in
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Washi ngt on, DC.

This will be a normal IETF W5 i.e. the mailing list and all
di scussions will be conpletely open.

Goal s and M | est ones:

Sep 92 Gather initial set of issues and wite a prelimnary
report.

Cct 92 Post as an Internet Draft the initial recommendations to
t he | SOC Boar d.

Nov 92 Open discussion and presentation of the work of the PO SED
Worki ng Group at Washington D.C. |ETF neeting.

Dec 92 Submt the recommendati ons docurment to the I ESG for posting

as an Informational RFC. This docunent will be
subsequently transmitted to the | SOC Boar d.
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Security Considerations

Security issues are not discussed in this meno.
Aut hor’ s Address

St ephen D. Crocker

Trusted Information Systens, Inc.

3060 Washi ngt on Road

d enwood, MD 21738

Phone: (301) 854-6889

Emai |l : crocker @l S. COM
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