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Abst r act
Thi s docunent describes the plan to transition responsibility for
bridging-related MB nodul es fromthe | ETF Bridge M B Wrking G oup

to the | EEE 802.1 Worki ng G oup, which devel ops the bridging
technol ogy the M B nodul es are desi gned to manage.
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1. Introduction
Thi s docunent describes the plan to transition responsibility for
bridging-related MB nmodules fromthe |ETF Bridge MB Wsto the | EEE
802.1 W5 which devel ops the bridging technol ogy the MB nodul es are
designed to manage. The current Bridge M B WG docunents are
o "Definitions of Managed Objects for Bridges" [RFC4188],

o "Definitions of Managed Objects for Bridges with Rapid Spanni ng
Tree Protocol" [RFC4318]

o "Definitions of Managed Objects for Bridges with Traffic O asses,
Multicast Filtering, and Virtual LAN Extensions" [RFC4363], and

o "Definitions of Managed Objects for Source Routing Bridges"”
[ RFC1525] .
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1.

2

2

Thi s docunent is neant to establish some clear expectations between

| ETF and | EEE about the transition of Bridge MB W5 M B nodul es to
the I1EEE 802.1 WG, so that the plan can be reviewed by the 1 ESG | AB,
| ETF, and | EEE. Sone case-hby-case situations mght arise, which wll
be handl ed by the appropriate |iaisons, but this docunment describes
the general strategy.

1. Mot i vati on

Havi ng SNMP M B nodul es to provi de managenent functionality for its
technologies is inportant for the 802.1 comunity, so it needs to
charter this work as part of the Project Authorization Requests
(PARs) for each new project, to ensure that resources are being
mobi | i zed for execution. This is also true with respect to MB
support for already conpleted 802.1 projects - mai ntenance projects
need to include the devel opnent of SNVMP M B nodul es

The | ESG has mandated that | ETF Wss that produce a protocol are also
required to devel op the corresponding MB nodul e rather than | eave
that to "the SNWP experts” to do later. Part of the notivation was
obviously to nmake the protocols nore manageabl e, but part of the
nmotivation was al so bal anci ng the workl oad better and getting the
content experts nore involved in the managenent design. |f such work
cones into the I ETF from ot her standards devel opment organi zations
(SDCs), then we encourage the other SDO to bring in subject matter
expertise to work with us, or, even better, to take the |ead

t hensel ves.

The nmanpower problemis certainly an aspect that is relevant. |EEE
802 M B docunents could be developed in the |ETF, but only if the
subj ect matter experts cone to |ETF to participate in (lead) the
work. The content experts need to be more involved in the MB nodul e
devel opment, and resources need to be dedicated to conpleting the
wor k, whether editing is done in the |EEE or the I|ETF. The | ETF
finds it acceptable if other organizations (like | EEE 802) do MB
docunents thenselves, and the | ETF offers to help review them from an
SNVP/ M B/ Structure of Management |Information (SM) perspective. This
is true even after the transition, since quality MB nodul es are

i mportant for snoboth managenent of the Internet and the technol ogies
it runs on.

New | EEE M B Wor k
1. New M B PARs
The | EEE- SA St andards Board New Standards Committee (NesCon) deal s

with the Projects Approval Requests; see
http://standards. i eee.org/ board/nes/. PARs are roughly the
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equi val ent of | ETF Working G oup Charters and include information
concerning the scope, purpose, and justification for standardization
proj ects.

Fol | owi ng early discussions concerning the transfer of MB work from
the ETF Bridge MB Ws to the | EEE 802.1 W5 the devel opnent of SMv2
M B nodul es associated with | EEE 802.1 projects has been included
within the scope of the work of new projects.

The | atest Project Approval Requests (PAR) of the 802.1 projects,
starting with the P802. 1ah (Provi der Backbone Bridges) approved in
Decenber 2004, include explicit text on this respect.

For exanple, the PAR form of the | EEE 802. 1ah, Provi der Backbone

Bri dges [ PAR-| EEE802. 1ah], includes in Section 13, "Scope of Proposed
Project”, an explicit reference to 'support nanagenent i ncluding
SNWP' .

Al though it is not nandatory that the M B devel opment work be
specified explicitly in a new PAR to have the work done (see work
done in | EEE 802. 1AB [| EEE802. 1AB] and | EEE 802. 1AE [ | EEE802. 1AF]),

it is reconmended that | EEE 802.1 WG PARs include explicit wording in
the scope section wherever there is a need for MB devel opnent as
part of the standard.

Since the | ETF Bridge M B WG does not intend to devel op M B nodul es
in the future, submtters of new work in the bridge managenent space
shoul d be directed to the | EEE 802.1 W5 and it shoul d be recomended
that they not publish their proposed MB nodul es as Internet-Drafts.

2. 2. | EEE M B Mbdul es in ASCI| For nat

Maki ng M B nodul es freely and openly available in an ASCI I format

will be a critical factor in having the SNMP community accept the
transfer of 802.1 MB devel opnent from|ETF Bridge MB Ws to | EEE
802.1 Wa  Although 802.1 can certainly decide to publish MB nodul es
only in the PDF format that they use for their documents, w thout
publi shing an ASCI| version, npst network management systens can
import a MB nmodule that is in ASCII format but not one in PDF
format. Not publishing an ASCI| version of the MB nodul e woul d
negatively inpact inplenenters and depl oyers of M B nodul es and woul d
make | ETF review of M B nodules nore difficult.

The 802.1 WG web site requires a password for access to standards in
devel opment. The WG has started making the M B nodul e portion of
their docunments available as separate ASCII files during project
devel opnment and allowing | ETF participants to access these docunents
for pre-standard revi ew purposes.
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| EEE 802 has a policy whereby approved specifications are avail able
for a fee for the first six nonths after approval, and freely

avail abl e six nonths after they are approved. Once the specification
is approved, the ASCI| version of the MB nodule is nmade freely

avail abl e on the 802.1 WG website (see
http://ww. i eee802.org/1/files/public/MBs/ or
http://ww. i eee802. org/ 1/ pages/ M BS. htmi).

There may be some issues about what gets included in the freely
avai |l abl e specification. The SMv2 MB nodule alone will probably be
i nsufficient; some discussion of the structure of the MB, the
relationship to other MB nodul es, and security considerations wll

al so need to be made avail abl e to ensure appropriate inplenentation
and depl oyment of the MB nodule within the Internet environment.

For nost inplementers, the freely avail able specification six nmonths
after approval w |l be adequate.

2.3. O D Registration for New M B Mdul es

The | ETF and | EEE 802 have separate registration branches (arcs) in
the nject Identifier (OD) tree. The Bridge MB nodules are

regi stered under the | ETF branch, and sone assi gnnents are naintained
by ANA.  The adnministration of the | EEE 802 arc is docunented in

[ | EEE. 802b] .

As the | EEE 802.1 WG updates the | EEE 802.1 standards, the changes
may i nclude needed nodifications to supplement the existing tables.
Thi s can be handl ed by devel oping an | EEE M B nodul e t hat augnents
the existing tables, or that reuses the indexing of the existing
tables. The new nodul es can be regi stered under the 802.1

regi stration branch, as was done with the 802. 1X M B nodul e.

When the changes only require the addition of one or two objects to
the existing MB nodules, it may seemsinpler for the 802.1 Wsto
define additional nmanaged objects within the | ANA-controll ed
registration tree. This approach is not recommended because of the
difficulties of coordinating the changes between the two

organi zations, and of working the changes through the processes while
trying to remain tinely for each organi zation. Such additions would
probably require approval by the Area Directors of Operations and
Managenent after |ETF M B Doctor review. This would create
dependenci es between the work of the two organi zations, and it m ght
generate special cases for |ANA to prevent the | EEE from bei ng bogged
down by | ETF processes.

The approach of devel oping an | EEE M B nodul e and defining a new
conpliance clause is sinpler than dealing with such dependenci es.
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We need a bal ance between disruption to existing inplenmentations and
efficiency in making changes. Keeping the existing trees in their
pl ace mninzes disruption to existing inplenentations.

3. Current Bridge M B WG Docunents
3.1. Transferring Current Bridge M B W5 Docunents

During review of the legal issues associated with transferring Bridge
M B WG docunents to the | EEE 802.1 W5, it was concluded that the | ETF
does not have sufficient legal authority to nmake the transfer w thout
the consent of the document authors.

RFC1286, RFC1493, and RFC1525 apparently precede any specific | ETF
docunent describing the copyright and intellectual property rights
that authors grant to the |ETF. RFC2674 falls under RFC 2026

[ RFC2026] rules. The three recent updates, [RFC4188], [RFC4318], and
[ RFC4363], fall under BCP 78, as documented in RFC3978 [ RFC3978].

To permit themto perform mai ntenance and devel opment of derivations
wor ks from docunents containing the BRIDGE-M B [ RFC4188], P- BRI DGE-

M B, Q BRI DGE-M B [ RFC4363], and RSTP-M B [ RFC4318], the | EEE 802.1

WG will need to get permission fromthe authors and/or the conpanies
to whom t he authors have assigned their intellectual property rights
in these docunents.

The | ETF | egal counsel for IPR matters and the | EEE Standards
Associ ati on Manager of Standards Intell ectual Property have agreed
upon a sanple letter for use by the | EEE 802.1 WG to request the
necessary pernissions fromthe authors, which is shown in Appendix B
The Bridge M B WG chairs reviewed the author lists for the documents
and provided the list of authors and their |ast known addresses and
the docunents with which they were associated to the | EEE Standards
Associ ati on Manager of Standards Intellectual Property.

The IETF will retain all the rights granted at the tine of
publication in the published RFCs.

3.2. Updating I ETF M B Modul es

The updates to the Bridge M B WG docunents addressed changes
docunented in 802.1t, 802.1u, 802.1lv, and 802.1w. These anendnents
were nerged with 802. 1D 1998 by the |EEE 802.1 Wsto form

802. 1D-2004. The Bridge M B W5 did not address changes that resulted
fromthat merger of docunents
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The 802.1 WG will need to work through the nanagenent objects in the
exi sting docunments to determ ne whether they are consistent with new
energi ng specifications, including 802.1D 2004. During the fina
work on these docunents in the Bridge MB W5 there were sone issues
that we decided not to resolve, which allows themto be dealt with as
part of the future work in the 802.1 WG

Wirk on the following items was deferred to the | EEE

0 The 'autoEdgePort’ paraneter (802.1D 2004 cl ause 17. 3. 3).

0 The Bridgel D object.

0 References to 802.1D 1998 were not updated to 802. 1D 2004.

0 Sone objects in RFC4363 nmay have been obsol eted in 802. 1D 2004

0 Description of dotldPortQutboundAccessPriority seens wong, but it
foll owed the description in 802. 1D 1998.

0 An issue was raised concerning dot1dTpPort | nFrames and
dot 1dTpPort Qut Franes. This is an issue |eft over from RFC 1493.

It was thought that the IEEE m ght be able to wite separate
docunents contai ning updates to their technol ogies, such as 802. 1Q
and to include a separate M B nodul e to augnent the | ETF M B nodul es.
However, recent changes to the | EEE standards are expected to require
that the way the M B tables are | NDEXED be changed, which is not

al l oned under SM rules, so the |IEEE will need to rewite the MB
modul es and assign object identifiers under the ieee802 branch

For backwards conmpatibility, the existing | ETF docurments will stil
be valid and remai n unchanged.

If an 802.1 WG docunent nust update or obsolete the | ETF version of a
Bri dge M B docunment, the 802.1 W5 can create and submit an internet-
draft to the ESG to be published as an RFC that points to the openly
avai l abl e | EEE copy and the | EEE standard. The | ESG would need to
approve the publication of the RFC. The RFC status woul d be
reflected in the RFC-I NDEX and al so in the database, so it will be
reflected on the RFC-Editor web page. Thus, we don’t have a probl em
wi th synchroni zati on between the copi es being published.
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3.3. darifications on Variabl es Mappi ng and Conpli ance

As the 802.1 W5 handl es the M B devel opnent, the |EEE-standard
"managed vari abl es" and the associated | EEE M B nbdul e objects will
probably correspond, as many existing BRI DGE-M B obj ects al ready
correspond to 802.1 managenent variables, such as these from 802.1Q

Virtual Bridge M B object | EEE 802. 1Q 2003 Reference

dot 1gBase

dot 1gVl anVer si onNunber 12.10.1.1 read bridge vlan config

dot 1gMaxVl anl d 12.10.1.1 read bridge vlan config
dot 1gMaxSuppor t edVl ans 12.10.1.1 read bridge vlan config

dot 1gNunvl ans

dot 1qGvr pSt at us 12.9.2.1/2 read/ set garp

applicant controls

| EEE allows definitions to be clarified in a manner that can actually
alter the semantics of a managed vari abl e somewhat, such as by
changing the range. SM rules generally prevent changing the
semantics of defined M B objects w thout obsol eting the current
object and replacing it with an object with a new descriptor and O D
registration. It is expected that, once both an IEEE M B definition
and t he "nanaged vari abl e" descriptions are in the sane docunent,
this problemw |l go away, as |EEE can update both at the sanme tine
in the approved manner.

The need to fix a description in an |ETF Bridge MB nodule in a
manner that would not be SM |egal would precipitate the need to
define an | EEE M B nodul e, which might copy and replace the whol e

| ETF M B nodul e or just add the necessary objects. Copying the |IETF
M B nodul e, changing the descriptors, and reassigning new | EEE O Ds
woul d not be backwards conpati bl e, and existing applications would
need to be updated to access the new objects. Therefore it is
recomended that the IETF M B nodul e not be copied and nodifi ed

unl ess doing so is really necessary.

The current practice in the 802.1 Wsis to define the managenent

vari abl es and then a mapping table to associated M B nodul e obj ects
(as shown above). The 802.1 WG could redefine the mapping from an

| EEE nanaged variable to a new | EEE M B object if the 802.1
managenent vari abl e semantics changed, thus allowing the 802.1 Wsto
"do it right’ by SM rules, supplementing the old MB object with a
new one. An updated mapping would be reflected in the conpliance

cl ause of the supplemental SMv2 MB nodule; it may be desirable to
docunent the old mapping information in the description clause of the
new object in the SMv2 M B nodul e.
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5.

5.

O'ten, the mapping of 802 variables to MB objects isn't a 1:1

mappi ng and doesn’t have to be. In the future, 802.1 variabl es may
be invented with Web-based services in mnd, but today the primary
focus is on SNVWP usage, and incorporating MB nodules into the specs
thenselves will likely further that focus. The level of redirection
that exists today between 802 variables and M B objects night be
useful for the transition process when 802.1 rmanagenent vari abl e
semantics are changed and M B obj ects are suppl enent ed.

The existing Bridge docunents represent the current state of bridging
managenent, and the docunents contain conpliance clauses descri bing
the current requirenents to be conpliant to the | ETF standards. As
the | EEE devel ops addition M B nodul es, new conpliance cl auses w ||
define the new "state of the art", wi thout needing to obsolete the
old MB objects or the old conpliance clauses. Therefore, the plan
is that the current Bridge MB nodules will be "frozen in time", and
updated only via the devel opnent of independent M B nodul es by the
802.1 WG

Mai | i ng List Discussions
The Bridge M B WG has conpleted its docunents, and the WG has been
cl osed.
The mailing list will remain open for a while. The mailing |ist
adm nistrators will discourage di scussion of ongoing | EEE M B nodul e
work on the Bridge MB WG |ist and ask that the discussion be noved
to the IEEE list, with a notice conparable to the foll ow ng:
This work is out of scope for the Bridge MB W nailing |ist.
The appropriate mailing list for | EEE 802.1 M B nodul e di scussi on
is STDS-802-1-L@i stserv.ieee.org.
To subscribe to the STDS-802-1-L list, go to
http://ww. i eee802. org/ 1/ enai | - pages/
To see the general information about 802,1, including how they
work and how to participate, go to http://ww.ieee802.0rg/ 1/
To see presentations on the technology, go to
http://ww. i eee802.org/1/files/public/ and |l ook in the docs2004,
docs2005, and docs2006 directories.
| ETF M B Doctor Revi ews
1. Introduction

The | eaders of the Bridge MB W5 802.1 W5 | ETF &M area, and | EEE
802 project have discussed having | ETF M B Doctors review | EEE 802
devel oped M B nodules. This is a | oose offering.
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The expectation is that ETF will maintain a group of MB Doctors who
can review | EEE 802 - devel oped M B nodul es, when a M B Doctor is
available and willing to do such review. It is the choice of

i ndi vidual M B Doctors to provide technical advice and M B Doct or
reviews, and it is the willingness of the 802.1 editors and the
support of the 802.1 chairs that deternine whether the advice is
accepted. This is not as formalized as it is in the | ETF.

In the ETF, the O%M area directors get "pushed" by other area
directors to have M B nodul e docunents revi ewed by M B Doctors when
they start to cone to WG Last Call, |ETF Last Call, and certainly no
| ater than when they appear on the | ESG agenda. This demand requires
prioritization of requests for MB Doctor reviews by the area
directors and prioritization by MB Doctors when deci di ng whether to
accept a request to revi ew documents.

When there are many | ETF M B docunents in the queue and an | EEE M B
modul e docunent conmes along for review, it will be the choice of the
i ndi vidual M B Doctors whether to accept such a request, and how to
prioritize their work.

It will be helpful to MB Doctors if the 802.1 chair requests a
review early in devel opnent, after a M B npdul e desi gn has been
establ i shed but before an editor has done nuch detailing of the MB
modul e, so that a M B Doctor can ensure that the table rel ationships
and indexing are reasonable. Then it will be helpful if the 802.1
chair requests reviews only for inportant ballots, such as sponsor
ballots, rather than for every revision.

It is reconmended that the 802.1 WG establish its own M B Doct or
review team to provide a review of MB nodules and to resol ve nost

i ssues before requesting a review fromthe |ETF MB Doctors. This
will help the 802.1 WG avoi d del ays caused by dependency on | ETF M B
Doctors, and pre-reviewed docunents will make it easier for an | ETF
M B Doctor to find tine to performa requested review The IETF is
willing to nake a | oose offering to help the 802.1 WG establish and
train such an | EEE M B Doctor team

5.2. Revi ew Gui del i nes

The | ETF has devel oped Guidelines for Authors and Reviewers of MB
Docunents [ RFC4181] so that authors and ot her W5 nenbers can check
their docurment agai nst the guidelines before requesting a M B Doct or
review. The 802.1 WG editor should use the RFC4181 guidelines before
requesting a M B Doctor review
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RFC4181 al so intended to help editors by guiding MB Doctors, so
reviews by different MB Doctors will remain fairly consistent. Each
M B Doctor has his or her own "pet peeves", and RFC4181 can hel p an
edi tor know whether a review point is based on the consensus of the
M B Doctors, or on a pet peeve.

Many SM constraints, |ETF editing constraints, and best current
practices are discussed in RFC4181. However, nmany aspects of good

M B design (e.g., table fate-sharing, good index choices) are nore
art than science and are not discussed in the guidelines. Those

m ght be nore useful to other SDOs (and | ETF editors) than guidelines
relating to | ETF boil erplate requirements. The M B Doctors have

di scussed starting a design guidelines docunent.

RFC4181 was used for review ng the 802. 1AB [| EEE802. 1AB] and 802. 1AE
[ EEE802. 1AE] docunents. During those reviews, there were sone
anonal i es about the | EEE use of the guidelines that we need to

eval uate further.

For exanple, in the | ETF boilerplates, sone of the terns have
different meanings in | ETF and | EEE, and different editing style

gui delines are being used by the different bodies. It would be good
to devel op an 802 MB boilerplate that is consistent with the | ETF
boilerplate, in purpose if not in term nol ogy.

The | ETF uses [ RFC4181] as a reference docunent for |ETF docunents
containing MB nmodules. It is reconmended that in tine | EEE 802.1 WG
develop its own guidelines for |EEE M B nodules review. Until this
happens, Section 3 (CGeneral Docunentation Guidelines) and Section 4
(SMv2 Cuidelines) in RFC4181 can be used, with the foll ow ng
exceptions and nodifi cations:

o In the introductory paragraphs of Section 3, the list of sections
that nust be included in a M B docunent should be adapted to the
| EEE needs and styl e guide.

0 Sections 3.1 through 3.4 apply as in the | ETF docunent, with the
mention that the | ETF boilerplate could be edited to conmply to the
| EEE needs and styl e guide.

0 Section 3.5 (I ANA Consi derations) does not apply but may be
replaced by a section with | EEE recomendati ons on naming and O D
space assignnents.

0 Sections 3.6 does not apply.
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0 Section 3.7 (Copyright Notices) does not apply and may be repl aced
with text corresponding to the | EEE copyright rules. The
exception is the case where a docunment was originally issued by
the 1 ETF, and then taken over by the | EEE, in which case, unless
the docunent authors agree otherw se, notices concerning the | ETF
copyrights (as described in Section 3.7) and | EEE copyri ghts nust
be incl uded.

0 Section 3.8 (Intellectual Property) does not apply and may be
replaced with a notice reflecting the intellectual property rules
of the | EEE

0 Sections 4.1 and 4.2 apply as in the | ETF docunent.

0 Section 4.3 (Namng Hi erarchy) applies with changes related to the
O D root of the |IEEE 802.1 M B nodul es.

0 Sections 4.4 to 4.8 apply as in the | ETF docunent

0 Section 4.9 applies, but sone interesting problens may arise if
| ETF- desi gned nodul es are being taken over and continued by the
IEEE. In order to conply to the requirenent, the |IEEE should
continue to work and naintain the MB nodule in the |ETF QD
space.

An | ETF M B docunent tenplate that contains all the required
sections, follow ng RFC Editor guidelines and the MB review

gui delines, is under developnment to help editors get started

devel oping a M B nodul e docunent. The tenplate will help MB Doctors
check new M B nodul es nore efficiently by providing the nost up-to-
date M B nodul e boilerplate, with sections in the preferred order,
suggestions for what to include in certain sections, and the
references required to support boilerplate text. It is recommended
that the I EEE 802.1 WG establish a conparable tenplate, follow ng the
| EEE editing guidelines and the RFC4181 gui delines, where
appropri at e.

Such an | EEE tenplate could sinply be the managenent cl ause of an
802. 1 document, to be filled in with technol ogy-specific information
In 802. 1AB, the M B clause was restructured to include nodified | ETF
boi l erplates and security considerations. This might be a good start
on such an | EEE tenplate. It would be helpful to MB Doctors and
editors if the unnodified tenplate was available in ASCII format for
aut omat ed conparison to a docunent in devel opnent, to verify that the
appropriate boilerplate text is being used.

When the 802.1 WG creates a PAR for 802.1 Bridge M B nai ntenance, the
creation of such a tenplate mght be included in the PAR
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The I ETF M B docunents include the following text relative to the
I nternet Managenent Franework as part of the standard boil erpl ate:

For a detail ed overview of the docunents that describe the current
I nt ernet - Standard Managenent Framework, please refer to Section 7
of RFC 3410 [ RFC3410].

Managed obj ects are accessed via a virtual information store,
terned the Management |nformation Base, or MB. MB objects are
general |y accessed through the Sinple Network Managenent Prot ocol
(SNWP). (Objects in the MB are defined using the nechani sns
defined in the Structure of Managenent Information (SM). This
meno specifies a MB nodule that is conpliant to the SMv2, which
is described in STD 58, RFC 2578 [RFC2578], STD 58, RFC 2579

[ RFC2579], and STD 58, RFC 2580 [ RFC2580].

It is recomended that the | EEE 802. 1 standards that contain MB
modul es include a simlar sub-section in the MB section of the | EEE
docunent, and the appropriate references in their reference section.

If IEEE 802.1 WG wants to craft its own guidelines, based on RFC4181,
it will need to get the author’s perm ssion.

5. 3. Revi ew For mat

The 802.1 WG uses a tenplate for conmrents, in the follow ng format,
so the onus to provide new text is on the reviewer, not on the

editor.

NAME:

COMMENT TYPE:
[E=Editorial, ER=Editorial Required]
[ T=Techni cal, TR=Techni cal Required]

CLAUSE:

PAGE:

LI NE:

COMMENT START:

COMVENT END:

SUGGESTED CHANCGES START:
SUGGESTED CHANGES END:

M B Doctor reviews in the |ETF are typically done in sinple text
emai | and often contain a long list of review comments. M B Doct or
reviews sonetimes raise a general design issue rather than an issue
with specific text, and sone M B Doctor conmments refer to "gl obal”
probl ems, such as many objects that do not specify persistence
requirenents.
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For gl obal problems, |ETF MB Doctors are not required to provide the
repl acenent text for each of these instances when doing 802.1 MB
modul e reviews. For exanple, if the nam ng of objects does not

fol |l ow reconmended conventions throughout the docunent, the MB
Doctor can point out the relevant clause in RFC4181 wit hout
suggesti ng each repl acenent object nane. This is an inportant
concession to the |ETF MB Doctors, to better suit the nature of
their reviews, even though this puts the onus on the editor to fix
the problem w t hout explicit suggested changes.

During the transition, the chair and vice-chair of the 802.1 WG are
willing to accept sinple emails, as long as they give enough

i nformati on to understand what the problemis and howto fix it. The
comrents should include a problemdescription, a suggested
resolution, and a page and line nunber. It would be hel pful if
comments are submitted in the preferred format, since this makes it
easier for the editor to understand exactly what is being requested,
to log the cooment for review, and to review the comrent in the
meeting environnent. The mgjority of MB conments can usually be
handl ed outside the official balloting process.

5.4. Revi ew Wi ght

In the | ETF, M B Doctor review happens as part of the process of
approving a standard. Wen a docunent is submitted to the |IESG for
approval as a standard, the area director/|ESG requests a M B Doct or
review. Failure to pass the review can stop forward progress of a
docunent in the standardi zati on process at the discretion of the area
director. MB Doctors take their role seriously and perform detail ed
revi ews.

In the I EEE, the board that approves a standard is separate fromthe
802.1 W5 and the reviews M B Doctors will do according to this
transition plan are done within the 802.1 Wa So a MB Doctor review
inthe 802.1 Wsis akin to an | ETF WG chair asking for a M B Doct or
to sanity-check the work, rather than to a formal "M B Doct or

review'.

Formal |y, comments fromany origin carry the sane weight in 802.1;
even voting status in the WG doesn’t nmake one’s comments nore wei ghty
than those of a non-voter. The 802.1 Wsis not pernmitted to ignore
any comrents, regardless of origin. Serious comments are al ways
taken seriously and never ignored.

The I EEE typically requires that conments be officially submtted in

a specific format, including proposed repl acenent text, which is then
reviewed at the neetings, and the decisions are docunented in

di sposition docunents. These conmments and di spositions are avail abl e
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fromthe 802.1 private website. |ETF participants can be given the
password to the website by the 802.1 WG chair, so that they can see
previous and current comments and di spositions.

We should not give the inpression that the | EEE docunents have

recei ved the organi zed, coordinated, and fornalized M B Doctor review
as done in the IETF, if such reviewis done on an ad hoc basis, and
not necessarily as part of the advancenent process. W need to be

cl ear what is said, because the phrase "This docunment has passed M B
Doctor review' has quite sonme weight in the IETF. W need to clarify
whet her to describe the reviews done as havi ng been done by an "I ETF
M B Doctor" or "IEEE 802 MB Doctor", or by a generic "M B Doctor".

M B Doctor reviews be copied to the docunment editor, and to the 802.1
chair.

6. Comunicating the Transition Plan

The transition plan was discussed in the Bridge MB W5 at | ETF61 and
included a presentation, "Bridge MB Transition to | EEE 802. ppt",
avail abl e in the proceedings.

The intent to transition was also posted on the Bridge MB WG nmi |l i ng
list during notices of the Bridge M B W5 cl osure, including the W&
Action announcenent of February 15, 2006

The transition was discussed with the 802.1 WG at the San Antoni o,
San Franci sco, and Garden Grove neetings. Presentations are
available in http://ww.ieee802.org/1/files/public/docs2004/

new bridge-mb-transition-1104.ppt, http://ww.ieee802.0rg/1/files/
publ i c/ docs2005/ 1 i ai son-i et f-congdon-0705. pdf, and

http://ww. i eee802.0org/ 1/fil es/public/docs2005/

|'iai son-ietf-congdon-0905. pdf.

7. Security Considerations
Thi s docunent describes a plan to transition M B nodul e
responsibility fromthe IETF Bridge MB Ws to the | EEE 802.1 W&o It
does not impact security.

8. | ANA Consi derati ons

Al't hough this docunment discusses issues related to | ANA assi gnnent of
O Ds, no | ANA actions are required by this docunent.
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9

Intell ectual Property Considerations

On Novenber 29, 2005, a tel econference was held that included Jorge
Contreras, Scott Bradner, Bernard Aboba, Bert Wjnen, and David
Harrington, to discuss the Intellectual Property Issues. The
following is a sunmary of the concl usions:

The | ETF/ 1 SOC gets a non-excl usive copyright license from RFC aut hors
so that the I ETF can publish RFCs, let third parties translate RFCs
into other |anguages, let third parties reproduce RFCs as-is and
create derivative works within the | ETF standard process. The
author(s) retain all of their rights other than the right to w thdraw
the permission for the |ETF to do the above.

If anyone (including the EEE) wants to reproduce any RFC as-is, he
or she can do so without any specific perm ssion, but it has to be
"as-is" (and that includes the | SOC copyright notice) since the right
for third parties to reproduce RFCs is part of the rights the | ETF
gets fromthe author(s).

The author(s) of a RFC can tell another group (e.g., the I EEE) that
the other group can produce its own versions of the RFC, since the
| ETF does not get fromthe author(s) the right to stop them from
doi ng so

If the author(s) give another group the perm ssion to create
derivative works, this has nothing (legally) to do with the IETF
since the agreenent is just between the author(s) and the other
group. Because of that, there is no reason for an | SOC copyright to
appear, since the new docunent is not an |IETF docunent. It would be
nice if the other group were to include a note to say that their
docunent is based on RFC XXXX, and the authors can insist on that if
they want to, but the IETF has no formal role in granting

perm ssions, so the | ETF cannot require the pointer to the RFC

There is a desire to ensure that the | ETF has sufficient rights to do
derivatives of its owmn works. |If the | ETF decides, as part of a
|iaison arrangenent with another SDO, to hand over mai ntenance of a
specification to them and if the authors give the other SDO

perm ssion to create derivative works, the IETF still retains the
perm ssion granted by the authors to create derivative works within
the | ETF standard process.
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The | ETF strongly reconmends that any derivative works devel oped by
anot her standards body DO acknow edge that the work builds on prior
| ETF work, with reference to the RFC(s) the work derives from MB
nmodul es conpliant to the | ETF Best Current Practices docunmented in
RFC4181 contain REVI SI ON cl auses that document how where earlier
versi ons were publi shed.

On January 11, 2006, another tel econference was held, to reviewthe

| egal issues with Claudio M Stanziola, the | EEE Standards

Associ ati on Manager of Standards Intellectual Property. As a result
of that discussion, the | ETF Legal Counsel on IPR matters has crafted
a sanpl e docunent that other SDOs may use as a guideline for

produci ng their own docunments on "how to ask the question" to solicit
authors’ permissions. The tenplate is included in this document in
Appendi x B.
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Appendi x B. Sanple Text for | EEE to Request Rights from Authors
> "Dear Author,

The | EEE P802. 1 working group wi shes to incorporate portions of |ETF
RFC XXXX (specifically YYY MB nodul es) as part of |EEE Draft
Standard P802.1 and to devel op, nodi fy and evol ve such portions as
part of the | EEE standardi zation process.

Because the authors of contributions to the | ETF standards retain
nost intellectual property rights with respect to such contributions
under | ETF policies in effect during the devel opment of RFC XXXX, and
because you are an author of said docunent, the | EEE hereby requests
that you kindly agree to submit your contributions in RFC XXXX to the
| EEE for inclusion in | EEE P802.1. Please note that IETF is aware of
and supports this request.

Attached hereto, please find a copyright permission letter tenplate
that we ask you kindly to sign and return, granting the
af orenmentioned rights to the | EEE

Sincerely yours, |EEE"
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2006).

Thi s docunent is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR | S SPONSORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET
ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED

I NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE CF THE

| NFORMATI ON HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED
WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE

Intellectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that mght be clainmed to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunment or the extent to which any |license under such rights

m ght or might not be avail able; nor does it represent that it has
made any i ndependent effort to identify any such rights. [Information
on the procedures with respect to rights in RFC docunents can be
found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of I PR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nade available, or the result of an
attenpt made to obtain a general |icense or permssion for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe | ETF on-line | PR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr

The IETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that nmay cover technology that nay be required to inpl enent
this standard. Please address the information to the |ETF at
ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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