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1. Introduction

| ETF neeting venues are researched, negotiated, booked, and nanaged
in accordance with "I ETF Pl enary Meeting Venue Sel ection Process”

[ RFC8718] and "Hi gh-Level CGuidance for the Meeting Policy of the

| ETF" [RFC8719]. While these RFCs were published in 2020, the
substantive work was conpleted in 2018, and since then, there have
been a nunber of devel opnents that have affected the efficacy of the
current nodel for |ETF meetings.

The |1 ASA has reviewed the venue selection in |light of these

devel opments, primarily informed by the staff who work on venue

sel ection, and has identified a nunber of issues to be addressed by a
conbi nation of updates to those RFCs and clarifications of
interpretation.

2. Summary of Changes to RFCs 8718 and 8719
Thi s docunent nakes the foll owi ng changes to [ RFC8718] and [ RFC8719]:

1. Updates the neeting (rotation) policy specified in [ RFC8719] with
a new process for the selection of exploratory meetings.

2. darifies the interpretation of "close proximty" as used in
[ RFC8718] .

3. Updates the room bl ock requirenment specified in [ RFC8718] from
"one-third or nore of projected neeting attendees"” to a nore
flexible "sufficient roons to nmeet the expected demand".

4. Carifies that the 1 ASA should interpret any reference to
"Overflow Hotel s" in [RFC8718] as an entirely optional feature
that the |1 ASA can choose to provide at its own discretion.

5. Updates the ad hoc space specified in various parts of [RFC8718]
to better match the community requirenents, as expressed in post-
meeting surveys.

3. The Meeting (Rotation) Policy and Exploratory Meetings
3.1. Current Policy

The current nmeeting (rotation) policy is set as the "1-1-1-*" policy
in [RFC8719]:

| [...] the meeting policy (let’s call this the "1-1-1" policy) is
| that neetings should rotate between North America, Europe, and
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| Asia.
and

| [...] the 1-1-1-* meeting policy is a slightly nodified version of
| the aforenmentioned 1-1-1 neeting policy that allows for additiona

| flexibility in the formof an exploratory nmeeting (denoted with an
I

ey

Furthernore, Section 4 of [RFC8719] describes the process for
agreeing on an exploratory neeting, which includes the requirenent
for a participant to nomnate the city, the comunity to discuss it,
and the IETF chair to determine if there is consensus for the city to
be considered suitable.

2. Discussion

Conmunity consensus is a very high bar, much higher than is required
for a neeting in Asia, Europe, or North America. For those ordinary
nmeetings, the | ASA considers community feedback but is ultimately the
deci si on naker and can choose to go ahead with a neeting in a
particular city even if there is no community consensus on the
suitability of that city for an | ETF neeting. Furthernore, it has
been denonstrated by the | ow attendance at sonme exploratory neetings
that comunity consensus is orthogonal to the viability of nmeeting in
a particular city.

3. Resolution: Replacenent of the Process for an Exploratory Meeting

Thi s docunent replaces Section 4 of [RFC8719] and sets the new
process as foll ows:

Expl oratory neetings nmay be scheduled by the 1ASA following its
normal processes, including those for assessing the suitability of a
particular city, consulting with the | ETF community, and deferring to
the IESGif there is any concern that the core objective from

[ RFC8718] of 'why we neet’ might not be net.

The | ASA should ensure that the frequency of exploratory neetings is
such that it does not redefine the concept of ’'exploratory’ and that
the distribution of exploratory neetings does not disproportionately
i mpact neetings in the 1-1-1 regions.

Hotels and the Facility
1. The "One-Roof" Preference
1.1. Current Policy

[ RFC8718] defines "IETF Hotel s" as:

| One or nore hotels, in close proximty to the Facility, where the
| IETF guest room bl ock allocations are negoti ated and where network
| services managed by the 1 ASA (e.g., the "I ETF" SSID) are in use.

It also provides the followi ng inportant criteria (only listing those
directly relevant):

| * The IETF Hotels are within close proximty to each other and
| the Facility.

Additionally, [RFC8718] contains this preference:
| * W have sonething of a preference for an | ETF neeting to be

| under "One Roof"; that is, qualified neeting space and guest
| roons are available in the same facility.
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Di scussi on

What happens in practice is that the | ASA books a venue that conforns
to one of two separate configurations:

1.

A "One-Roof" venue of a hotel with the nmeeting space in the hotel

or directly attached.

The advantages of this configuration are:

*

Wth a | arge enough room bl ock, the nmeeting space is generally
free.

For those | ETF participants (and staff) that nornmally stay in
the I ETF hotel, there is a strong sense of comunity.

It is usually easier and nore flexible to work with a single
poi nt of contact instead of several (e.g., convention centers
have separate contacts for Audi o/ Visual services, Food/
Beverage services, and neeting space).

It can be nuch cheaper for the I ASA than working with a
separate convention center.

Group discussions can nove nore naturally fromthe Facility to
t he hot el

It is easier to negotiate network changes to the hotel as part
of an overall network package

Soneone can wal k fromtheir roomto the neeting space in a few
m nutes, staying indoors the whole tine.

The di sadvant ages are:

*

There are a limted nunber of hotels (and therefore cities)
with | arge enough neeting space and sufficient roons.

The roomrates at conference hotels are often on the high
side, which can be nore expensive for | ETF partici pants.

A neeting space not co-located with a hotel (normally a

convention center) but where there are hotels within a short
wal k.

The advantages of this configuration are:

*

It makes many nore cities avail able as potential venues.
It provides nore options for local hotels.
It enables the | ASA to negotiate a |l ower roomrate than

ot herwi se as convention centers generally have a range of
hot el s near by.

The di sadvant ages ar e:

*

Convention centers are nmuch nore difficult to negotiate with
and are | ess flexible.

The 1 ASA has to pay for the neeting space

For those | ETF participants (and staff) that normally stay in
the I ETF hotel, the sense of community is dimnished.
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* The choice of a main hotel and negotiation for the network at
that hotel are nore conplicated

To meet in cities that do not have suitable "One-Roof" venues, the

| ASA needs to work with convention centers. |If this approach is not
taken, then many cities and potentially sone countries will be
practically excluded as neeting venues.

It should also be noted that a "One-Roof" venue shifts the costs of
the neeting onto participants whereas a convention center shifts the
costs onto the | ASA

Despite "One Roof" being expressed as a preference in [ RFC3718],
there are sone in the conmunity who consider it as the only way to
nmeet the requirenent for "close proximty".

3. Resolution: Carification of Interpretation

To address this concern, the | ASA should interpret the "cl ose
proxi mty" requirement of [RFC8718] as follows:

Where the neeting space is a convention center or another
facility without a directly attached hotel, the "close
proximty" requirement for the | ETF Hotels shoul d nmean that the
time it takes to walk fromthe | ETF Hotels to the neeting space
shoul d be no longer than ten mnutes, and it should be a safe
wal k including early in the norning and |ate at night.

It should be noted that Section 3.2.2 of [RFC8718] al ready uses a
wal kability test of 5-10 minutes for a simlar purpose.

Nurmber of Roons Reserved
1. Current Policy

[ RFC8718] includes the followi ng requirement as an inportant
criterion:

| * The guest roons at the I ETF Hotels are sufficient in nunber to
| house one-third or nore of the projected neeting attendees.

2. Di scussi on

COVI D-driven cancel |l ations and | ockdowns have badly affected the
hospitality industry overall. Hotels and convention centers are now
much nore cautious about the ternms of their bookings and much | ess
willing to invest in securing a booking, as they aimto protect
thenselves fromany simlar sudden | oss of incone. For exanple, nmany
hotel s are now requiring conference organi zers to provide ful

paynent in advance for guest room bl ocks.

Where the | ASA can get a large roomblock, it is finding that hotels
are less willing to provide good discounts, so roompricing is not

al ways on a par with other nearby hotels that have a smaller nunber
of avail abl e roons.

Then there is the inpact of the now ubiquitous offering of short-term
apartnment rental sites. These sites are significant conpetitors to
hotels for traveler acconmodation both in price and availability.

The net result is that the ASAis reserving nore hotel roons than
are being used, which exposes it to unnecessary risk as they are
required to financially guarantee certain |levels of occupancy, and
this leads to wasted effort.

3. Resolution: Update to RFC 8718



To address this issue, this docunent updates Section 3.2.4 of

[ RFC8718] by replacing the total room bl ock requirenment for |ETF
Hotels from"one-third or nore of projected neeting attendees" to a
more flexible "sufficient rooms to neet the expected demand".

4.3. Overflow Hotel s
4.3.1. Current Policy
Section 1 of [RFC8718] defines "Overflow Hotels" as follows:

| One or nore hotels, usually in close proximty to the Facility,
| where the | ETF has negotiated a group roomrate for the purposes
| of the neeting.

The concept is further expanded in Section 3.2.4 of [RFC8718]:

| Overflow Hotels can be placed under contract, w thin convenient
| travel tine to and fromthe Facility and at a variety of guest
| roomrates

4.3.2. Discussion

The 1 ASA has historically contracted with Overfl ow Hotel s including
those at other price points fromthe | ETF Hotels. They were very
underutilized by attendees, reflecting the general underutilization
of | ETF contracted room bl ocks and exposing the | ASA to financia
risk with little benefit to participants. As a result, the use of
Overfl ow Hotel s has reduced, and they are rarely contracted.

However, due to the way they are incorporated into [ RFC3718], there
are still many who believe these are, or should be, a normal feature
of | ETF neeti ngs.

4.3.3. Resolution: Carification of Interpretation

To address this issue, the | ASA should interpret any reference to
Overflow Hotels as an entirely optional feature that the | ASA can
choose to provide at its own discretion

4.4. Ad Hoc Space including the Lounge and Termni nal Room
4.4.1. Current Policy

Sections 3.2.2 and 3.2.4 of [RFC8718] include the follow ng
requirenents as inportant criteria:

* There are sufficient places (e.g., a mx of hallways, bars,
meeting roons, and restaurants) for people to hold ad hoc
conversations and group discussions in the conbination of
spaces offered by the facilities, hotels, and bars/restaurants
in the surrounding area, wi thin walking distance (5-10
m nut es) .

I
|
I
I
I
|
| * At least one IETF Hotel or the Facility has a space for use as
| a | ounge, conducive to planned and ad hoc neetings and

| chatting, as well as a space for working online. There are

| tables with seating, convenient for snmall neetings with

| | aptops. These can be at an open bar or casual restaurant.

| Preferably the | ounge area is centrally |located, pernmitting

| easy access to participants.

Wiile not a formal requirenent, a term nal room (described as a

dedi cated room wi t h ext ended openi ng hours beyond the normal hours of
| ETF neetings), Ethernet connectivity, a printer, and a staffed help
desk have been | ong-standing features of |ETF neetings.
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2. Discussion

Both the | ounge and the terminal roomare used regularly but lightly,
i.e., far bel ow capacity. The reason for this is explained in the
feedback to post-meeting surveys: Mst participants want an

i medi at el y accessi bl e ad hoc neeting space, which is best provided
by plenty of hallway seating. The | ASA has responded to this

f eedback by adopting a new practice of bringing in additional in-
hal | way seating whenever that provided by the venue is insufficient.

Dedi cated roons, such as the lounge or terminal room or externa
facilities "within wal king distance (5-10 m nutes)"” are unsuitable
for the majority of participant needs, though there renmins a need
for quiet places to work between sessions.

3. Resolution: Update to RFC 8718

To address this issue, [RFC8718] is updated as foll ows:

1. Section 3.2.2 of [RFC8718] is updated so that the entry on ad hoc
meeting space (first bullet) now reads:

| There are sufficient, easily accessible places within the
| Facility for people to hold ad hoc conversations and group
| discussions.

2. Section 3.2.4 of [RFC8718] is updated so that the entry on the
| ounge (sixth bullet) now reads:

| There are sufficient places within the Facility suitable for
| people to work online on their own devices.

| ANA Consi derations
Thi s docunment has no | ANA acti ons.
Security Considerations
Thi s docunent should not affect the security of the Internet.
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