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Abstract

Thi s docunent describes nethodol ogi es that have been designed to
improve and facilitate | ETF docunent flow processing. It specifies a
set of procedures under which a working group chair or secretary
serves as the prinmary Docunent Shepherd for a docunent that has been
submitted to the I1ESG for publication. Before this, the Area
Director responsible for the working group has traditionally filled
the shepherdi ng role.
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1.

I nt roducti on

Early in 2004, the |IESG undertook several experiments aimed at

eval uati ng whet her any of the proposed changes to the | ETF docunent
fl ow process would yield qualitative inprovenents in docunent

t hroughput and quality. One such experinment, referred to as the
"PROTO process" or "PROTO' (because it was created by the "PRCcess
and TQol s" or PROTO [PROTO team), is a set of methodol ogi es desi ghed
to involve working group chairs or secretaries nore directly in their
docunents’ approval life cycle. |In particular, the PROTO t eam
focused on inprovenents to the part of a docunent’s life cycle that
occurs after the working group and docunent editor have forwarded it
to the | ESG for publication

By the end of 2004, the IESG had evaluated the utility of the PROTO
met hodol ogi es based on data obtai ned through several pilot projects
that had run throughout the year, and subsequently deci ded to adopt
t he PROTO process for all docunments and working groups. This
docunent describes this process.

The net hodol ogi es devel oped and piloted by the PROTO team focus on
the working group chair or secretary as the primry Docunent

Shepherd. The primary objective of this docunent shepherdi ng process
is to inprove docunent-processing throughput and docurment quality by
enabling a partnership between the Responsible Area Director and the
Docurent Shepherd. In particular, this partnership has the explicit
goal of enfranchising the Docunent Shepherd while at the sane tine

of fl oading a specific part of the followup work that has
traditionally been responsibility of the Responsible Area Director
The Responsible Area Director has tens or nany tens of documents to
follow, while the Docunent Shepherd has only a few at a tine.

Fl owi ng the responsibility to the working group |l evel can ensure nore
attention and nore tinmely response.

Consequently, the docunent shepherdi ng process includes follow up
work during all docunent-processing stages after Wrking Goup Last

Call, i.e., during AD Evaluation of a docunent, during |IESG
Eval uati on, and during post-approval processing by | ANA and the RFC
Editor. |In these stages, it is the responsibility of the Docunent

Shepherd to track and foll ow up on feedback received on a docunent
fromall relevant parties.

The Docurnent Shepherd is usually a chair of the working group that
has produced the docunent. In consultation with the Responsible Area
Director, the chairs may instead decide to appoint the working group
secretary as the responsi bl e Docunment Shepherd.
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Ter mi nol ogy

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT*, "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in BCP 14, RFC 2119

[ RFC2119] .

Process Description
The docurent shepherdi ng process consists of the foll ow ng tasks:

o Providing the Docurment Shepherd Wite-Up acconpanying a docunent
that is forwarded to the | ESG when publication is requested, as
described in Section 3.1.

0 During AD Eval uation of the docunent by the Responsible Area
Director, nmanaging the di scussion between the editors, the working
group, and the Responsible Area Director, as described in
Section 3. 2.

o During an | ETF Last Call, if perforned for the shepherded
docunent, follow ng up on community feedback and revi ew comments.

o During | ESG Eval uation, following up on all |ESG feedback
("Dl SCUSS" and "COMMENT" itens) related to the shepherded
docunent, as described in Section 3.3.

o Following up on I ANA and RFC Editor requests as described in
Section 4 and Section 5.

The shepherd rmust keep the document mnoving forward, conmmunicating
about it with parties who review and comment on it. The shepherd
must obtain the working group’s consensus for any substantive
proposed changes. The shepherd is the | eader for the docurment and
for the working group, and maintains a critical and technica
perspective. |In sumary, the Docunent Shepherd continues to care for
a shepherded docunent during its post-Ws lifetinme just as he or she
has done whil e responsible for the docunent in the working group

Bef ore any docunent shepherdi ng takes place, a single Docunent
Shepherd MUST be identified for a docunent (he or she will be naned
in the Docunment Shepherd Wite-Up). Frequently, the chairs and the
Responsi bl e Area Director will decide that the working group wll
adopt the PROTO process for all their future docunments. After that
decision, the chairs, in consultation with the Responsible Area
Director, decide on who should act as Docunent Shepherd for any given
docunent. This is typically and by default one of the chairs of the
wor ki ng group. In consultation with the Responsible Area Director,
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the chairs MAY al so decide to appoint the working group secretary as
Docurent Shepherd for a given docunent. The Docunment Shepherd SHOULD
NOT be an editor of the shepherded docunent.

It is intended that the Docunent Shepherd role be filled by one
person during the entire shepherding process. However, situations
may occur when the Docunent Shepherd role nmay be reassigned to
different persons during the lifetine of a document. It is up to the
chairs and Responsible Area Director to identify situations when this
may becone necessary, and then consult to appoint a new Docunent
Shepherd.

It is inportant to note that the document shepherdi ng process only
applies to documents that are the product of a working group. It
does not apply to docunents that originate el sewhere. Additionally,
Section 6 discusses other instances in which the docunment shepherding
process does not apply.

3.1. Document Shepherd Wite-Up

When a wor ki ng group decides that a docunent is ready for subm ssion
to the IESG for publication, it is the task of the Docunent Shepherd
to conplete a "Docunent Shepherd Wite-Up" for the docunent.

There are two parts to this task. First, the Docunent Shepherd
answers questions (1.a) to (1.j) belowto give the Responsible Area
Director insight into the working group process that applied to this
docunent. Note that while these questions nmay appear redundant in
sonme cases, they are witten to elicit information that the
Responsi bl e Area Director nust be aware of (to this end, pointers to
rel evant entries in the WG archive are hel pful). The goal here is to
informthe Responsible Area Director about any issues that may have
come up in | ETF nmeetings, on the mailing list, or in private

conmmuni cation that they should be aware of prior to | ESG Eval uati on
of the shepherded docunent. Any significant issues nentioned in the
questionnaire will probably lead to a foll owup discussion with the
Responsi bl e Area Director

The second part of the task is to prepare the "Docunent Announcenent
Wite-Up" that is input both to the ballot for the IESG tel echat and
to the eventual |ETF-wi de announcenent nessage. |tem nunber (1.k)
descri bes the el enents of the Docunent Announcement Wit e- Up.

Sone exampl es of Document Announcement Wite-Ups are included in
Appendi x A, and there are many nore exanples wi th subject |ines such
as "Protocol Action" and "Docunent Action" in the | ETF-announce

mai ling |ist archive.
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tial tenplate for the Docunment Shepherd Wite-Up is included
but changes are expected over time. The |atest version of

this tenplate is available fromthe | ESG section of the | ETF web

site.

(1.a)

(1. b)

(1.¢)

(1.d)

(1.e)

(1.1)

(1.9)

Levkowet z,

Who i s the Docunment Shepherd for this docunent? Has the
Docurrent Shepherd personally reviewed this version of the
docunent and, in particular, does he or she believe this
version is ready for forwarding to the I ESG for publication?

Has the docunment had adequate review both from key WG nenbers
and from key non-WG nenbers? Does the Docunment Shepherd have
any concerns about the depth or breadth of the reviews that
have been performnmed?

Does the Docunent Shepherd have concerns that the docunent
needs nore review froma particular or broader perspective,
e.g., security, operational conplexity, sonmeone famliar with
AAA, internationalization, or XM.?

Does the Docunent Shepherd have any specific concerns or
issues with this docunment that the Responsible Area Director
and/ or the | ESG should be aware of ? For exanple, perhaps he
or she is unconfortable with certain parts of the docunent, or

has concerns whether there really is a need for it. 1In any
event, if the WG has di scussed those i ssues and has i ndi cated
that it still wi shes to advance the docunent, detail those

concerns here. Has an I PR disclosure related to this docunent
been filed? |If so, please include a reference to the

di scl osure and sunmari ze the WG di scussi on and concl usi on on
this issue.

How solid is the WG consensus behind this docunment? Does it
represent the strong concurrence of a few individuals, with
others being silent, or does the WG as a whol e understand and
agree with it?

Has anyone threatened an appeal or otherw se indicated extrene
di scontent? |If so, please summarize the areas of conflict in
separate enmmi| nmessages to the Responsible Area Director. (It
should be in a separate emmil because this questionnaire is
entered into the ID Tracker.)

Has the Document Shepherd personally verified that the
docunent satisfies all IDnnits? (See

http://ww.ietf.org/lID Checklist.htm and
http://tools.ietf.org/tools/idnits/.) Boilerplate checks are
not enough; this check needs to be thorough. Has the docunent

et al. I nf or mat i onal [ Page 6]



RFC 4858

(1. h)

(1.1)

(1.7)

(1.k)
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met all formal reviewcriteria it needs to, such as the MB
Doctor, nedia type, and URl type reviews? |f the docunent
does not already indicate its intended status at the top of
the first page, please indicate the intended status here.

Has the docunent split its references into normative and
informative? Are there normative references to docunents that
are not ready for advancenent or are otherw se in an uncl ear
state? |If such normative references exist, what is the
strategy for their conpletion? Are there normative references
that are downward references, as described in [RFC3967]? |If
so, list these downward references to support the Area
Director in the Last Call procedure for them [ RFC3967].

Has the Docunent Shepherd verified that the document’s | ANA
Consi derations section exists and is consistent with the body
of the docunent? |f the docunent specifies protoco
extensions, are reservations requested in appropriate | ANA
registries? Are the IANA registries clearly identified? |If
the docunent creates a new registry, does it define the
proposed initial contents of the registry and an allocation
procedure for future registrations? Does it suggest a
reasonabl e name for the new registry? See [RFC2434]. |If the
docunent describes an Expert Revi ew process, has the Docunent
Shepherd conferred with the Responsible Area Director so that
the 1 ESG can appoint the needed Expert during | ESG Eval uati on?

Has the Docurent Shepherd verified that sections of the
docunent that are witten in a formal |anguage, such as XM
code, BNF rules, MB definitions, etc., validate correctly in
an automat ed checker?

The | ESG approval announcenent includes a Docunent
Announcenent Wite-Up. Please provide such a Docunent
Announcenent Wite-Up. Recent exanples can be found in the
"Action" announcenents for approved docunents. The approva
announcenent contains the follow ng sections:

Techni cal Sunmary
Rel evant content can frequently be found in the abstract
and/ or introduction of the docunent. |If not, this may be
an indication that there are deficiencies in the abstract
or introduction.
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Wor ki ng Group Sunmmary
Was there anything in the W5 process that is worth noting?
For exanple, was there controversy about particular points
or were there decisions where the consensus was
particul arly rough?

Docurent Quality
Are there existing inplenentations of the protocol? Have a
significant nunber of vendors indicated their plan to
i npl ement the specification? Are there any reviewers that
merit special nmention as having done a thorough review,
e.g., one that resulted in inportant changes or a
concl usion that the docunent had no substantive issues? |If
there was a M B Doctor, Media Type, or other Expert Review,
what was its course (briefly)? 1In the case of a Media Type
Revi ew, on what date was the request posted?

Per sonnel
Who i s the Docurment Shepherd for this docunent? Who is the
Responsi ble Area Director? |If the docunent requires | ANA
experts(s), insert 'The | ANA Expert(s) for the registries
in this document are <TO BE ADDED BY THE AD>.’

The Docurnent Shepherd MUST send the Docunent Shepherd Wite-Up to the
Responsi ble Area Director and iesg-secretary@etf.org together with
the request to publish the docurment. The Document Shepherd SHOULD

al so send the entire Docunent Shepherd Wite-Up to the working group
mailing list. |1f the Docunment Shepherd feels that information which
may prove to be sensitive, may |l ead to possible appeals, or is
personal needs to be witten up, it SHOULD be sent in direct email to
the Responsible Area Director, because the Docunent Shepherd Wite-Up
is published openly in the ID Tracker. Question (1.f) of the
Wite-Up covers any material of this nature and specifies this nore
confidential handling.

The Docurnent Shepherd Wite-Up is entered into the I D Tracker

[ DTRACKER] as a "Conment". The name and ermil address of the
Docurent Shepherd are entered into the ID Tracker, currently as a
"Brief Note" (this may change in the future). The enail address of

t he Docunent Shepherd MJST al so be added to the "State or Version
Change Notice To" field (typically the email addresses of all working
group chairs, authors, and the secretary will be added).

Entering the nane and enail of the Docunent Shepherd into the ID
Tracker is REQU RED to ensure that he or she will be copied on the
emai | exchange between the editors, chairs, the IESG the | ESG
secretariat, |ANA, and the RFC Editor during the review and approva
process. There are still manual steps required for these parties to
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ensure that they include the Docunment Shepherd, but it is hoped that
in the future, automated tools will ensure that Document Shepherds
(and ot hers) receive necessary conmuni cati ons.

The contact information for the Docunent Shepherd is al so inportant
for the Gen-ART team [ GEN- ART], area directorates, and other review
teans, so they can know to whomto address reviews, in addition to

the Responsible Area Director

3.2. Docunent Shepherding during AD Eval uation

The steps for docunent shepherdi ng during AD Eval uation are as
fol | ows:

(2.a) The Responsible Area Director reads, evaluates, and coments
on the docunent, as is the case when not using the docunent
shepherdi ng process. |If the Responsible Area Director
determines that the docunent is ready for | ESG Eval uation, he
or she indicates this to the Docunent Shepherd and the
docunent shepherdi ng process continues as described in
Section 3. 3.

(2.b) If the Responsible Area Director has identified issues with a
docunent that nust be addressed before | ESG Eval uati on can
conmmence, he or she sends a full evaluation to the Docunent
Shepherd and SHOULD al so enter the review into the I D Tracker.

(2.¢c) The Docunent Shepherd reads the AD Eval uati on comments, naking
very certain that all coments are understood, so that it is
possible to follow up on themwith the editors and working
group. If there is sone uncertainty as to what is requested,
this SHOULD be resolved with the Responsible Area Director

(2.d) The Docunent Shepherd sends the AD Eval uati on comments to the
editors and to the working group mailing list, in order to
have a permanent record of the coments. It is RECOVMMENDED
that the Docunent Shepherd solicit fromthe editors an
estimate on when the required changes will be conpleted and a
revi sed docunent can be expected. Wrking groups that use
i ssue tracking SHOULD al so record the issues (and eventually
their resolution) in their issue tracker

(2.e) During the production of a revised docunment that addresses the
AD Eval uation comrents, it is RECOWENDED that the editors
keep a list showi ng how each comrent was addressed and what
the revised text is. It is RECOWENDED that this |ist be
forwarded to the Responsible Area Director together with the
revi sed document.
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(2.f) In the event that the editors or working group disagrees with
a comment raised by the Responsible Area Director or has
previ ously considered and di sm ssed the issue, the Docunent
Shepherd MUST resol ve the issue with the Responsible Area
Director before a revised document can be subnitted.

(2.9) The Docunent Shepherd iterates with the editors (and working
group, if required) until all outstanding issues have been
resol ved and a revised docunent is available. At this point,
t he Docunent Shepherd notifies the Responsible Area Director
and provides himor her with the revised docunent, the sumary
of issues, and the resulting text changes.

(2.h) The Responsible Area Director verifies that the issues he or
she found during AD Eval uation are resolved in the revised
versi on of the docunent by starting the process described in
this section at step (2.a).

(2.i) If the docunent underwent an | ETF Last Call and the AD
concl udes that significant issues were raised during the Last
Call, then steps (2.b) through (2.h) need to be applied
addressing the Last Call issues. This requires the
Responsi ble Area Director to present to the Docunent Shepherd
those Last Call issues raised only to the | ESG

3.3. Document Shepherdi ng during | ESG Eval uati on

During | ESG Eval uati on of a docunent, ADs can bring forward two ki nds
of remarks about a document: DI SCUSS itens and COMMENT itens. A

Dl SCUSS bl ocks a docunent’s approval process until it has been

resol ved; a COMMENT does not. This section details the steps that a
Docurrent Shepherd takes to resol ve any DI SCUSS and COMVENT itens
brought forward agai nst a shepherded docunent during | ESG Eval uati on

Not e that DI SCUSS and COMMVENT itens are occasionally witten in a
manner that makes their intent unclear. |In these cases, the Docunent
Shepherd SHOULD start a discussion with the ADs who brought the itens
up to clarify their intent, keeping the Responsible Area Director
informed. If this fails to clarify the intent, the Responsible Area
Director may need to work towards a clarification inside the | ESG

(3.a) Leading up to the | ESG conference call, the Docunent Shepherd
may see emails about the document fromdirectorate reviewers
on behalf of one or nmore ADs and al so enmil ed copi es of
DI SCUSS and COMVENT itens entered into the ID Tracker. The
Docurent Shepherd SHOULD i nmedi ately begin to work on
resol ving DI SCUSS and COMVENT itens with the ADs who have
rai sed them keeping the Responsible Area Director copied on
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the email exchange, so that he or she is able to support the
activity during the conference call. Wen dealing with
directorate reviews, the Docunment Shepherd MJST invol ve the
ADs to whomthese directorates report to ensure that these ADs
consi der the review conments that need resol ving.

I medi ately following the conference call, when the docunent
changes state fromthe "I ESG Eval uati on" state to one of the
states requiring Docunment Shepherd action, e.g., "IESG

Eval uati on: Revised | D Needed" or "|ESG Eval uation: AD
Fol | owup", the Docunent Shepherd will receive enail. A state
of "AD Fol l omup" typically signifies the Responsible Area
Director’s hope that a resolution nay be possible through a
conti nued di scussion or (nmore usually) through a small set of
changes as "Notes to the RFC Editor".

Note that there may be very exceptional cases when DI SCUSS
itens are registered after an | ESG conference call. 1In these
cases, the AD who has raised the DI SCUSS MJUST notify the
Docurent Shepherd about it. (The notification facility in the
I D Tracker is very convenient for this purpose and al so for
the cases where the DI SCUSS and COVMENT itens are updated
after they are partially resolved.)

The Docunent Shepherd then queries the ID Tracker to collect
the remai ni ng DI SCUSS and COMVENT itens raised against the
docunent. The Docunent Shepherd anal yzes these itens and
initializes contact with the ADs who have placed them The
Responsi bl e Area Director MJUST be copied on all correspondence
related to active DI SCUSS or COVMWENT items. This does not

pl ace the Responsible Area Director in the critical path
towards a resolution, but should keep himor her informed
about the state of the discussion.

Fo-m- - + Conmment s Fo-m- - +  Comments Fo-m- - +
under st ood

|
| Comments not fully understood
| (Further AD/ Docunent Shepherd
| discussion required)

+

The Docurent Shepherd then coordi nates the resol ution of

Dl SCUSS and COMMENT itenms and buil ds a consi stent
interpretation of the corments. This step is simlar to nmuch
of the process described in Section 3. 2.
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oo + Consi st ent oo +
[\ interpretation |
| | Further AD/ Docunent Shepherd
| discussion required

The Docunent Shepherd then comuni cates the DI SCUSS and
COWMENT itens to the docunent editors and the working group,
alerting them of any changes to the docunent that have

accunul ated during | ESG processing, such as "Notes to the RFC
Editor". |If any changes will be substantive, the Docunent
Shepherd, in consultation with the Responsible Area Director,
as during other stages, MJST confirm working group consensus
or sonetines even | ETF consensus.

After the editors resolve the DI SCUSS and COMVENT itens, the
Docunent Shepherd reviews the resulting new version of the
docunent, which will be a revised docunent, a set of "Notes to
the RFC Editor", or both, using his or her technical expertise
to ensure that all raised DI SCUSS and COVWENT i ssues have been
resol ved.

Not e that the Docunent Shepherd MAY al so suggest resol utions
to DI SCUSS and COMMENT itens, enter theminto an issue
tracker, or performother steps to streanline the resolution
of the evaluation comrents. It is very inportant to resolve
the comments in a tinely way, while the discussion is current
for everyone invol ved.

When t he Docunent Shepherd is satisfied that the revised
docunent addresses the evaluation comments, he or she
conmuni cates the resolution to the Responsible Area Director
and the ADs that had raised the DI SCUSS and COMVENT itens.

Each AD who had rai sed a DI SCUSS checks whet her the
comruni cat ed resol uti on addresses his or her items. If it
does, the ADwill clear the DISCUSS. If it does not, the AD
notifies the Docunent Shepherd and adds information to the ID
Tracker expl ai ning why the DI SCUSS was not resolved. The
Docunent Shepherd informs the working group accordingly.
(COWMMVENT itens need not be checked and cl eared, because they
do not bl ock the docurment, but ADs are encouraged to do so.)

If a DI SCUSS was not resolved to the satisfaction of the AD

that has raised it or the Responsible Area Director, two
possibilities exist:
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(a) The process returns to step (3.d), or

(b) If no progress can be made on the resolution of the
DI SCUSS with the AD who has raised it, despite repeated
clarifications and di scussions, the Responsible Area
Director should take over continued shepherding of the
docunent. Such a situation may be indicative of |arger
i ssues that the PROTO process was not designed to handl e.

Once the process above has cleared all DI SCUSS itens, docunent
shepherdi ng continues with step (3.i).

(3.i) The Responsible Area Director noves the docunent to the
"Approved - Announcement to be sent" state in the ID Tracker.
If he or she deens the changes to the revised docunent
significant, there may be a new WG Last Call, or possibly a
new | ETF Last Call. The docunent goes through a new full |ESG
Eval uation process if there is a new | ETF Last Call.

4. Shepherding the Document’s | ANA Acti ons

| ETF wor ki ng group docunents often include considerations requiring
actions by the I ANA, such as creating a new registry or adding
information to an existing registry, perhaps after consulting an

| ESG appoi nted Expert. Sonetinmes the Docunent Shepherd nust keep
track of certain I ANA actions to be completed by the | ESG such as
ratifying the appointment of a designated Expert called for in the
| ANA Considerations. |ANA-related processing may al so include a
specified type of Expert review, such as review of proposed M M
medi a types on the designated ietf-types mailing list.

The |1 ANA reviews | ETF docunents and requests responses at any or al

of the following tines: in response to | ETF Last Call, during the

| ESG Eval uation review of the docunent, and at the time when the | ANA
performs actions in its web-based registry for the docunent, usually
but not always after |ESG approval of the docunent. More details of
the | ANA process and | ETF interaction are found in [ RFC2434].

At the time of this publication, RFC 2434 is under revision

[ RFC2434bis], and the updates are and will be of value to the
Docurrent Shepherd. Note that the Docunment Shepherd MJST determ ne
(by individual review and consultation with others) what is the nost
recent and the nost applicable I ANA i nformation and gui dance for his
or her docunent, be it the overall guidance, or external docunents in
his or her area, or in other areas. An exanple of an externa
docunent is [ RFC4020].
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Whenever an | ANA request cones, during whatever phase of the
shepherdi ng process, the requester from|ANA MJST ensure that the
Docunent Shepherd and the Responsible Area Director both receive the
request. The Document Shepherd is responsible for responding as
rapidly as possible. He or she should discuss requests that

i ntroduce any possible concerns with the working group. The Docunent
Shepherd and the Responsible Area Director may decide in consultation
that an | ANA request |eads to a change that needs additional review
or approval

In general, the Docunent Shepherd ensures that the | ANA process
conpl etes, checks that the registry is correct and that the | ANA
Matrix (http://ww.iana.org/ nunbers.htm) is conplete and consistent,

and troubl eshoots when all is not well. At the end of | ANA
processi ng, the Docunent Shepherd should be sure that the RFC Editor
has acknow edged | ANA conclusion, i.e., that the handoff has been
made.

In summary, the task of shepherding the I ANA actions is often

overl ooked, but is as important to coordinate and manage as all the
ot her document reviews the Document Shepherd has managed. As with
those, the Docurnent Shepherd contributes greatly to quality and
tinmeliness of the docunment by effective and responsive shepherding of
the | ANA requests.

5. Document Shepherding after |ESG Approva

After the | ESG Eval uati on and resol ution described in Section 3.3,
the | ESG approves the docunent, and the Responsible Area Director
uses the ID Tracker to ask for any final changes to the Docunent
Announcenent Wite-Up and for it to be issued. The Document Shepherd
may have sonme edits for the Responsible Area Director, such as mnor
"Notes to the RFC Editor"”, and this is the tine to consult and
provi de them

The | ESG approval announcenent goes to the general community and to
the RFC Editor, and now t he Document Shepherd (identified in the
Announcenent Wite-Up) continues to shepherd the docunent through its
techni cal publication. The RFC Editor currently nmakes a number of
types of requests to the authors, Docunent Shepherd and Responsi bl e
Area Director. The Docunent Shepherd SHOULD | ead in responding to
the RFC Editor and shepherd the docunent during the post-approva
period to its publication.

The RFC Editor request types include: editorial queries about
dangling or mssing informative and normative citations (good
shepherdi ng should try to catch these earlier, but they happen);
requests for the docunment source (e.g., XM. or nroff); occasiona
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techni cal comments; and copy-edits for review and cl ose scrutiny by
the authors (AUTH48). For the latter, the Document Shepherd SHOULD

| ead in checking that copy-edits have in no case affected a consensus
wor di ng of the working group that prepared the docunment, and SHOULD
bring speed to this checking by multiple coauthors. The Docunent
Shepherd al so consults with the Responsible Area Director on

revi ewi ng proposed post-approval changes to the docunent by any
author. These may require Area Director approval, and they often
need to be presented to the working group for consent if not a ful
consensus procedure.

As in other phases of docunent shepherdi ng, the Docunent Shepherd
provi des attentiveness and tineliness by serving as the informed
representative of the document and helping its advancenent and its
integrity.

6. Wien Not to Use the Docunent Shepherding Process

As nentioned in Section 3, the Docunment Shepherd SHOULD NOT be an
editor of the shepherded docurment. |If this cannot be avoi ded by
maki ng anot her working group chair or secretary the Docunent

Shepherd, the document shepherdi ng process SHOULD NOT be used. There
are several other cases in which the docunent shepherdi ng process
SHOULD NOT be used. These incl ude:

1. Cases where the Document Shepherd is the primary author or editor
of a large percentage of the documents produced by the working

group.

2. Cases where the Responsible Area Director expects comruni cation
difficulties with the Docunment Shepherd (either due to
experience, strong views stated by the Docunent Shepherd, or
ot her issues).

3. Cases where the working group itself is either very old, |osing
energy, or wi nding down (i.e., cases where it would not be
productive to initiate new processes or procedures).

Finally, note that other cases exist in which using the docunent
shepherdi ng process may not be productive. The final determ nation
as to whether or not to use the docunent shepherding process is left
to the Responsible Area Director. |f the document shepherding
process is not used, the Responsible Area Director acts as Docunent
Shepherd, per the existing procedures of shepherding by Area
Directors.
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7

Security Considerations

Thi s docunent specifies a change to | ETF docunent - processi ng
procedures. As such, it neither raises nor considers protocol-
specific security issues.

| ANA Consi der ati ons

Thi s docunent creates no new requirements on | ANA namespaces or other
I ANA requirenents
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Appendi x A.  Exanpl e Docunment Announcement Wit e- Ups

Thi s appendi x i ncludes two exanpl es of Docunent Announcenent Wite-
Ups. Many nore exanples with Subject lines such as "Protocol Action"
and "Docunent Action" can be found in the | ETF-announce nailing |ist
archive

A.1. Exanpl e Docurment Announcerent Wite-Up for
draft-ietf-avt-rtp-mdi-format

Techni cal Sunmary

These docunents define the RTP Payl oad format for MDI (Misica
Instrument Digital Interface), and additional guidelines on

i npl ementation specifically concerning the timng of reception and
transm ssion for best performance in different applications. M D
is areal-time nedia, which however is brittle to | osses and
errors. Therefore the RTP payl oad fornat defines recovery
journals as a way of avoiding persistent audible errors, and

di scusses congestion control handling for these journals.

The RTP payload for M Dl encodes the broad range of M D conmands.
The format is suitable for interactive applications (such as
net wor k musi cal performance) and content-delivery (such as file
stream ng) .

Wor ki ng Group Sunmmary
There is consensus in the W to publish these docunents.

Docurent Quality
This RTP Payl oad format has been inpl enented during the

devel opment of the specification and successfully tested over an
| P network between two renote sites, thus showing that the

technical solution is successfully working. It has been revi ewed
by the M DI Mnufacturers Association and their coments have been
addr essed.

Per sonnel

Magnus Westerlund and Colin Perkins jointly shepherded this
docunment. Allison Mankin reviewed the docunment for the | ESG
including a careful reviewwith the editor of the media types, in
parallel with ietf-types |list review requested on 2006-01- 08,

whi ch rai sed no issues.
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A. 2. Exanpl e Docunment Announcenent Wite-Up for
draft-ietf-inss-ip-over-fibre-channel

Techni cal Sunmary

Thi s docunent specifies the encapsul ation of |Pv6, |IPv4d and ARP
packets over Fibre Channel. This document al so specifies the
met hods for forming I Pv6 |ink-l1ocal addresses and statel essly
aut oconfigured | Pv6 addresses on Fi bre Channel networks, and a
mechanismto perform | Pv4 address resol ution over Fibre Channel

networks. This docunent (when published as RFC) obsol etes RFC2625
and RFC3831.

Wor ki ng Group Summary

Thi s docunent has been revi ewed by Fi bre Channel experts in
Techni cal Conmittee T1l (Fi bre Channel standards organi zation) in
addition to nmenbers of the IMSS Wo. There is solid support for
this document both in the W5 and from T11.

Docurent Quality

Thi s docunent replaces and consolidates two separate RFCs on | Pv4
over Fibre Channel (RFC 2625) and | Pv6 over Fibre Channel (RFC
3831). Most of its technical content is unchanged fromthose
RFCs. The technical changes that have been nade are primarily
based on i npl ementati on experience.

Per sonnel

The protocol has been reviewed for the 1ESG by David L. Bl ack (WG
chair). Bert Wjnen has reviewed this docunent for the IESG In
addition, Brian Haberrman has done a review for the INT Area as
requested by WG chair (David Bl ack) via Margaret Wasser nan.
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The I ETF Trust (2007).

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, THE | ETF TRUST AND
THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS
OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF
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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