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The I nternet Standards Process -- Revision 2
Status of this Meno

This meno provides information for the Internet comunity. This neno
does not specify an Internet standard of any kind. Distribution of
this meno is unlinted.

Noti ce

This informational neno presents the current procedures for creating
and documenting Internet Standards. This docunent is provisional
pendi ng | egal review and concurrence of the Internet Society
Trustees. It is being published in this formto keep the Internet
Community informed as to the current status of policies and
procedures for Internet Standards work.

Abst ract

This docunent is a revision of RFC 1310, which defined the officia
procedures for creating and docunenting |Internet Standards.

This revision (revision 2) includes the foll owi ng naj or changes:

(a) The new managenent structure arising fromthe PO SED Wr ki ng
Goup is reflected. These changes were agreed to by the | ETF
pl enary and by the 1 AB and | ESG i n Novenber 1992 and accepted by
the 1 SOC Board of Trustees at their Decenber 1992 neeting.

(b) Prototype status is added to the non-standards track maturity
| evel s (Section 2.4.1).

(c) The Intellectual Property Rights section is conpletely revised,
in accordance with legal advice. Section 5 of this docunent
repl aces Sections 5 and 6 of RFC-1310. The new section 5 has
been revi ewed by |l egal counsel to the Internet Society.
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(d) An appeals procedure is added (Section 3.6).

(e) The wording of sections 1 and 1.2 has been changed to clarify
the rel ati onshi ps that exist between the Internet Society and
the 1AB, the ESG the |IETF, and the Internet Standards process

(f) An Appendi x B has been added, listing the contact points for the

RFC editor, the IANA, the IESG the I AB and the |1 SCC. The
"future issues" are now listed in Appendix C
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1. | NTRODUCTI ON

This meno docunents the process currently used by the |nternet
community for the standardi zation of protocols and procedures. The
Internet Standards process is an activity of the Internet Society
that is organi zed and managed on behal f of the Internet community by
the Internet Architecture Board (1 AB) and the Internet Engineering
Steering G oup.
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1.1

| AB -

I nternet Standards

The Internet, a |oosely-organized international collaboration of
aut ononous, interconnected networks, supports host-to-host
commmuni cati on through vol untary adherence to open protocols and
procedures defined by Internet Standards. There are al so nany
isolated internets, i.e., sets of interconnected networks, which
are not connected to the Internet but use the Internet Standards.

Internet Standards were once linmted to those protocols conposing
what has been commonly known as the "TCP/IP protocol suite"
However, the Internet has been evol ving towards the support of

mul tiple protocol suites, especially the Open Systens

I nterconnection (CSlI) suite. The Internet Standards process
described in this docunent is concerned with all protocols,
procedures, and conventions that are used in or by the Internet,
whet her or not they are part of the TCP/IP protocol suite. 1In the
case of protocols devel oped and/ or standardi zed by non-Internet
organi zati ons, however, the Internet Standards process nmay apply
only to the application of the protocol or procedure in the
Internet context, not to the specification of the protocol itself.

In general, an Internet Standard is a specification that is stable
and wel | -understood, is technically conpetent, has nultiple,

i ndependent, and interoperable inplenentations with substantia
operational experience, enjoys significant public support, and is
recogni zably useful in sonme or all parts of the Internet.

The procedures described in this docunent are designed to be fair,

open and objective; to reflect existing (proven) practice; and to
be fl exible.
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o} These procedures are intended to provide a fair, open, and
obj ective basis for devel opi ng, eval uating, and adopting
Internet Standards. They provide anple opportunity for
participation and comrent by all interested parties. At each
stage of the standardization process, a specification is
repeatedly discussed and its nerits debated in open neetings
and/ or public electronic nmailing lists, and it is nade
avail able for review via world-wi de on-line directories.

0 These procedures are explicitly ained at recogni zi ng and
adopting general |l y-accepted practices. Thus, a candidate
specification is inplenented and tested for correct operation
and interoperability by multiple independent parties and
utilized in increasingly demanding environnents, before it
can be adopted as an Internet Standard.

o] These procedures provide a great deal of flexibility to adapt
to the wide variety of circunstances that occur in the
standardi zati on process. Experience has shown this
flexibility to be vital in achieving the goals listed above.

The goal of technical conpetence, the requirenent for prior

i npl ementation and testing, and the need to allow all interested
parties to comment, all require significant tine and effort. On
the other hand, today’'s rapid devel opnent of networking technol ogy
pl aces an urgency on tinely devel opment of standards. The

I nternet standardi zation rules described here are intended to

bal ance these conflicting goals. The process is believed to be as
short and sinple as possible w thout undue sacrifice of technica
conpetence, prior testing, or openness and fairness.

In sunmary, the goals for the Internet standards process are:

* techni cal excellence

* prior inplenentation and testing;

* clear, short, and easily understandabl e docunentation
* openness and fairness; and

* timeliness.

In outline, the process of creating an Internet Standard is
straightforward: a specification undergoes a period of devel opnent
and several iterations of review by the Internet conmunity and
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revi sion based upon experience, is adopted as a Standard by the
appropriate body (see below), and is published. 1In practice, the
process is nore conplicated, due to (1) the difficulty of creating
specifications of high technical quality; (2) the need to consider
the interests of all of the affected parties; (3) the inportance
of establishing wi despread comunity consensus; and (4) the
difficulty of evaluating the utility of a particular specification
for the Internet community.

Fromits inception, the Internet has been, and is expected to
remai n, an evol ving system whose participants regularly factor new
requirenents and technology into its design and inplenentation
Users of the Internet and providers of the equi pnment, software,
and services that support it should anticipate and enbrace this
evolution as a major tenet of Internet phil osophy.

The procedures described in this docunent are the result of three
years of evolution, driven both by the needs of the grow ng and

i ncreasingly diverse Internet community, and by experience.
Comment s and suggestions are invited for inproving these
procedur es.

The remai nder of this section describes the organizations and
publications involved in Internet standardi zation. Section 2
presents the nonenclature for different kinds and |evels of
Internet standard technical specifications and their
applicability. Section 3 describes the process and rules for

I nternet standardi zation. Section 4 defines how rel evant
external | y- sponsored specifications and practices, devel oped and
controll ed by other standards bodies or by vendors, are handled in
the Internet standardization process. Section 5 presents the
rules that are required to protect intellectual property rights
and to assure unrestricted ability for all interested parties to
practice Internet Standards.

1.2 Oganizations

| AB -

The foll owi ng organi zati ons are involved in the Internet standards
process.

* | ETF

The Internet Engineering Task Force (I ETF) is a |oosely self-
organi zed group of people who nake technical and other
contributions to the engineering and evol ution of the
Internet and its technologies. It is the principal body
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engaged in the devel opnent of new I nternet Standard
specifications, although it is not itself a part of the
Internet Society. The IETF is conposed of individual Wrking
G oups, which are grouped into Areas, each of which is

coordi nated by one or nore Area Directors. Nominations to
the Internet Architecture Board and the Internet Engineering
Steering Group are nade by a noninating comittee sel ected at
random from the ranks of regular | ETF neeting attendees who
have vol unteered to serve as noninating conmittee nenbers

| SOC

I nternet standardi zation is an organi zed activity of the
Internet Society (1SOCC). The ISOC is a professional society
that is concerned with the growth and evol ution of the

worl dwi de Internet, with the way in which the Internet is and
can be used, and with the social, political, and technica

i ssues that arise as a result. The |ISOC Board of Trustees is
responsi bl e for approving appointnents to the Internet
Architecture Board from anong the nominees subnitted by the

| ETF nominating conmittee.

| ESG

The Internet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG is responsible
for technical management of |ETF activities and the Internet
Standards process. As part of the Internet Society, it

adm nisters the Internet Standards process according to the
rul es and procedures given in this docunment, which have been
accepted and ratified by the Internet Society Trustees. The
IESG is directly responsible for the actions associated with
entry into and novenent along the "standards track", as
described in section 3 of this docunent, including fina
approval of specifications as Internet Standards. The |ESG
is conposed of the |ETF Area Directors and the chairperson of
the I ETF, who al so serves as the chairperson of the | ESG

I AB

The Internet Architecture Board (1AB) is a technical advisory
group of the Internet Society. It is chartered by the

Internet Society Trustees to provide oversight of the

architecture of the Internet and its protocols, and to serve
in the context of the Internet Standards process as a body to
whi ch the decisions of the | ESG may be appeal ed (as descri bed
in section 3.6 of this docunment). The IAB is responsible for
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approvi ng appoi ntnents to the | ESG from anong t he nom nees
subnitted by the | ETF noninating committee

Any menber of the Internet community with the tine and interest is
urged to participate actively in one or nore | ETF Wrking G oups
and to attend | ETF neetings. In nmany cases, active Wrking G oup
participation is possible through email alone; furthernore,
Internet video conferencing is being used experinentally to allow
renote participation. Participation is by individual technica
contributors rather than formal representatives of organizations.
The process works because the | ETF Wrking G oups display a spirit
of cooperation as well as a high degree of technical maturity;

| ETF participants recogni ze that the greatest benefit for al
nmenbers of the Internet comunity results from cooperative

devel opnent of technically superior protocols and services.

Menmbers of the IESG and |1 AB are nominated for two-year terns by a
conmittee that is drawmn fromthe roll of recent participation in
the I ETF and chartered by the | SOC Board of Trustees. The

appoi ntment of | ESG and of | AB nenbers are nade fromthese

nomi nations by the | AB and by the | SOC Board of Trustees,
respectively.

The Internet Research Task Force (IRTF) is not directly part of
the standards process. It investigates topics considered to be
too uncertain, too advanced, or insufficiently well-understood to
be the subject of Internet standardization. Wen an |RTF activity
generates a specification that is sufficiently stable to be

consi dered for Internet standardization, the specification is
processed through the I ETF using the rules in this docunent.

1.3 Standards- Rel ated Publications
1.3.1 Requests for Comments (RFCs)

Each distinct version of a specification is published as part
of the "Request for Coments" (RFC) docunent series. This
archival series is the official publication channel for

I nternet standards docunents and other publications of the

| ESG 1AB, and Internet community. RFCs are available for
anonynmous FTP from a nunber of Internet hosts.

The RFC series of docunents on networking began in 1969 as part
of the original ARPA w de-area networking (ARPANET) project
(see Appendix A for glossary of acronyns). RFCs cover a w de
range of topics, fromearly discussion of new research concepts
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to status nmenos about the Internet. RFC publication is the
direct responsibility of the RFC Editor, under the genera
direction of the |AB.

The rules for formatting and submtting an RFC are defined in
reference [5]. Every RFCis available in ASCII text, but sonme
RFCs are al so available in PostScript. The PostScript version
of an RFC nmay contain material (such as diagrans and figures)
that is not present in the ASCII version, and it may be
formatted differently.

EE R R R R R R R R R R R I R I R I R I I S

*
* A stricter requirenent applies to standards-track

* specifications: the ASCII text version is the

* definitive reference, and therefore it nust be a

* conplete and accurate specification of the standard,
* including all necessary diagranms and illustrations.
*
*

L

EIE IR I R R R I R R R I I R R R R I R R S R I R R

The status of Internet protocol and service specifications is
summari zed periodically in an RFC entitled "Internet Oficia
Protocol Standards” [1]. This RFC shows the level of maturity
and other hel pful information for each Internet protocol or
service specification. See Section 3.1.3 bel ow

Sone RFCs docunent Internet standards. These RFCs formthe
"STD subseries of the RFC series [4]. When a specification
has been adopted as an Internet Standard, it is given the

addi tional |abel "STDxxxx", but it keeps its RFC nunber and its
place in the RFC series.

Not all specifications of protocols or services for the
Internet should or will beconme Internet Standards. Such non-
standards track specifications are not subject to the rules for
I nternet standardi zation. Generally, they will be published
directly as RFCs at the discretion of the RFC editor and the

| ESG These RFCs will be marked "Prototype", "Experinental" or
"Informational " as appropriate (see section 2.3).

Rk Ik ok b R R R Rk Sk S S O R R Sk S I IR R ko b R R Rk

* It is inmportant to renenber that not all RFCs *
* are standards track docunents, and that not all *
* standards track docunents reach the |evel of *
* I nt ernet St andard. *

Rk b Sk b R Rk Ik Ik Sk Ok kS kS R IR kS b o b I R Rk Ik
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1.4

| AB -

1.3.2 Internet Drafts

During the devel opment of a specification, draft versions of

t he docunent are made available for informal review and conment
by placing themin the IETF s "Internet Drafts" directory,
which is replicated on a nunber of Internet hosts. This nakes
an evol ving worki ng docunent readily available to a w de

audi ence, facilitating the process of review and revi sion.

An Internet Draft that is published as an RFC, or that has
remai ned unchanged in the Internet Drafts directory for nore
than six nonths wi thout being recomended by the | ESG for
publication as an RFC, is sinply renoved fromthe |nternet
Draft directory. At any time, an Internet Draft may be

repl aced by a nore recent version of the sane specification
restarting the six-nonth timeout period.

An Internet Draft is NOT a neans of "publishing" a
specification; specifications are published through the RFC
mechani sm described in the previous section. Internet Drafts
have no formal status, are not part of the permanent archiva
record of Internet activity, and are subject to change or
renoval at any tine.

EE R R I R I I I S I I R R I R R R I I O R R S R I O R O

* Under no circunstances should an Internet Draft *
* be referenced by any paper, report, or Request-for-*
* Proposal , nor should a vendor cl ai mconpliance *
* with an Internet-Draft. *

EE R R R R R R R R R I R I I R I I S

Note: It is acceptable to reference a standards-track
specification that may reasonably be expected to be published
as an RFC using the phrase "Wrk in Progress”, wthout
referencing an Internet Draft.

I nternet Assigned Number Authority (IANA)

Many protocol specifications include nunbers, keywords, and other
paraneters that must be uniquely assigned. Exanples include
versi on nunbers, protocol nunbers, port nunbers, and M B nunbers.
The |1 AB has delegated to the Internet Assigned Nunbers Authority
(I ANA) the task of assigning such protocol paraneters for the
Internet. The | ANA publishes tables of all currently assigned
nunmbers and paraneters in RFCs titled "Assigned Numbers" [3].
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Each category of assigned nunbers typically arises fromsone
protocol that is on the standards track or is an Internet
Standard. For exanple, TCP port nunbers are assigned because TCP
is a Standard. A particular value within a category may be
assigned in a variety of circunstances; the specification
requiring the paraneter nmay be in the standards track, it nmay be
Experimental, or it may be private. Note that assignnment of a
number to a protocol is independent of, and does not inply,
acceptance of that protocol as a standard.

Chaos could result fromaccidental conflicts of parameter val ues
so we urge that every protocol paraneter, for either public or
private usage, be explicitly assigned by the I ANA. Private
protocol s often becone public. Programers are often tenpted to
choose a "randoni value or to guess the next unassigned val ue of a
paraneter; both are hazardous.

The 1 ANA is expected to avoid frivol ous assignnents and to

di stinguish different assignments uniquely. The | ANA acconplishes
both goals by requiring a technical description of each protoco

or service to which a value is to be assigned. Judgnent on the
adequacy of the description resides with the ANA. In the case of
a standards track or Experinental protocol, the correspondi ng
techni cal specifications provide the required docunentation for

| ANA. For a proprietary protocol, the ANA will keep confidenti al
any writeup that is supplied, but at least a short (2 page)
witeup is still required for an assignment.

2. NOMVENCLATURE

2.1 The Internet Standards Track

| AB -

Specifications that are destined to becone Internet Standards
evol ve through a set of maturity |l evels known as the "standards

track". These maturity levels -- "Proposed Standard", "Draft
St andard", and "Standard" -- are defined and di scussed bel ow in
Section 3. 2.

Even after a specification has been adopted as an I nternet
Standard, further evolution often occurs based on experience and
the recognition of new requirenments. The nonenclature and
procedures of Internet standardization provide for the replacenent
of old Internet Standards with new ones, and the assignment of
descriptive labels to indicate the status of "retired" I|nternet
Standards. A set of maturity levels is defined in Section 3.3 to
cover these and other "off-track" specifications.
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2.2 Types of Specifications

Speci fications subject to the Internet standardization process
fall into two categories: Technical Specifications (TS) and
Applicability Statenments (AS).

2.2.1 Technical Specification (TS)

A Techni cal Specification is any description of a protocol
service, procedure, convention, or format. It may conpletely
describe all of the relevant aspects of its subject, or it may
| eave one or nore paraneters or options unspecified. A TS may
be conpletely self-contained, or it nay incorporate nateri al
from ot her specifications by reference to other docunents
(which may or may not be Internet Standards).

A TS shall include a statenment of its scope and the genera
intent for its use (domain of applicability). Thus, a TS that
is inherently specific to a particular context shall contain a
statement to that effect. However, a TS does not specify
requi renents for its use within the Internet; these

requi renents, which depend on the particular context in which
the TS is incorporated by different systemconfigurations, is
defined by an Applicability Statenent.

2.2.2 Applicability Statenment (AS)

An Applicability Statenment specifies how, and under what

ci rcunst ances, one or nore TSs are to be applied to support a
particular Internet capability. An AS nay specify uses for TSs
that are not Internet Standards, as discussed in Section 4.

An AS identifies the relevant TSs and the specific way in which
they are to be conbined, and may al so specify particul ar val ues
or ranges of TS paraneters or subfunctions of a TS protoco

that nmust be inplenmented. An AS al so specifies the
circunstances in which the use of a particular TS is required
reconmended, or elective.

An AS may describe particular nmethods of using a TSin a
restricted "domain of applicability", such as Internet routers,
term nal servers, Internet systens that interface to Ethernets,
or datagram based dat abase servers

The broadest type of AS is a conprehensive conformance
specification, conmonly called a "requirenents docunent”, for a
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particul ar class of Internet systens, such as Internet routers
or Internet hosts.

An AS may not have a higher maturity level in the standards
track than any standards-track TS to which the AS applies. For
exanple, a TS at Draft Standard | evel nay be referenced by an
AS at the Proposed Standard or Draft Standard |evel, but not by
an AS at the Standard | evel.

An AS may refer to a TS that is either a standards-track speci -
fication or is "Informational”, but not to a TSwith a maturity
| evel of "Prototype", "Experinental", or "Hi storic" (see
section 2.4).

Al t hough TSs and ASs are conceptually separate, in practice a
standards-track docunent nmay combi ne an AS and one or nore rel ated
TSs. For exanple, Technical Specifications that are devel oped
specifically and exclusively for sone particul ar domai n of
applicability, e.g., for nmail server hosts, often contain within a
single specification all of the relevant AS and TS infornation.

In such cases, no useful purpose would be served by deliberately
distributing the information anbng several docunents just to
preserve the formal AS/ TS distinction. However, a TS that is
likely to apply to nore than one donmain of applicability should be
devel oped in a nodul ar fashion, to facilitate its incorporation by
mul tiple ASs.

2.3 Standards Track Maturity Levels

ASs and TSs go through stages of devel opnent, testing, and
acceptance. Wthin the Internet standards process, these stages
are formally |l abeled "maturity |evels".

This section describes the maturity levels and the expected
characteristics of specifications at each |evel

2.3.1 Proposed Standard

The entry-level maturity for the standards track is "Proposed
Standard". A Proposed Standard specification is generally
stabl e, has resol ved known design choices, is believed to be
wel | -under st ood, has received significant comunity review, and
appears to enjoy enough community interest to be considered

val uabl e. However, further experience mght result in a change
or even retraction of the specification before it advances.

| AB - | ESG [ Page 13]



RFC 1602 I nt ernet Standards Process March 1994

Usual | y, neither inplenentation nor operational experience is
required for the designation of a specification as a Proposed
Standard. However, such experience is highly desirable, and
will usually represent a strong argunment in favor of a Proposed
St andard desi gnation

The 1 ESG may require inplenmentation and/ or operationa
experience prior to granting Proposed Standard status to a
specification that materially affects the core Internet
protocol s or that specifies behavior that may have significant
operational inpact on the Internet. Typically, such a
specification will be published initially with Experinmental or
Prototype status (see below), and noved to the standards track
only after sufficient inplenmentation or operational experience
has been obt ai ned.

A Proposed Standard should have no known techni cal om ssions
with respect to the requirenents placed upon it. However, the
| ESG may reconmmend that this requirenment be explicitly reduced
in order to allow a protocol to advance into the Proposed
Standard state, when a specification is considered to be usefu
and necessary (and tinely), even absent the m ssing features.

| mpl enentors should treat Proposed Standards as i mature
specifications. It is desirable to inplement themin order to
gai n experience and to validate, test, and clarify the
specification. However, since the content of Proposed

St andards may be changed if problens are found or better
solutions are identified, deploying inplenentations of such
standards into a disruption-sensitive custoner base is not
nornal |y advi sabl e.

2.3.2 Draft Standard
A specification fromwhich at | east two independent and

i nteroperabl e inpl enentations have been devel oped, and for
whi ch sufficient successful operational experience has been

obt ai ned, may be elevated to the "Draft Standard" level. This
is a major advance in status, indicating a strong belief that
the specification is mature and will be useful.

A Draft Standard nust be well-understood and known to be quite
stable, both in its senmantics and as a basis for devel opi ng an
i mpl enentation. A Draft Standard may still require additiona
or nmore wi despread field experience, since it is possible for

i npl ement ati ons based on Draft Standard specifications to
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denonstrat e unforeseen behavi or when subjected to | arge-scal e
use in production environnments.

2.3.3 Internet Standard

A specification for which significant inplenmentation and
successful operational experience has been obtai ned nmay be
elevated to the Internet Standard level. An Internet Standard
(which may sinply be referred to as a Standard) is
characterized by a high degree of technical maturity and by a
generally held belief that the specified protocol or service
provi des significant benefit to the Internet conmmunity.

A Draft Standard is nornmally considered to be a fina

speci fication, and changes are likely to be nmade only to solve
specific problenms encountered. In npbst circunstances, it is
reasonabl e for vendors to deploy inplenmentations of draft
standards into the custoner base.

2.4 Non-Standards Track Maturity Levels

| AB -

Not every TS or AS is on the standards track. A TS may not be
intended to be an Internet Standard, or it may be intended for
eventual standardi zation but not yet ready to enter the standards
track. A TS or AS nay have been superseded by nore recent

I nternet Standards, or have otherwise fallen into disuse or

di sfavor.

Speci fications not on the standards track are | abeled with one of
four off-track maturity |levels: "Prototype, "Experinental"
“Informational", and "Historic". There are notime linmts

associ ated with these non-standard track |abels, and the docunents
bearing these | abels are not Internet standards in any sense. As
the Internet grows, there is a growi ng anount of credible
techni cal work being submtted directly to the RFC Editor w thout
havi ng been gone through the IETF. 1t is possible that such
out si de submi ssions nmay overlap or even conflict with ongoing | ETF
activities. |In order for the best technical result to emerge for
the conmunity, we believe that the such outside subnissions should
be given the opportunity to work within | ETF to gain the broadest
possi bl e consensus.

It is also possible that supporters of a viewdifferent fromthe
| ETF may wish to publish their divergent view For this reason
it is inportant that, ultimately, authors should have the
opportunity to publish Informational and Experinmental RFCs shoul d
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they wish to. However, it is also possible that this could open a
| oophol e in which devel opers could try to bypass the | ETF
consensus process conpletely by publishing an Infornmational RFC
(and relying on the prestige of the RFC series to gain conmunity
support for their docunent).

For all these reasons, the IESG and the RFC Editor have agreed to
the followi ng policy for publishing Info and Exp RFCs:

1. The RFC Editor will bring to the attention of the I ESG all
I nformational and Experinmental submnissions that the RFC
Editor feels nmay be related to, or of interest to, the | ETF
communi ty.

2. The IESG will review all such referrals within a fixed |l ength
of time and nake a recomrendati on on whether to publish, or
to suggest that the author bring their work within the | ETF.

3. If the | ESG reconmends that the work be brought within the
| ETF, but the author declines the invitation, the |IESG nay
add disclainmer text into the standard boilerplate nmateri al
added by the RFC Editor (e.g., "Status of this nmem").

2.4.1 Prototype

For new protocols which affect core services of the
Internet or for which the interactions with existing
protocols are too conplex to fully assinmlate fromthe
written specification, the I ESG may request that
operational experience be obtained prior to advancenent to
Proposed Standard status. |n these cases, the I1ESG wil |
designate an otherw se conpl ete specification as
"Prototype". This status permits it to be published as an
RFC before it is entered onto the standards track. In
this respect, "Prototype" is simlar to "Experinental",
except that it indicates the protocol is specifically
bei ng devel oped to becone a standard, while "Experinental"
generally indicates a nore exploratory phase of

devel opnent .

2.4.2 Experinental
The "Experinental" designation on a TS typically denotes a
specification that is part of some research or devel opnent

effort. Such a specification is published for the genera
i nformati on of the Internet technical comunity and as an
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archival record of the work. An Experinental
specification may be the output of an organi zed Internet
research effort (e.g., a Research Goup of the IRTF), or
it may be an individual contribution

Docunents intended for Experinmental status should be
submitted directly to the RFC Editor for publication. The
procedure is intended to expedite the publication of any
responsi bl e Experinmental specification, subject only to
editorial considerations, and to verification that there
has been adequate coordination with the standards process.

2.4.3 Informationa

An "Informational" specification is published for the
general information of the Internet conmunity, and does
not represent an |Internet comunity consensus or
recommendation. The Informational designation is intended
to provide for the tinely publication of a very broad
range of responsible informational docunents from nmany
sources, subject only to editorial considerations and to
verification that there has been adequate coordi nation

wi th the standards process.

Specifications that have been prepared outside of the
Internet comunity and are not incorporated into the

I nternet standards process by any of the provisions of
Section 4 may be published as Informational RFCs, with the
perm ssion of the owner

2.4.4 Historic

A TS or AS that has been superseded by a nore recent
specification or is for any other reason considered to be
obsolete is assigned to the "Historic" level. (Purists
have suggested that the word should be "Historical"
however, at this point the use of "Historic" is

hi storical.)

2.5 Requirenent Levels

An AS nay apply one of the followi ng "requirenent |evels" to
each of the TSs to which it refers
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(a) Required: Inplenmentation of the referenced TS, as specified
by the AS, is required to achi eve mnimal conformance. For
exanple, IP and | CMP nmust be inplenmented by all Internet
systens using the TCP/I P Protocol Suite.

(b) Recommended: |Inplenentation of the referenced TS is not
required for mninml conformance, but experience and/or
general ly accepted techni cal wi sdom suggest its desirability
in the domain of applicability of the AS. Vendors are
strongly encouraged to include the functions, features, and
prot ocol s of Recommended TSs in their products, and shoul d
omt themonly if the omssion is justified by sone speci al
ci rcumst ance

(c) Elective: Inplenmentation of the referenced TS is optiona
within the domain of applicability of the AS; that is, the AS
creates no explicit necessity to apply the TS. However, a
particul ar vendor nay decide to inplenment it, or a particular
user nmay decide that it is a necessity in a specific
envi ronnent .

As noted in Section 2.4, there are TSs that are not in the
standards track or that have been retired fromthe standards
track, and are therefore not required, reconmended, or elective.
Two additional "requirenment |evel" designations are avail able for
such TSs:

(d) Limted Use: The TS is considered appropriate for use only
inlimted or unique circunstances. For exanple, the usage
of a protocol with the "Experinental" designation should
generally be limted to those actively involved with the
experi nment.

(e) Not Recommended: A TS that is considered to be inappropriate
for general use is |abeled "Not Recormended”. This may be
because of its limted functionality, specialized nature, or
hi storic status.

The "Official Protocol Standards" RFC Iists a general requirenent
| evel for each TS, using the nonenclature defined in this section
In many cases, nore detailed descriptions of the requirenent

| evel s of particular protocols and of individual features of the
protocols will be found in appropriate ASs.
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3. THE | NTERNET STANDARDS PROCESS
3.1 Review and Approva

A "standards action" -- entering a particular specification into,
advancing it within, or renoving it from the standards track --
nmust be approved by the | ESG

3.1.1 Initiation of Action

Typically, a standards action is initiated by a recomendati on
to the appropriate |ETF Area Director by the individual or
group that is responsible for the specification, usually an

| ETF Wor ki ng G oup.

After conpletion to the satisfaction of its author and the
cogni zant Worki ng Group, a docunment that is expected to enter
or advance in the Internet standardi zation process shall be
nmade available as an Internet Draft. It shall remain as an
Internet Draft for a period of time that permts usefu
community review, at |least two weeks, before subnission to the
| ESG with a recommendation for action

3.1.2 |1ESG Review and Approva

The |1 ESG shall deterni ne whether a specification satisfies the
applicable criteria for the recomended action (see Sections
3.2 and 3.3 of this docunent).

The 1 ESG shall deternine if an independent technical review of
the specification is required, and shall conm ssion one when
necessary. This may require creating a new Wrking G oup, or
an existing group may agree to take responsibility for
review ng the specification. Wen a specificationis
sufficiently inportant in terms of its potential inpact on the
Internet or on the suite of Internet protocols, the | ESG shal
form an i ndependent technical review and analysis committee to
prepare an evaluation of the specification. Such a comittee
is conmissioned to provide an objective basis for agreenent
within the Internet community that the specification is ready
for advancenent.

The I ESG shall communicate its findings to the |ETF to pernmit a
final review by the general Internet community. This "last-
call" notification shall be via electronic mail to the |IETF
mailing list. In addition, for inportant specifications there

| AB - | ESG [ Page 19]



RFC 1602 I nt ernet Standards Process March 1994

shal |l be a presentation or statenent by the appropriate Wrking
Goup or Area Director during an | ETF plenary neeting. Any
significant issues that have not been resol ved satisfactorily
during the devel opment of the specification may be raised at
this time for final resolution by the IESG

In a tinmely fashion, but no sooner than two weeks after issuing
the last-call notification to the IETF mailing list, the | ESG
shall make its final determnination on whether or not to approve
the standards action, and shall notify the IETF of its decision
via emi l

3.1.3 Publication

Fol | owi ng | ESG approval and any necessary editorial work, the
RFC Edi tor shall publish the specification as an RFC. The
specification shall then be renobved fromthe Internet Drafts
directory.

An official sunmary of standards actions conpleted and pendi ng
shal | appear in each issue of the Internet Society Newsletter
This shall constitute the "journal of record" for Internet
standards actions. 1In addition, the | ESG shall publish a

nmont hly sunmary of standards actions conpleted and pending in
the Internet Monthly Report, which is distributed to al
nmenbers of the IETF mailing |ist.

Finally, the I AB shall publish quarterly an "Internet Oficia
Protocol Standards” RFC, summarizing the status of all Internet
protocol and service specifications, both within and outside
the standards track

3.2 Entering the Standards Track

| AB -

A specification that is potentially an Internet Standard may
originate from

(a) an |ISOCsponsored effort (typically an | ETF Wrki ng G oup),
(b) independent activity by individuals, or

(c) an external organization

Case (a) accounts for the great majority of specifications that

enter the standards track. |In cases (b) and (c), the work mnight
be tightly integrated with the work of an existing | ETF WrKking
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Group, or it mght be offered for standardi zati on wi thout prior

| ETF involverrent. In nost cases, a specification resulting from
an effort that took place outside of an | ETF Wrking Goup will be
submitted to an appropriate Wrking Goup for evaluation and

refinement. |f necessary, an appropriate Wrking Goup will be
created.
For externally-devel oped specifications that are well-integrated

with existing Working Goup efforts, a Wrking Group is assuned to
af ford adequate community review of the accuracy and applicability
of the specification. |If a Wrking Goup is unable to resol ve al
techni cal and usage questions, additional independent review nmay
be necessary. Such reviews nay be done within a Wrking G oup
context, or by an ad hoc review conmittee established specifically
for that purpose. Ad hoc review committees nmay al so be convened
in other circunstances when the nature of reviewrequired is too
small to require the formality of Working Group creation. It is
the responsibility of the appropriate IETF Area Director to
determine what, if any, review of an external specification is
needed and how it shall be conducted.

3.3 Advancing in the Standards Track

| AB -

A specification shall remain at the Proposed Standard | evel for at
| east six (6) nonths.

A specification shall remain at the Draft Standard |evel for at
| east four (4) nonths, or until at |least one | ETF neeting has
occurred, whichever cones |ater

These nini mum periods are intended to ensure adequate opportunity
for conmunity review wi thout severely inpacting tineliness. These
intervals shall be nmeasured fromthe date of publication of the
correspondi ng RFC(s), or, if the action does not result in RFC
publication, the date of |IESG approval of the action

A specification may be (indeed, is likely to be) revised as it
advances through the standards track. At each stage, the | ESG
shal | deternine the scope and significance of the revision to the
specification, and, if necessary and appropriate, nodify the
recomended action. Mnor revisions are expected, but a
significant revision nmay require that the specification accunul ate
nore experience at its current naturity |level before progressing.
Finally, if the specification has been changed very significantly,
the | ESG may reconmend that the revision be treated as a new
docunent, re-entering the standards track at the begi nning.
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Change of status shall result in republication of the
specification as an RFC, except in the rare case that there have
been no changes at all in the specification since the |ast
publication. Cenerally, desired changes will be "batched" for

i ncorporation at the next level in the standards track. However,
deferral of changes to the next standards action on the
specification will not always be possible or desirable; for
exanpl e, an inportant typographical error, or a technical error
that does not represent a change in overall function of the
specification, may need to be corrected i mediately. In such
cases, the IESG or RFC Editor nmay be asked to republish the RFC
with corrections, and this will not reset the mininmumtine-at-

| evel cl ock.

When a standards-track specification has not reached the |nternet
Standard | evel but has remained at the sanme status |evel for
twenty-four (24) nonths, and every twelve (12) nonths thereafter
until the status is changed, the I ESG shall review the viability
of the standardi zation effort responsible for that specification
Fol I owi ng each such review, the |IESG shall approve termination or
continuation of the devel opnment. This decision shall be

communi cated to the IETF via electronic mail to the | ETF mailing
list, to allow the Internet comunity an opportunity to coment.
This provision is not intended to threaten a legitimte and active
Wirking Group effort, but rather to provide an adninistrative
nmechani smfor term nating a noribund effort.

3.4 Revising a Standard

A new version of an established Internet Standard nust progress
through the full Internet standardi zation process as if it were a
conpl etely new specification. Once the new version has reached
the Standard level, it will usually replace the previous version
which will nmove to Historic status. However, in some cases both
versions may remain as Internet Standards to honor the
requirenents of an installed base. In this situation, the

rel ati onshi p between the previous and the new versi ons nust be
explicitly stated in the text of the new version or in another
appropriate docurment (e.g., an Applicability Statenment; see
Section 2.2.2).

3.5 Retiring a Standard

| AB -

As the technol ogy changes and nmatures, it is possible for a new
Standard specification to be so clearly superior technically that
one or nore existing Internet Standards for the same function
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should be retired. 1In this case, the | ESG shall approve a change
of status of the superseded specification(s) from Standard to
Historic. This reconmendation shall be issued with the sane
Last-Call and notification procedures used for any other standards
action.

3.6 Conflict Resolution and Appeal s

| AB -

| ETF Working Groups are generally able to reach consensus, which
sonmetinmes requires difficult conprom ses between differing
techni cal solutions. However, there are times when even
reasonabl e and know edgeabl e people are unable to agree. To

achi eve the goals of openness and fairness, such conflicts nust be
resolved with a process of open review and di scussion
Participants in a Wrking Goup may disagree with Wrking G oup
deci si ons, based either upon the belief that their own views are
not bei ng adequately considered or the belief that the Wrking
Group nmade a technical choice which essentially will not work.

The first issue is a difficulty with Wrking G oup process, and
the latter is an assertion of technical error. These two kinds of
di sagreements may have different kinds of final outcome, but the
resolution process is the sane for both cases.

Worki ng Group participants always should first attenpt to discuss
their concerns with the Wirking Group chair. |If this proves
unsati sfactory, they should raise their concerns with an | ESG Area
Director or other |IESG nmenber. In nost cases, issues raised to
the level of the IESGw |l receive consideration by the entire
IESG with the relevant Area Director or the IETF Chair being
tasked with conmunicating results of the discussion

For the general community as well as Working G oup participants
seeking a |l arger audience for their concerns, there are two
opportunities for explicit comment. (1) Wen appropriate, a
specification that is being suggested for advancenment al ong the
standards track will be presented during an | ETF plenary. At that
tinme, |ETF participants nay choose to raise issues with the

pl enary or to pursue their issues privately, with any of the

rel evant | ETF/ | ESG managenent personnel. (2) Specifications that
are to be considered by the IESG are publicly announced to the
|ETF mailing list, with a request for coments.

Finally, if a problem persists, the | AB nay be asked to adjudicate
t he di spute.

| ESG [ Page 23]



RFC 1602 I nt ernet Standards Process March 1994

4.

* If a concern involves questions of adequate Wrking G oup
di scussion, the |AB will attenpt to deternine the actua
nature and extent of discussion that took place within the
Wor ki ng Group, based upon the Wrking Goup’s witten record
and upon coments of other Wbrking G oup participants.

* If a concern involves questions of technical adequacy, the
| AB may convene an appropriate review panel, which may then
reconmend that the | ESG and Wrking G oup re-consider an
al ternate technical choice

* If a concern involves a reasonable difference in technica
approach, but does not substantiate a claimthat the Wrking
G oup decision will fail to perform adequately, the Wrking
Group participant may wi sh to pursue formation of a separate
Wirking Group. The |IESG and | AB encourage alternative points
of view and the devel opment of technical options, allow ng
the general Internet community to show preference by naking
its own choices, rather than by having | egi sl ated deci si ons.

EXTERNAL STANDARDS AND SPECI FI CATI ONS

Many standards groups other than the I ETF create and publish
standards docunents for network protocols and services. Wen these
external specifications play an inportant role in the Internet, it is
desirable to reach common agreenments on their usage -- i.e., to
establish Internet Standards relating to these externa

speci fications.

There are two categories of external specifications:
(1) Open Standards

Accredited national and international standards bodies, such as
ANSI, 1SO, IEEE, and ITU- TS, develop a variety of protocol and
service specifications that are sinmilar to Technica

Speci fications defined here. National and international groups
al so publish "inplenentors’ agreenments" that are anal ogous to
Applicability Statenents, capturing a body of inplenentation-
specific detail concerned with the practical application of
their standards.

| AB - | ESG [ Page 24]



RFC 1602 I nt ernet Standards Process March 1994

(2) Vendor Specifications

A vendor-proprietary specification that has cone to be w dely
used in the Internet may be treated by the Internet conmunity as
if it were a "standard". Such a specification is not generally
devel oped in an open fashion, is typically proprietary, and is
controlled by the vendor or vendors that produced it.

To avoid conflict between conpeting versions of a specification, the
Internet community will not standardize a TS or AS that is sinply an
"Internet version" of an existing external specification unless an
explicit cooperative arrangenent to do so has been nade. However,
there are several ways in which an external specification that is

i mportant for the operation and/or evolution of the Internet may be
adopted for Internet use.

(a) Incorporation of an Open Standard

An Internet Standard TS or AS may incorporate an open externa
standard by reference. The reference nust be to a specific
version of the external standard, e.g., by publication date or
by edition nunber, according to the prevailing convention of the
organi zation that is responsible for the specification

For exanple, nmany Internet Standards incorporate by reference
the ANSI standard character set "ASCII" [2]. Wenever possible,
the referenced specification shall be nmade avail abl e online.

(b) Incorporation of a Vendor Specification

Vendor-proprietary specifications may be incorporated by
reference to a specific version of the vendor standard. If the
vendor-proprietary specification is not widely and readily
avail abl e, the I1ESG may request that it be published as an

I nf ormati onal RFC.

For a vendor-proprietary specification to be incorporated within
the Internet standards process, the proprietor nust neet the
requi renents of section 5 below, and in general the

speci fication shall be made avail abl e online.

The I ESG shall not favor a particular vendor's proprietary

specification over the technically equival ent and conpeting
specifications of other vendors by making it "required" or

"recomended".
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(c) Assunption

An | ETF Wrking Group may start from an external specification
and develop it into an Internet TS or AS. This is acceptable if
(1) the specification is provided to the Wirking G oup in
conpliance with the requirenents of section 5 below, and (2)
change control has been conveyed to | ETF by the origina

devel oper of the specification. Continued participation in the
| ETF work by the original owner is likely to be valuable, and is
encour aged.

The following sanple text illustrates how a vendor mi ght convey
change control to the Internet Society:

"XXXX Organi zation asserts that it has the right to transfer to
the Internet Society responsibility for further evolution of the
YYYY protocol docunmented in References (1-n) below.  XXXX

Organi zation hereby transfers to the Internet Society
responsibility for all future nodification and devel opnent of
the YYYY protocol, without reservation or condition."

5. I NTELLECTUAL PROPERTY RI GHTS
5.1. Ceneral Policy
In all matters of intellectual property rights and procedures, the
intention is to benefit the Internet conmunity and the public at
|l arge, while respecting the legitimte rights of others.

5.2. Definitions

As used in this section, the following terns have the indicated

nmeani ngs:
o} "Trade secrets" are confidential, proprietary infornation
o] "Contribution" means any disclosure of information or ideas,

whet her in oral, witten, or other form of expression, by an
i ndi vidual or entity ("Contributor").

o} "Standards track docunents" are specifications and ot her

docunents that have been el evated to the Internet standards
track in accordance with the Internet Standards Process.

| AB - | ESG [ Page 26]



RFC 1602 I nt ernet Standards Process March 1994

o} "Copyrights" are purportedly valid clains to copyright in al
or part of a contribution to standards work, whether or not
the contribution becones a standards track docunent,
including but not Iimted to any works by third parties that
the contribution is based on or incorporates.

o} "I SOC' refers to the Internet Society and its trustees,
of ficers, enployees, contractors, and agents, as well as the
| AB, | ETF, 1ESG |RTF, IRSG and other task forces
committees, and groups coordinated by the Internet Society.

o} "Standards work" is work involved in the creation, testing,
devel opnent, revision, adoption, or naintenance of an
Internet standard that is carried out under the auspices of
| SOC.

o] "Internet conmunity"” refers to the entire set of persons,
whet her individuals or entities, including but not limted to
technol ogy devel opers, service vendors, and researchers, who
use the Internet, either directly or indirectly, and users of
any ot her networ ks whi ch inplenent and use Internet
St andar ds.

5.3 Trade Secret Rights

5. 4.

| AB -

Except as ot herwi se provided under this section, 1SOC will not
accept, in connection with standards work, any idea, technol ogy,

i nformati on, document, specification, work, or other contribution
whet her witten or oral, that is a trade secret or otherw se
subject to any conmitnent, understanding, or agreenent to keep it
confidential or otherw se restrict its use or dissenination; and,
specifically, |SOCC does not assume any confidentiality obligation
with respect to any such contribution

Ri ghts and Perm ssi ons

In the course of standards work, |1SCC receives contributions in
various forns and frommany persons. To facilitate the w de

di ssem nati on of these contributions, it is necessary to establish
speci fi ¢ under standi ngs concerni ng any copyrights, patents, patent
applications, or other rights in the contribution. The procedures
set forth in this section apply to contributions subnmtted after 1
April 1994. For Internet standards docunents published before
this date (the RFC series has been published continuously since
April 1969), information on rights and perm ssions nmust be sought
directly frompersons claimng rights therein.
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5.4.1. Al Contributions

By submi ssion of a contribution to | SOC, and in consideration
of possible dissenination of the contribution to the Internet
community, a contributor is deemed to agree to the follow ng
terns and conditions:

l. Contributor agrees to grant, and does grant to | SOC, a
per petual , non-exclusive, royalty-free, world-w de right
and |icense under any copyrights in the contribution to
reproduce, distribute, performor display publicly and
prepare derivative works that are based on or incorporate
all or part of the contribution, and to reproduce,
distribute and performor display publicly any such
derivative works, in any formand in all |anguages, and to
aut hori ze others to do so

2. Contri butor acknow edges that | SOC has no duty to publish
or otherw se use or disseninate every contribution

3. Contributor grants | SOC pernission to reference the
nane(s) and address(s) of the contributor as well as other
persons who are naned as contributors.

4, Where the contribution was prepared jointly with others,
or is a wrk for hire, the contributor represents and
warrants that the other owner(s) of rights have been
i nformed of the rights and perm ssions granted to | SOC and
that any required authorizations have been obtai ned.
Copi es of any such required authorizations will be
furni shed to | SOC, upon request.

5. Contri butor acknow edges and agrees that | SOC assunes no
obligation to maintain any confidentiality with respect to
any aspect of the contribution, and warrants that the the
contribution does not violate the rights of others.

6. Al material objects in which contributions are submitted
to | SOC becone the property of |SOC and need not be
returned to the contributor.

Where appropriate, witten confirnmation of the above terns and
conditions will be obtained in witing by |SOC, usually by
electronic mail; however, a decision not to obtain such
confirmation in a given case shall not act to revoke the prior
grant of rights and perm ssions with respect to the
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contribution as provided herein. Except as provided bel ow, the
Executive Director of the |ETF Secretariat, or a person
designated by the Executive Director, will be responsible for
obtaining witten confirmations.

In the case of | ETF Working Groups, the responsibility for

i dentifying the principal contributor(s) for purposes of
obtaining witten confirmation of the above rights and

perm ssions will be assunmed by the Editor or Chair of the
particular Group. Wile only those persons naned as principa
contributor(s) will generally be requested to provide witten
confirmation, it is the responsibility of all contributors to
standards work to informthe | ETF Secretariat of any
proprietary clainms in any contributions and to furnish the
Secretariat with any required confirmation.

Where any person participating in standards work asserts any
proprietary right in a contribution, it is the responsibility
of such person to so informthe Editor or Chair of the group
pronptly, in witing. The Editor or Chair will then determ ne
whet her to list the person as a principal contributor, or to
revi se the docunent to onmit the particular contribution in
questi on.

5.4.2. Standards Track Docunents

(A 1SCC will not propose, adopt, or continue to maintain any
standards, including but not limted to standards |abelled
Proposed, Draft or Internet Standards, which can only be
practiced using technol ogy or works that are subject to
known copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other
rights, except with the prior witten assurance of the
owner of rights that:

l. | SOC may, without cost, freely inplenent and use the
technol ogy or works in its standards work;

2. upon adoption and during mai ntenance of an I nternet
Standard, any party will be able to obtain the right
to i mpl enent and use the technol ogy or works under
speci fied, reasonable, non-discrinnatory ternms; and

3. the party giving the assurance has the right and
power to grant the licenses and knows of no other
copyrights, patents, patent applications, or other
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rights that may prevent |SOC and nenbers of the
Internet comunity frominplementing and operating
under the standard.

| SOC di sclainms any responsibility for identifying the

exi stence of or for evaluating any copyrights, patents,
patent applications, or other rights, on behalf of or for
the benefit of any menber of the Internet comunity, and

| SOC takes no position on the validity or scope of any
such rights. Further, 1SOC will take no position on the
ownershi p of inventions made during standards work, except
for inventions of which an enpl oyee or agent of the
Internet Society is a joint inventor. |In the latter case,
the Internet Society will make its rights avail abl e under
license to anyone in the Internet conmunity in accordance
with the witten assurances set forth bel ow

Not i ces

When a witten assurance has been obtained as set forth
bel ow, the rel evant standards track docunents shall include
the follow ng notice:

- (nanme of rights’ owner) has provided witten
assurance to the Internet Society that any party will be
able to obtain, under reasonable, nondiscrimnnatory
terns, the right to use the technol ogy covered

by (list copyrights, patents, patent
applications, and other rights) to practice the

standard. A copy of this assurance nmay be obtai ned from
the Executive Director of the |ETF Secretariat. The
Internet Society takes no position on the validity or
scope of the copyrights, patents, patent applications,

or other rights, or on the appropriateness of the terns
and conditions of the assurances. The Internet Society
does not nmke any representation there are no other
rights which may apply to the practice of this standard,
nor that it has nmade any effort to identify any such
rights. For further information on the Internet
Society’s procedures with respect to rights in standards
and standards-rel ated docunentation, see RFC__ ,

dat ed "

| SOC encourages all interested parties to bring to its
attention, at the earliest possible tine, the existence of
any copyrights, patents, patent applications, or other rights

| AB - | ESG
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pertaining to Internet Standards. For this purpose, each
standards docunent will include the following invitation

"The Internet Society invites any interested party to
bring to its attention any copyrights, patents or patent
applications, or other proprietary rights which purport
to cover technology or works that may be required to
practice this standard. Please address the infornation
to the Executive Director of the Internet Engineering
Task Force Secretariat."

(© Wen applicable, the followi ng sentence will be included in
the noti ce:

"As of , ho information about any copyrights,

patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights has been received."

(D) The follow ng copyright notice and disclainmer will be
included in all |SCC standards-rel ated docunentati on

"Copyright (c) 1SOC (year date). Permission is granted
to reproduce, distribute, transmt and otherw se
conmuni cate to the public any naterial subject to
copyright by 1SOC, provided that credit is given to the
source. For information concerning required

perm ssions, please contact the Executive Director of
the Internet Engineering Task Force Secretariat."

| SOC hereby inforns the Internet community and ot her
persons that any standards, whether or not elevated to
the Internet Standard | evel of maturity, or any
standards-rel ated docunentati on made avail abl e under the
auspices of 1SOC are provided on an "AS | S" basis and

| SOC DI SCLAI M5 ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESSED OR | MPLI ED,

| NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY | MPLI ED WARRANTY OF
MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE, OR
THAT ANY STANDARD OR DOCUMENTATI ON DOES NOT VI OLATE THE
Rl GHTS OF OTHERS

6. Assurances
The agreenent on assurances set forth below will normally be
entered into between the owner of rights and I1SOC at the tine a

standards track docunent in which proprietary rights are clained
reaches the "Proposed Standard" stage of maturity:

| ESG [ Page 31]



RFC 1602 I nt ernet Standards Process March 1994

| AB -

This is an agreenent between (hereinafter
called "Rights Holder") and the Internet Society on behal f of
itself and its trustees, officers, enployees, contractors and
agents, the Internet Architecture Board, |nternet Engineering
Steering Goup, Internet Engineering Task Force, and other task
forces, committees and groups coordinated by the Internet Society
(hereinafter called "I1SOC'), and for the benefit of all users of
the Internet and users of any other networks which inplenment and
use Internet Standards (hereinafter together with I SOC called
"Internet conmunity"). This agreenent takes effect when signed on
behal f of the Rights Holder and the Internet Society.

The Rights Holder represents that it has or will have rights
in patent applications, patents, copyrights, trade secrets, and
other proprietary rights in various countries (hereinafter called
"Ri ghts") which may bl ock or inpede the ability of the Internet
community to inplement and operate under the standards set forth
in |SOC standards document =, and ___ (the listed
standards and any sinilar or rel ated standards now exi sting or
| at er devel oped are together hereinafter called "Standards"). The
Rights as they presently exist are listed on attached Schedul e A
The Rights Holder further agrees to reviewthe Rights listed in
Schedule A fromtime to tinme, and, in particular, inmedi ately
prior to the elevation of the Standards to the Internet Standard
| evel of maturity in accordance with the Internet Standards
Process, and to informthe Executive Director of the Internet
Engi neering Task Force Secretariat pronptly upon | earning of any
new Rights in the Standards that should be added to the list in
Schedul e A

The Rights Hol der believes and affirnms that it will derive
benefits by permitting | SOC and the Internet comunity to
i mpl ement and operate under the Standards w thout interference of
any of the Rights. The policy of 1SOC is not to propose, adopt,
or continue to maintain the Standards unless witten assurances
are given by the Rights Holder with respect to proprietary rights.
Accordingly, in consideration of the benefits noted above and
ot her good and val uabl e consi deration, the Ri ghts Hol der makes the
assurances set forth herein.

The Rights Hol der grants to | SOC a cost-free, perpetual
non- excl usi ve, world-wi de |Iicense under the Rights with respect to
i mpl enenting and operating under the Standards. The |license
extends to all activities of |1SOC involving the Standards without
limt, including the rights to reproduce, distribute, propose,
test, devel op, anal yze, enhance, revise, adopt, maintain,
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wi t hdraw, perform and di splay publicly, and prepare derivative
works in any formwhatsoever and in all |anguages, and to

aut horize others to do so. The Rights Holder also grants | SOC
perm ssion to use the name and address of Rights Holder in
connection with the Standards.

The Rights Hol der relinquishes any right or claimin any
trade secret which is part of the Rights, and nmakes the trade
secrets available without restriction to the Internet community.
The Ri ghts Hol der hereby acknow edges that | SOC assunes no
obligation to maintain any confidentiality with respect to any
aspect of the Standards, and warrants that the Standards do not
violate the rights of others.

The Ri ghts Hol der assures |1SCC that the Ri ghts Hol der shal
grant to any nmenber of the Internet conmmunity, as a beneficiary of
this agreenent, a non-exclusive, perpetual, world-w de |icense
under the Rights, with respect to operating under the Standards
for a reasonable royalty and under other terns which are
reasonabl e considering the objective of 1SOC to assure that all
nmenbers of the Internet comunity will be able to operate under
the Standards at a minimal cost. The license discussed in this
par agraph shall permt the licensee to make, have made, test,
enhance, inplenent, and use nethods, works, conputer prograns, and
har dware as needed or desirable for operating under the Standards.
Every license shall include a clause automatically nodifying the
terms of the license to be as favorable as the ternms of any other
Iicense under the Rights previously or later granted by the Rights
Hol der .

A formof the license shall always be publicly accessible on
the Internet, and shall becone effective i medi ately when the
nmenber of the Internet community executes it and posts it for
delivery to the Rights Holder either by mail or electronically.
The initial version of the license shall be in the form attached
as Schedule B

The Rights Hol der represents and warrants that its rights are
sufficient to pernit it to grant the licenses and give the other
assurances recited in this agreenent. The Rights Hol der further
represents and warrants that it does not know of any rights of any
other party in any country which would block or inpede the ability
of 1SOC and the Internet community to inplenent or operate under
the Standards, or that would prevent the Ri ghts Hol der from
granting the licenses and ot her assurances in this agreenent.
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This agreenent shall not be construed to obligate the 1SOC to
propose, adopt, develop, or naintain any of the Standards or any
ot her standard.
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APPENDI X A: GLOSSARY OF ACRONYNMS

ANS| : American National Standards Institute

ARPA: (U.S.) Advanced Research Projects Agency

AS: Applicability Statenent

ASCl | : Anerican Standard Code for Information |nterchange

| TU-T: Tel econmuni cations Standardi zati on sector of the International
Tel econmuni cations Union (1 TU), a UN treaty organization;
I TUT was fornerly called CCITT.

| AB: Internet Architecture Board

| ANA: Internet Assigned Nunbers Authority

| EEE: Institute of Electrical and El ectronics Engi neers

| CMP: Internet Control Message Protocol

| ESG Internet Engineering Steering G oup

| ETF: Internet Engineering Task Force

| P: I nt ernet Protocol

| RTF: Internet Research Task Force

SO International Organization for Standardization

| SOC. Internet Society

M B: Managenent |nformation Base

OSl:  Open Systens |nterconnection

RFC. Request for Comments

TCP: Transm ssion Control Protocol

TS: Techni cal Specification

APPENDI X B: CONTACT PO NTS

To contact the RFC Editor, send an enmil nessage to: "rfc-
editor@si.edu".

To contact the IANA for information or to request a number, keyword or

par aneter assignment send an email message to: "iana@si.edu".
To contact the IESG send an email nessage to: "iesg@nri.reston.va.us".
To contact the I AB, send an enmil nessage to: "iab-contact@si.edu".

To contact the Executive Director of the | SOC, send an emmil nessage to
"anr @ soc.org".
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APPENDI X C. FUTURE | SSUES

It has been suggested that additional procedures in the follow ng areas

shoul

(0]

| AB -

d be consi dered.
Pol i cy Reconmendati ons and Operational Guidelines

I nternet standards have generally been concerned with the technica
specifications for hardware and software required for conputer
communi cati on across interconnected networks. The Internet itself
i s conposed of networks operated by a great variety of

organi zations, with diverse goals and rules. However, good user
service requires that the operators and adninistrators of the
Internet follow sone comobn guidelines for policies and operations.
Whil e these guidelines are generally different in scope and style
from protocol standards, their establishnent needs a simlar
process for consensus building. Specific rules for establishing
policy recommendati ons and operational guidelines for the Internet
in an open and fair fashion should be devel oped, published, and
adopted by the Internet comunity.

I ndustry Consortia

The rules presented in Section 4 for external standards should be
expanded to handl e industry consorti a.

Tracki ng Procedure

It has been suggested that there should be a formal procedure for
tracki ng probl ens and change requests as a specification noves

t hrough the standards track. Such a procedure m ght include
witten responses, which were catal oged and di sseninated, or sinply
a database that |isted changes between versions. At the present
time, there are not sufficient resources to administer such a

pr ocedur e.

A sinmpler proposal is to keep a change |og for docunents.
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o] Tinme Limt

An explicit tinme linmt (e.g., 3 nonths) has been suggested for |ESG
resol uti on concerning a standards action under the rules of Section
3.1.2. If it were necessary to extend the tinme for sonme reason

the I ETF woul d have to be explicitly notified.

o] Bug Reporting

There is no docunented nmechani smfor an individual conmunity nenber
to use to report a problemor bug with a standards-track
specification. One suggestion was that every standards RFC shoul d
include an email list for the responsible Wrking G oup.

Security Considerations
Security issues are not discussed in this neno.
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