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Abst ract

The I nternet Engineering Task Force (I ETF) has responsibility for
devel opi ng and revi ewi ng specifications intended as |nternet
Standards. | ETF activities are organi zed i nto working groups (WGs).
Thi s docunent describes the guidelines and procedures for fornation
and operation of | ETF working groups. It describes the fornal

rel ati onship between | ETF partici pants WG and t he | nternet

Engi neering Steering Goup (IESG. The basic duties of |IETF
participants, including W Chair and | ESG Area Directors are defi ned.
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1. | NTRODUCTI ON

Thi s docunent defines guidelines and procedures for |nternet

Engi neering Task Force working groups. The Internet is a |oosely-
organi zed international collaboration of autononmous, interconnected
networks; it supports host-to-host comunication through voluntary
adherence to open protocols and procedures defined by Internet

St andards, a collection of which are commonly known as "the TCP/IP
protocol suite". The Internet Standards Process is defined in [1].
Devel opnent and revi ew of potential Internet Standards from al
sources is conducted by the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF).

The 1ETF is a |arge, open community of network designers, operators,
vendors, users, and researchers concerned with the Internet and the
technol ogy used on it. The IETF is nmanaged by its Internet

Engi neering Steering Goup (I ESG whose menbership includes an | ETF
Chair, responsible for oversight of general |IETF operations, and Area
Directors, each of whomis responsible for a set of |IETF activities
and wor ki ng groups. The | ETF Executive Director and | ESG Secretary
are ex-officio participants, as are the | AB Chair and a desi gnhated
Internet Architecture Board (1 AB) nenber. At present there are 10
areas, though the nunmber and purview of areas changes over tine:

User Services (Usv)
Appli cations ( APP)
Servi ce Applications ( SAP)
Transport Services (TSV)
I nt er net (I'NT)
Rout i ng (RTGQ
Net wor k Managenent (M3T)
Qperational Requirenents (OPS)
Security (SEQ)
St andards & Processes (STD)
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Most areas have an advisory group or directorate. The specific name
and the details of the role for each group differs fromarea to area,
but the primary intent is that the group assist the Area Director,
e.g., with the review of specifications produced in the area. An
advisory group is formed by an Area Director (AD) and conprises
experienced nmenbers of the | ETF and technical conmunity represented
by the area. A small |ETF Secretariat provides staff and

adm ni strative support for the operation of the | ETF.

The primary activities of the IETF are perfornmed by conmittees known
as working groups. There are currently nore than 60 of these.
Wor ki ng groups tend to have a narrow focus and a |ifetime bounded by
conmpl etion of a specific task, although there are exceptions.

There is no formal nenbership in the ETF. Participation is open to
all. This participation nmay be by on-line contribution, attendance
at face-to-face sessions, or both. Anyone fromthe |Internet
community who has the tinme and interest is urged to participate in

| ETF neetings and any of its on-line working group discussions.
Participation is by individual technical contributors, rather than by
formal representatives of organizations.

Thi s docunent defines procedures and guidelines for formation and
operation of working groups in the IETF. It defines the rel ations of
wor ki ng groups to other bodies within the | ETF. The duties of working
group Chairs and Area Directors with respect to the operation of the

wor ki ng group are also defined. The docunment uses: "shall", "wll",
"must" and "is required" where it describes steps in the process that
are essential, and uses: "suggested", "should" and "nmay" are where

gui delines are described that are not essential, but are strongly
recommended to hel p snooth W5 operation

1.1. | ETF approach to standardi zation

The reader is encouraged to study The Internet Standards Process [1].
Fam liarity with this docunent is essential for a conplete
under st andi ng of the phil osophy, procedures and guidelines described
in this docunent.

The goals of the process are sumarized in [1]:

"I'n general, an Internet Standard is a specification that is
stabl e and wel | -understood, is technically conpetent, has
mul tiple, independent, and interoperable inplenentations

wi th operational experience, enjoys significant public
support, and is recogni zably useful in some or all parts of
the Internet.
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"I'n outline, the process of creating an Internet Standard is
straightforward: a specification undergoes a period of

devel opment and several iterations of review by the Internet
community and perhaps revision based upon experience, is
adopted as a Standard by the appropriate body (see bel ow),
and is published.

"In practice, the process is somewhat nore conplicated, due
to (1) the nunber and type of possible sources for
specifications; (2) the need to prepare and revise a
specification in a manner that preserves the interests of
all of the affected parties; (3) the inportance of

est abl i shing wi despread comunity agreenment on its technica
content; and (4) the difficulty of evaluating the utility of
a particular specification for the Internet community.

"These procedures are explicitly ained at devel opi ng and
adopting general |l y-accepted practices. Thus, a candidate
for Internet standardization is inplenented and tested for
correct operation and interoperability by multiple,

i ndependent parties, and utilized in increasingly demandi ng
environments, before it can be adopted as an Internet

St andard. "

The | ETF standardi zati on process has been marked by informality. As
the conmmunity of participation has grown it has become necessary to
docunent procedures, while continuing to avoi d unnecessary
bureaucracy. This goals of this balancing act are summarized in [1]
as:

"The procedures that are described here provide a great dea
of flexibility to adapt to the wide variety of circunstances
that occur in the Internet standardization process.

Experi ence has shown this flexibility to be vital in
achieving the following goals for Internet standardization:

hi gh quality,

prior inplenmentation and testing,
openness and fairness, and
tineliness."

* Ok %k

1.2. Acknow edgnents

Much of this docunment is due to the copy-and-paste function of a word
processor. Several passages have been taken fromthe docunents cited
in the reference section. The PO SED WG provi ded di scussi on and
comments. Three peopl e deserve special nention, as especially large
chunks of their docunments have been integrated into this one: Vint
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Cerf [7] fromwhom we borrowed the description of the I ETF, and G eg
Vaudreuil and Steve Coya who provided several paragraphs. Al so, John
Stewart and Steve Crocker did a truly stellar job of proof-reading.
However, all the errors you' ll find are probably ours.

2. WORKI NG GROUP (WG) FORVATI ON

| ETF wor ki ng groups (Wes) are the primary nechani smfor devel opnent
of | ETF specifications and guidelines, many of which are intended as
standards or recommendations. A working group may be established at
the initiative of an Area Director (AD) or it may be initiated by an
i ndi vidual or group of individuals. Anyone interested in creating an
| ETF wor ki ng group nust obtain the advice and consent of the
appropriate | ETF Area Director under whose direction the working
group would fall and rmust proceed through the formal steps detail ed
in this section.

A working group is typically created to address a specific problem or
produce a deliverable (a guideline, standards specification, etc.)
and is expected to be short-lived in nature. Upon conpletion of its
goal s and achi evenent of its objectives, the working group as a unit
is termnated. Alternatively at the discretion of the |ESG Area
Director, the WG Chair and the W5 participants, the objectives or
assi gnnent of the working group nmay be extended by enhancing or

nmodi fyi ng the working group’s charter.

2.1. Criteria for formation

When determ ning whether it is appropriate to create a working group,
the Area Director and the ESG will consider several issues:

- Are the issues that the working group plans to address cl ear
and rel evant for the Internet comunity?

- Are the goals specific and reasonably achi evabl e, and
achievable within the tine franme specified by the
m | est ones?

- VWhat are the risks and urgency of the work, to determ ne the
| evel of attention required?

- Do the working group’s activities overlap with those of
anot her working group? If so, it may still be appropriate to
create the working group, but this question nust be
considered carefully by the Area Directors as subdividing
efforts often dilutes the avail abl e technical expertise.
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- Is there sufficient interest and expertise in the working
group’s topic with at | east several people willing to expend
the effort to produce the desired result (e.g., a protoco
specification)? W rking groups require considerable effort,
i ncl udi ng managenent of the working group process, editing
of working group docunents, and contribution to the docunent
text. | ETF experience suggests that these roles typically
cannot all be handl ed by one person; four or five active
participants are typically required

- Does a base of interested consuners (end users) appear to
exi st for the planned work? Consuner interest can be
measured by participation of end-users within the | ETF
process, as well as by less direct neans.

Consi dering the above criteria, the Area Director will decide whether
to pursue the formati on of the group through the chartering process.

2.2. Charter

The formation of a working group requires a charter which is
primarily negotiated between a prospective working group Chair and
the relevant Area Director, although final approval is nade by the

| ESG and all charters are reviewed by the Internet Architecture Board
(IAB). A charter is a contract between a working group and the | ETF
to performa set of tasks. A charter:

1. Lists relevant adm nistrative aspects of the working group;

2. Specifies the direction or objectives of the working group
and describes the approach that will be taken to achieve the
goal s; and

3. Enunmerates a set of milestones together with time franes for
their conpletion.

When the prospective Chair, the Area Director and the | ESG Secretary
are satisfied with the charter formand content, it becones the basis
for formng a working group. The AD may require an initial draft of a
charter to be available prior to holding an exploratory Birds of a
Feat her (BOF) neeting, as described bel ow.

Charters may be renegotiated periodically to reflect the current
status, organization or goals of the working group. Hence, a charter
is a contract between the |IETF and the working group which is
committing to neet explicit mlestones and delivering concrete
"product s".
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Specifically, each charter consists of 6 sections:

Wor ki ng group nane
A wor ki ng group nanme shoul d be reasonably descriptive or
identifiable. Additionally, the group shall define an
acronym (maxi mum 8 printable ASCI| characters) to reference

the group in the IETF directories, mailing lists, and
general docunents.

Chair(s)
The working group nmay have one or two Chair(s) to perform
the adnministrative functions of the group. The emai
address(es) of the Chair(s) shall be included.
Area and Area Director(s)
The nane of the |ETF area with which the working group is
affiliated and the name and el ectronic nmail address of the
associ ated Area Director
Mailing |ist
It is required that an | ETF worki ng group have a genera
Internet mailing list. Most of the work of an | ETF working
group will be conducted that.
The charter shall include:
The address to which a participant sends a
subscription request and the procedures to foll ow when

subscri bi ng,

The address to which a participant sends subm ssions
and special procedures, if any, and

The location of the mailing list archive, if any.
A nmessage archive should be nmaintained in a public place
whi ch can be accessed via FTP. The ability to retrieve from
the archive via electronic mail requests also is
recomrended. Additionally, the address:
ietf-archive@nri.reston.va. us

shal |l be included on the nailing |ist.
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NOTE: It is strongly suggested that the mailing list be on
a host directly connected to the IP Internet to facilitate
use of the SMIP expansi on conmand (EXPN) and to allow mail
archive access via FTP, gopher and the like in keeping with
the general | ETF rule for openness. If this is not possible,
the message archive and menbership of the Iist nust be made
avail abl e to those who request it by sending a nmessage to
the list-request alias.

Description of working group

The focus and intent of the group shall be set forth briefly. By
readi ng this section alone, an individual should be able to decide
whet her this group is relevant to their own work. The first paragraph
must give a brief summary of the problemarea, basis, goal (s) and
approach(es) planned for the working group. This paragraph wll
frequently be used as an overview of the working group’s effort.

The ternms "they", "theni and "their" are used in this docurment as
thi rd- person singul ar pronouns.

To facilitate evaluation of the intended work and to provide
on-goi ng gui dance to the working group, the charter shal
descri be the problem bei ng solved and shall discuss

obj ectives and expected inpact with respect to:

- Architecture

- Qper ati ons

- Security

- Net wor k nmanagenent

- Transition (where applicable)

Goal s and m | est ones

The working group charter nust establish a tinetable for
work. While this may be re-negotiated over tine, the |ist
of milestones and dates facilitates the Area Director’s
tracki ng of working group progress and status, and it is

i ndi spensable to potential participants identifying the
critical nonents for input. MIlestones shall consist of
deliverables that can be qualified as show ng specific
achi evenent; 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
updat ed periodically. Updated milestones are re-negoti ated
with the Area Director and the | ESG as needed, and then are
submitted to the | ESG Secretary:
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| ESG secretary@nri.reston.va. us
An exanple of a WG charter is in Appendix A
2.3. Charter review & approva

Wor ki ng groups often conprise technically conpetent participants who
are not famliar with the history of Internet architecture or |ETF
processes. This can, unfortunately, |lead to good working group
consensus about a bad design. To facilitate working group efforts,
an Area Director nay assign an Area Consultant from anong the ranks
of senior |ETF participants. (Area Consultants are described in the
section of Staff Roles.) At the discretion of the AD, approval of a
new Ws may be withheld in the absence of sufficient Consultant
resources

Once the Area Director (and the Area Directorate, as the AD deens
appropri ate) has approved the working group charter, the charter is
submitted for review by the | AB and approval by the Internet

Engi neering Steering G oup using the criteria described previously.

The Internet Architecture Board (1AB) will review the charter of the
proposed W5 to determine the relationship of the proposed work to the
overall architecture of the Internet Protocol Suite.

The approved charter is submtted to the I ESG Secretary who records
and enters the information into the | ETF tracki ng database and
returns the charter in a formformatted by the database. The working
group is announced to the IETF mailing list by the | ESG Secretary.

2.4. Birds of a feather (BOF)

Oten it is not clear whether an issue nerits the formation of a
wor ki ng group. 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.
Alternatively, a BOF may serve as a forumfor a single presentation
or discussion, without any intent to forma working group

A BOF is a session at an | ETF neeting which permts "narket research”
and technical "brainstornmng". Any individual may request perm ssion
to hold a BOF on a subject. The request nust be filed with the

rel evant Area Director. The person who requests the BOF is usually
appoi nted as Chair of the BOF. The Chair of the BCOF is al so

responsi ble for providing a report on the outcome of the BOF
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The AD may require the conduct of email discussion, prior to
authorizing a BOF. This permts initial exchanges and sharing of
framewor k, vocabul ary and approaches, in order to nake the time spent
in the BOF nore productive. The AD may require that a BOF be held,
prior to establishing a working group, and the AD nmay require that
there be a draft of the WG charter prior to hol ding a BOF.

Usual |y the outcome of a BOF will be one of the follow ng:

- There was enough interest and focus in the subject to
warrant the formation of a WG

- The discussion cane to a fruitful conclusion, with results
to be witten down and published, however there is no need
to establish a W5 or

- There was not enough interest in the subject to warrant the
formati on of a WG

There is an increasing demand for BOF sessions at | ETF neeti ngs.
Therefore the followi ng rules apply for BOFs:

- Al'l BOFs must have the approval of the appropriate Area
Director. The Secretariat will NOT schedule or allocate tine
slots without the explicit approval of the Area Director.

- The purpose of a BOF is to conduct a single, brief
di scussion or to ascertain interest and establish goals for
a working group. All BOF organizers are required to subnmit a
brief witten report of what transpired during the BOF
session together with a roster of attendees to the |IESG
Secretary for inclusion in the Proceedings.

- A BOF may be held only once (ONE slot at one | ETF Pl enary
meeting) .

- Under unusual circunstances an Area Director may, at their
discretion, allow a BOF to neet for a second time. Typically
(though not a requirement) this is to develop a charter to
be subnitted to the | ESG

- BOFs are not pernitted to neet three tines.
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3.

- A BOF may be held for single-event discussion, or nmay pursue
creation of normal |ETF working groups for on-going
interactions and di scussions. \When the request for a BOF
comes froma formally-constituted group, rather than from an
i ndi vidual, the rul es governing the handling of the request
are the sane as for all other BOFs and working groups.

- When necessary, Wss will be given priority for neeting space
over BOFs.

WORKI NG GROUP OPERATI ON

The | ETF has basic requirenments for open and fair participation and
for thorough consideration of technical alternatives. Wthin those
constraints, working groups are autononous and each determ nes nost
of the details of its own operation with respect to session
participation, reaching closure, etc. The core rule for operation is
that acceptance or agreenment is achieved via working group "rough
consensus".

A nunber of procedural questions and issues will arise over tinme, and
it is the function of the Wrking Goup Chair to nanage the group
process, keeping in mnd that the overall purpose of the group is to
make progress towards reachi ng rough consensus in realizing the
wor ki ng group’s goal s and objecti ves.

There are few hard and fast rules on organi zing or conducting wor ki ng
group activities, but a set of guidelines and practices have evol ved
over time that have proven successful. These are listed here, with
actual choices typically deternined by the working group participants
and the Chair.

3. 1. Session planning

For coordinated, structured WG interactions, the Chair nust publish a
draft agenda well in advance of the actual session. The agenda needs
to contain at |east:

- The itenms for discussion;
- The estimated tinme necessary per item and
- A clear indication of what docunments the participants wll

need to read before the session in order to be well
pr epar ed.
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Publ i cation shall include sending a copy to the working group mailing
list and to the | ETF- Announce list. Notices for the | ETF- Announce
list should be sent to:

i etf-announce-post @nri.reston.va. us

Al'l working group actions shall be taken in a public forum and wi de
participation is encouraged. A working group will conduct nuch of
its business via electronic mail distribution lists but may neet
periodically to discuss and review task status and progress, to
resol ve specific issues and to direct future activities. It is
common, but not required, that a working group will neet at the
trinmester |ETF Plenary events. Additionally, interim sessions may be
schedul ed for tel ephone conference, video tel econference, or for
face-to-face (physical) sessions.

Al'l working group sessions (including those held outside of the | ETF
meetings) shall be reported by maki ng m nutes available. These

m nutes shoul d include the agenda for the session, an account of the
di scussi on including any deci sions nade, and a list of attendees. The
Wirking Goup Chair is responsible for insuring that session m nutes
are witten and distributed, though the actual task may be perforned
by sonmeone designated by the Working Group Chair. The m nutes shal

be submitted in printable ASCII text for publication in the |IETF
Proceedi ngs, and for posting in the |ETF Directories and are to be
sent to:

m nut es@nri.reston.va. us
3. 2. Session venue

Each working group will determ ne the balance of email and face-to-
face sessions that is appropriate for achieving its m |l estones.

El ectronic mail permts the widest participation; face-to-face
nmeetings often pernmt better focus and therefore can be nore
efficient for reaching a consensus anong a core of the working group
participants. In deternining the balance, the WG nust ensure that
its process does not serve to exclude contribution by email-only
participants. Also note that decisions reached during | ETF neetings
are NOT final, but nust be conveyed to the mailing list to verify WG
consensus.

| ETF Meetings
If a W5 needs a session at an | ETF neeting, the Chair nust apply for
time-slots as soon as the first announcenment of that |IETF neeting is

made by the | ETF Secretariat to the Wachairs list. Sessiontine is
a scarce resource at | ETF neetings, so placing requests early wll
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facilitate schedul e coordination for Wss requiring the same set of
experts.

The application for a W5 session at an | ETF neeting shall be nade to
the | ETF Secretariat. Alternatively sonme Area Directors may want to
coordinate WG sessions in their area and request that tine slots be
coordi nated through them After receiving all requests for tine
slots by Wes in the area, the Area Director(s) forma draft session-
agenda for their area, which is then sent to the WG chairs of the
area. After approval it will be sent to the | ETF Secretari at.

An application nmust contain:
- The anount of tinme requested,;

- The rough outline of the WG agenda that is expected to be
cover ed;

- The estimated nunmber of people that will attend the WG
sessi on;

- Rel ated Was that nmust not be schedul ed for the sane tine
slot(s); and

- I ndi vi dual s whose attendance is desired.

The Secretariat allots tinme slots on the basis of the session-agenda
made by the Area Director(s). If the proposed session- agenda for an
area does not fit into the | ETF neeting-agenda, the | ETF Secretari at
will adjust it to fit, after consulting the Area Director(s) and the
rel evant chairs. The Secretariat will then forma draft session-
agenda and distribute it anong the Wrking G oup Chairs for fina
appr oval

NOTE: \While open discussion and contribution is essential to working
group success, the Chair is responsible for ensuring forward
progress. Wen acceptable to the W5 the Chair may call for
restricted participation (but not restricted attendance!) at |ETF
wor ki ng group sessions for the purpose of achieving progress. The
Working Group Chair then has the authority to refuse to grant the
floor to any individual who is unprepared or otherw se covering

i nappropriate materi al

On-line
It can be quite useful to conduct enmil exchanges in the sanme manner

as a face-to-face session, with published schedul e and agenda, as
wel | as on-going summarizati on and consensus polling.
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Many wor ki ng group participants hold that mailing list discussion is
the best place to consider and resolve issues and nake deci si ons.
Choi ce of operational style is made by the working group itself. It
is inportant to note, however, that Internet enmail discussion is
possi ble for a nuch wi der base of interested persons than is
attendance at | ETF neetings, due to the tinme and expense required to
attend.

3. 3. Session managenent

Wor ki ng groups nmake decisions through a "rough consensus" process.

| ETF consensus does not require that all participants agree although
this is, of course, preferred. In general the dom nant view of the
wor ki ng group shall prevail. (However, it nust be noted that

"dom nance"” is not to be determ ned on the basis of volune or

persi stence, but rather a nore general sense of agreenent.)

Consensus can be determ ned by balloting, hunming, or any other neans
on which the WG agrees (by rough consensus, of course).

The chal | enge to managi ng wor ki ng group sessions is to bal ance the
need for open and fair consideration of the issues against the need
to nmake forward progress. The working group, as a whole, has the
final responsibility for striking this balance. The Chair has the
responsibility for overseeing the process but nay del egate direct
process managenent to a formally-designhated Facilitator

It is occasionally appropriate to revisit a topic, to re-evaluate
alternatives or to inprove the group’s understanding of a rel evant
deci sion. However, unnecessary repeated di scussions on issues can be
avoided if the Chair makes sure that the nmain argunents in the

di scussion (and the outcone) are summari zed and archived after a

di scussi on has cone to conclusion. It is also good practice to note

i mportant deci sions/consensus reached by email in the mnutes of the
next 'live' session, and to summarize briefly the decision-nmaking
history in the final docunments the WG produces

To facilitate nmaking forward progress, a Wrking Goup Chair may w sh
to direct a discussion to reject or defer the input froma menber,
based upon the following criteria:

ad

The input pertains to a topic that already has been resol ved
and is redundant with information previously avail abl e;
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M nor

The input is new and pertains to a topic that has already
been resolved, but it is felt to be of mnor inport to the
exi sting deci sion;

Ti m ng

The input pertains to a topic that the working group has not
yet opened for discussion; or

Scope

The input is outside of the scope of the working group
charter.

3.4. Contention and appeal s overview

In the course of group design processes, strife happens. Strife and
contention are particularly likely when working groups conprise many
constituencies. On the other hand differences in view are vital to
the success of the I ETF and healthy debate is encouraged. Sonetines
debat es degenerate into sonething akin to warfare. For these

circunstances, the | ETF has an extensive revi ew and appeal s process.

Formal procedures for requesting review and conducti ng appeal s are
docunented in The Internet Standards Process [1]. A brief summary is
provi ded, here.

In fact the | ETF approach to reviews and appeals is quite sinple:
When an | ETF participant feels that nmatters have not been conducted
properly, they should state their concern to a menber of |ETF
managenent. In other words, the process relies upon those who have
concerns raising them |If the result is not satisfactory, there are
several |evels of appeal available, to ensure that review is possible
by a nunber of people uninvolved in the matter in question

Revi ews and appeals step through four levels, each in turn
WG Chai r
An appeal mnust begin with the managenment closest to the

operation of the working group, even if the concern applies
to their own handling of working group process.

Hui zer & Crocker [ Page 15]



RFC 1603 | ETF Worki ng Group Gui del i nes March 1994

Ar ea

If discussion and review with the W5 Chair do not produce a
satisfactory result, the conplainant may bring their concern
to the cognizant Area Director

| ESG

If a concerned party is not satisfied with the results of
the area-level review, then they may bring the matter to the
| ESG Chair and the Area Director for Standards & Processes.
The | ESG Chair and the Standards & Processes AD will bring

the issue before the full IESG for an additional review and
will report the resolution back to the parties.
| AB

The 1 AB provides a final opportunity to appeal the results
of previous reviews. If a concerned party does not accept
the outcome of the I ESG review, then they may take their
concern to the 1AB, by contacting the 1AB Chair.

Concerns entail either a disagreenent with technical decisions by the
wor ki ng group or with the process by which working group business has
been conducted. Technical disagreenments nay be about specific
details or about basic approach. When an issue pertains to
preference, it should be resolved within the working group. Wen a
matter pertains to the technical adequacy of a decision, reviewis
encour aged whenever the perceived deficiency is noted. For matters
having to do with preference, working group rough consensus wil |

dom nat e.

VWhen a matter pertains to working group process, it is important that
those with a concern be clear about the manner in which the process
was not open or fair and that they be willing to discuss the issue
openly and directly. In turn, the | ETF managenent will nake every
effort to understand how t he process was conducted, what deficiencies
were present (if any) and how the matter should be corrected. The

| ETF functions on the good will and nutual respect of its
participants; continued success requires continued attention to
wor ki ng group process.

4.  WORKI NG GROUP TERM NATI ON
Worki ng groups are typically chartered to acconmplish a specific task
After that task is conplete, the group will be di sbanded. However if

a WG produces a Proposed or Draft Standard, the WG wi |l becone
dormant rather than disband (i.e., the W will no | onger conduct
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formal activities, but the mailing list will remain available to
review the work as it noves to Draft Standard and Standard status.)

If, at sone point, it becones evident that a working group is unable
to conplete the work outlined in the charter, the group, in
consultation with its Area Director can either

1. Recharter to refocus on a smaller task,
2. Choose new Chair(s), or
3. Di sband.

If the working group disagrees with the Area Director’s choice, it
may appeal to the |IESG

5. STAFF ROLES

Wor ki ng groups require considerable care and feeding. |In addition to
general participation, successful working groups benefit fromthe
efforts of participants filling specific functional roles.

5.1. WG Chair

The Working Group Chair is concerned with making forward progress
through a fair and open process, and has w de discretion in the
conduct of WG business. The Chair nust ensure that a nunber of tasks
are perfornmed, either directly or by others assigned to the tasks.
Thi s enconpasses at the very least the follow ng:

Ensure WG process and content managenent

The Chair has ultimate responsibility for ensuring that a
wor ki ng group achi eves forward progress and neets its

m | estones. For sonme working groups, this can be
acconpl i shed by having the Chair performall nanagenent-
related activities. |In other working groups -- particularly
those with large or divisive participation -- it is hel pful
to allocate process and/or secretarial functions to other
participants. Process nanagenent pertains strictly to the
style of working group interaction and not to its content.
It ensures fairness and detects redundancy. The secretarial
function enconpasses docunment editing. It is quite comon
for a working group to assign the task of specification
Editor to one or two participants. Oten, they also are
part of the design team described bel ow
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Moderate the WG emai | | i st

The Chair should attenpt to ensure that the discussions on
this list are relevant and that they converge to consensus
agreenents. The Chair should make sure that di scussions on
the list are summarized and that the outcome is well
docunented (to avoid repetition). The Chair also may choose
to schedul e organi zed on-1line "sessions" with agenda and
deliverables. These are structured as true meetings,
conduct ed over the course of several days (to allow
participation across the Internet.) Participants are
expected to allocate tinme to the nmeeting, usually in the
range of 1-2 hours per day of the "neeting".

Organi ze, prepare and chair face-to-face & on-line formal sessions

The Chair should plan and announce sessions well in advance.
(See section on Session Planning for exact procedures.)

Communi cate results of sessions

The Chair and/or Secretary nust ensure that mnutes of a
session are taken and that an attendance |list is circul ated.
See the section on Session Docunents for detail ed
procedures.

I medi ately after a session, the W5 Chair nust imediately
provide the Area Director with a very short report

(approxi matel y one paragraph, via email) on the session
This is used in an Area Report as presented in the
Proceedi ngs of each | ETF neeti ng.

Distribute the work

O course each W will have participants who nmay not be able
(or want) to do any work at all. Mst of the time the bulk
of the work is done by a few dedi cated participants. It is
the task of the Chair to nmotivate enough experts to all ow
for a fair distribution of the workl oad.

Docunent devel opnent
Wor ki ng groups produce docunents and docunents need aut hors.
The Chair will make sure that authors of WG docunents

i ncorporate changes as discussed by the Wa.  See the section
on Session Docunments for details procedures
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Docurent publication

The Chair and/or Secretary will work with the RFC Editor to
ensure docunent confornance with RFC publication
requirenents and to coordinate any editorial changes
suggested by the RFC Editor. A particular concern is that
all participants are working fromthe sanme version of a
docunent at the same tine.

5.2. WG Editor/ Secretary

Taki ng m nutes and editing working group docunents often is perforned
by a specifically-designated participant or set of participants. In

this role, the Editor’s job is to record WG deci sions, rather than to
perform basic specification

5.3. WG Facilitator

When neetings tend to becone distracted or divisive, it often is
hel pful to assign the task of "process nanagenent” to one
participant. Their job is to oversee the nature, rather than the
content, of participant interactions. That is, they attend to the
style of the discussion and to the schedul e of the agenda, rather
than maki ng direct technical contributions thensel ves.

5.4. Design teans

The majority of the detailed specification effort within a working
group nmay be done by sel f-sel ecting sub-groups, called design teans,
with the (inplicit or explicit) approval of the working group. The
team may hol d cl osed sessions for conducting portions of the
specification effort. In sone cases design teans are necessary to
make forward progress when preparing a docunent. Al work conducted
by a design team nust be avail able for review by all working group
participants and the design team nust be responsive to the direction
of the working group’s consensus.

5.5. Area Consultant
At the discretion of the AD, a Consultant nmay be assigned to a
wor ki ng group. Consultants are senior participants in the | ETF

community. They have technical background appropriate to the W5 and
experience in Internet architecture and | ETF process.
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5.6. Area Director

Area Directors are responsi ble for ensuring that working groups in
their area produce coherent, coordinated, architecturally consistent
and tinely output as a contribution to the overall results of the

| ETF. This very general description enconpasses at the very | east
these detailed tasks related to working groups:

Area pl anni ng

The Area Director determines activities appropriate to the
area. This may include initiating working groups directly,
rather than waiting for proposals from|ETF partici pants.

Coordi nati on of WGs

The Area Director coordinates the work done by the various
Wes within (and sometimes even outside) the rel evant area.

| ETF Meeting Schedul e

The Director tries to coordinate sessions in such a way that
experts can attend the rel evant sessions with a m ni num of
overlap and gaps between sessions. (See section on W5
sessions for details.)

Reporting

The Area Director reports to the I ETF on progress in the
ar ea.

Revi ewi ng

The Area Director nmay appoint independent reviewers prior to
docunent approval. The Area Director tracks the progress of
docunents fromthe area through the | ESG revi ew process, and
report back on this to the W5 Chair(s).

Progress tracking

The Area Director tracks and manages the progress of the
various Wss with the aid of a regular status report on
docunents and m |l estones that is generated by the | ESG
Secretary. The Area Director forwards this report to the W5
chairs. This in turn helps the chairs to manage their WGs.
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5.7. Area Directorate

6

An area directorate consists of senior nenbers of the technica
community and are appointed by the Area Director who then tasks them
with technical oversight and review of specific area activities. An
Area Director chairs the directorate. At the request of the AD
directorate nenbers conduct specification reviews and may be assi ghed
as Area Consultants, to provide architectural assistance.

WORKI NG GROUP DOCUMENTS

6.1. Session docunents

Al'l relevant documents for a session (including the final agenda)
shoul d be published and avail able at |east two weeks before a session
starts.

It is strongly suggested that the WG Chair nmake sure that an
anonynmous FTP directory be avail able for the upconing session. Al

rel evant documents (including the final agenda and the minutes of the
| ast session) should be placed in this directory. This has the
advantage that all participants can FTP all files in this directory
and thus nake sure they have all relevant docunments. Also, it will be
hel pful to provide electronic nail -based retrieval for those
docunents.

6.2. | ETF neeting docunent archive

In preparing for an |ETF neeting it is helpful to have ready access
to all docunents that are being reviewed. Wile docunents usually are
placed in the internet-drafts Internet Repository or in the
respective working group archives or just published in sone mail -
lists, there are just too many things to browse or read through

Al so, many docunents are nodified i nmediately before a neeting.

The InterNIC Directory and Dat abase Services provides a current-

i etf-docs archive to enable people to get all docunments that are

rel evant for the up-comng | ETF neeting. This docunent database will
be renmoved two weeks after the | ETF neeting.

The conpl eteness of this archive depends on the authors and working
group chairs submitting the docunents. Each WG Chair is requested to
submit the agenda to this archive.

Structure of the archive

On ds.internic.net docunents will be stored under the appropriate
wor ki ng group nane under the appropriate area nane in the directory:
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[ pub/ current-ietf-docs
Each area will also have a directory called bof where a docunent to
be discussed in a BOF neeting will be placed. At the area level a
directory called plenary will be created to hold docunents or
presentation material related to a plenary session. Any filenane
conflicts will be resolved by the InterNIC s admini strator and the
submitter will be informed via electronic mail. Exanple:

[ pub/ current-ietf-docs/app/ osids
[ pub/current-ietf-docs/int/sip

Access vi a anonynmous FTP
Anonymous FTP to ds.internic.net and change directory to
[ pub/ current-ietf-docs/
and browse and get the docunent of interest.
Access vi a gopher:
Connect to gopher.internic.net and select the nmenu item
4. InterNIC Directory and Dat abase Services (AT&T)/
and then the nenu item
3. Documents to be reviewed at the *** | ETF
One may use the public-access gopher client by:
tel net gopher.internic. net
Subni ssi on of docunments via anonynous FTP
FTP to ds.internic.net and | ogin as anonynmous. Change directory to:
/incom ng/current-ietf-docs
Put the docurment using the following fil enane conventi on,

<ar ea>. <wgname>. <fi | enane>
e.g.:
pl enary. nondayVGs. ps

app. osi ds. agenda
app. osi ds.internic-tal k- VGs. ps

Hui zer & Crocker [ Page 22]



RFC 1603 | ETF Worki ng Group Gui del i nes March 1994
Note that the names of areas and working groups are their officia
short-form acronyns,

Submi ssion of documents via electronic nail:
Send mail to

adm n@ls. i nterni c. net
with the foll ow ng subject I|ine:

| ETF - <area>. <wgnane>. <fi |l ename>

| ETF - app. osi ds. agenda

NOTE: |Instead of sending a fresh copy of an already avail abl e
docunent, you nmay ask the InterNIC s administrators to create a link
to an existing internet-draft/RFC/ID

NOTE: |f you do not renenber your area or working group acronym get
the file /ftp/ietf/1lwg-summary.txt fromds.internic.net via anonynous
FTP.

6.3. Internet-Drafts (I-D)

The Internet-Drafts directory is provided to working groups as a
resource for posting and di ssem nating early copies of working group
docunents. This repository is replicated at various |ocations around
the Internet. It is encouraged that draft documents be posted as soon
as they becone reasonably stable.

It is stressed here that Internet-Drafts are working docunents and
have no official standards status whatsoever. They may, eventually,
turn into a standards-track document or they may sink from sight.
Internet-Drafts are submtted to:

internet-drafts@nri.reston. va. us

The format of an Internet-Draft nust be the same as for an RFC [ 2].
Further, an |-D nust contain:

- Begi nni ng, standard, boilerplate text which is provided by
the Secretariat;

- The |I-D fil enane; and
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- The expiration date for the I-D

Conpl ete specification of requirenents for an Internet-Draft are
found in the file:

li d- gui del i nes. t xt
in the internet-drafts directory at an Internet Repository site.
6. 4. Request For Comments (RFC)

The work of an | ETF working group usually results in publication of
one or nore docunents, as part of the Request For Comments (RFCs) [ 2]
series. This series is the archival publication record for the

Internet community. A docunent can be witten by an individual in a
wor ki ng group, by a group as a whole with a designated Editor, or by
others not involved with the | ETF. The desi gnated author need not be
the group Chair(s).

NOTE: The RFC series is a publication nechanismonly and publication

does not deternmine the | ETF status of a docunent. Status is
determ ned through separate, explicit status |abels assigned by the
| ESG on behal f of the IETF. 1In other words, the reader is reninded
that all Internet Standards are published as RFCs, but NOT all RFCs
speci fy standards.

For a description on the various categories of RFCs the reader is
referred to [1, 4, 5, 6].

6.5. Subm ssion of docunents

When a WG deci des that a docunent is ready for publication, the
foll owi ng must be done:

- The version of the relevant docunent as approved by the WG
must be in the Internet-Drafts directory;

- The rel evant docunent nust be formatted according to RFC
rules [2].

- The WG Chair sends email to the relevant Area Director, with
a copy to the | ESG Secretary. The nail should contain the
reference to the docunment, and the request that it be
progressed as an Informational, Experinental, Prototype or
standards-track (Proposed, Draft or Internet Standard) RFC

The | ESG Secretary will acknow edge receipt of the email. Unless
returned to the WG for further devel opnent, progressing of the
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docunment is then the responsibility of the IESG After |ESG
approval, responsibility for final disposition is the joint
responsibility of the RFC Editor and the W5 Chair and Editor

6. 6. Revi ew of docunents

Usually in case of a submi ssion intended as an I nfornmational or
Experimental RFC minimal review is necessary. However, if the W5 or
the RFC Editor thinks that an extensive review is appropriate, the
Area Director may be asked to conduct one. This review may either be
done by the AD and other |ESG participants or the | ESG may ask for an
i ndependent review (e.g., by sonmeone not part of the WG in question)
fromthe Area Directorate or el sewhere.

Arevieww ||l lead to one of three possible conclusions:
1. The docunent is accepted as is.

This fact will be announced by the | ESG Secretary to the
IETF mailing list and to the RFC Editor. Publication is then
further handl ed between the RFC Editor and the author(s).

2. Changes regardi ng content are suggested to the author(s)/Ws

Suggestions nust be clear and direct, so as to facilitate
wor ki ng group and author correction of the specification
Once the author(s)/Ws have nmade these changes or have
explained to the satisfaction of the reviewers why the
changes are not necessary, the docunent will be accepted for
publication as under point 1, above.

3. The docunent is rejected.

This will need strong and thorough argunents fromthe

revi ewers. The whol e | ETF and worki ng group process is
structured such that this alternative is not likely to arise
for docunents comi ng froma working group. After all, the
intentions of the docunent will already have been descri bed
in the Ws charter, and reviewed at the start of the WG

If any individual or group of individuals feels that the review
treatnment has been unfair, there is the opportunity to nake a
procedural conmplaint. The mechani sm for procedural conplaints is
described in the section on Contention and Appeal

Before the | ESG makes a final decision on a standards-track docunent,

the 1ESG Secretary will issue a "Last Call" to the IETF mailing list.
This Last Call will announce the intention of the |ESG to consider
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the docurment, and it will solicit final comments fromthe IETF within
a period of two weeks. It is inportant to note that a Last Call is
intended as a brief, final check with the Internet comunity, to make
sure that no inportant concerns have been m ssed or m sunderstood.
The Last Call cannot serve as a nore general, in-depth review.

7. SECURI TY CONSI DERATI ONS
Security issues are not discussed in this meno.
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APPENDI X:  SAMPLE WORKI NG GROUP CHARTER
Mul tiparty Multimedi a Session Control (nmusic)
Charter

Chair(s):
Eve School er <school er @si . edu>
Abel Weinrib <abel @ell core.conr

Transport Area Director(s)
Al lison Mankin <manki n@nf.nrl.navy.m| >

Mailing lists:
Ceneral Discussion:confctrl @si.edu
To Subscri be: confctrl-request @si . edu
Ar chi ve: venera.isi.edu:~/confctrl/confcrtl. mail

Descri ption of Wrking G oup:

The demand for Internet tel econferencing has arrived, yet an
infrastructure to support this demand is barely in place.

Mul tinedia session control, defined as the nmanagenent and
coordination of nultiple sessions and their nmultiple users in
multiple nmedia (e.g., audio, video), is one conponent of the
infrastructure. The Multiparty Miltinmedi a Session Contro
Wirking Goup is chartered to design and specify a protocol to
performthese functions.

The protocol will provide negotiation for session nenbership,
under | yi ng comruni cati on topol ogy and nedia configuration. In
particular, the protocol will support a user initiating a

mul timedia nmultiparty session with other users ("calling" other
users) over the Internet by allow ng a tel econferencing
application on one workstation to explicitly rendezvous with
tel econferenci ng applications running on renote workstations.
Defining a standard protocol w |l enable session-I|eve
interoperability between different tel econferencing

i mpl ement ati ons.

The focus of the working group is to design a session negotiation
protocol that is tailored to support tightly-controlled
conferences. The MBONE currently carries primarily | oosely-
controll ed sessions, i.e., sessions with |little to no interaction
anong nenbers and with no arbitration facility, security, or
coordi nation of quality-of-service options for tine-critica
media. Users may | earn of avail abl e sessions using the "sd"
utility or other out of band nmechanisns (e.g., emil). However,
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there is clearly also a need for tightly-controlled sessions that
provi de mechani snms for directly contacting other users to
initiate a session and for negotiating conference paraneters such
as nenbershi p, media encodi ngs and encryption keys. In addition,
t hese sessions should support renegotiation during a session, for
exanpl e to add or del ete nenbers or change the nmedi a encodi ng.

It is possible that the protocol will, in the linting case, also
support | oosely-controlled sessions.

The main goal of the working group will be to specify the session
control protocol for use within tel econferencing software over
the Internet. The working group will focus on the aspects of the
session control problemthat are well understood, while keeping
an eye on evolving research issues. Toward this end, the working
group has made an inventory of existing conferencing systens and
their session control protocols. The working group will docunent
the requirenents of the existing prototypes as a basis for the
protocol devel opment. The working group will iteratively refine
the protocol based on inplenentati on and operational experience.

Furthernmore, the working group will coordinate with other efforts
related to nmultinedia conferencing, such as directory services
for catal ogui ng users and conferences, the RTP and RTCP protocols
devel oped by the Audi o/ Video Transport Working G oup, resource
reservati on and managenent at the network |evel, and schenes for
mul ti cast address all ocation.

Goal s and M | est ones:

May 93 Hol d an on-1ine working group neeting to discuss
the conference control framework, the rel evant
term nol ogy, a functional taxonony and how
di fferent conversational styles place
requi renents on session protocols.

Jun 93 Submit the Conference Session Control Protocol to
the 1 ESG for consideration as an Experinmental
Pr ot ocol

Aug 93 Post an Internet-Draft describing the Session
Control Requirenents

Nov 93 Post an Internet-Draft of the Session Contro
Pr ot ocol

Mar 94 Submt a revised Internet-Draft based on

i npl ement ati on experience.
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