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Abstract
Thi s docunent describes the framework for an RFC Series and an RFC
Editor function that incorporate the principles of organized
community invol venent and accountability that has becone necessary as

the Internet technical conmmunity has grown, thereby enabling the RFC
Series to continue to fulfill its mandate.
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1

I ntroduction

The first Request for Conments (RFC) docunent was published in Apri
of 1969 as part of the effort to design and build what we now know of
as the Internet. Since then, the RFC Series has been the archiva
series dedicated to docunmenting Internet technical specifications,

i ncludi ng both general contributions fromthe Internet research and
engi neering comunity as well as standards documents.

As described in the history of the first 30 years of RFCs

([ RFC2555]), the RFC Series was created for the purpose of capturing
the research and engi neering thought that underlie the design of
(what we now know of as) the Internet. As the Internet Engineering
Task Force (IETF) was formalized to carry out the discussion and
docunent ati on of Internet standards, |ETF docunents have becone a

| arge part (but not the entirety) of the RFC Series.

As the | ETF has grown up and celebrated its own 20 years of history,
its requirenents for archival publication of its output have changed
and becone nore rigorous. Perhaps nost significantly, the I ETF nust
be able to define (based on its own open consensus di scussion
processes and | eadership directions) and inplenent adjustnents to its
publ i cati on processes.

At the sanme tine, the Internet engineering and research conmunity as
a whol e has grown and cone to require nore openness and
accountability in all organizations supporting it. Mre than ever,
this community needs an RFC Series that is supported (operationally
and in terms of its principles) such that there is a bal ance of:

0 expert inplenentation

o clear nanagenent and direction -- for operations and evol ution
across the whole RFC Series (whether originating in the | ETF or
not); and

O appropriate conmunity input into and review of activities.

Today, there is confusion and therefore sonetinmes tension over where
and how to address RFC i ssues that are particular to contributing
groups (e.g., the I1ETF, the Internet Architecture Board (1AB), or

i ndependent individuals). It isn't clear where there should be
community invol venent versus RFC Editor control; depending on the

i ssue, there mght be nore or less involvenment fromthe | AB, the

I nternet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG, or the conmunity at

large. There are simlar issues with handling RFC Series-w de issues
-- where to discuss and resolve themin a way that is bal anced across
t he whol e seri es.
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For exanple, there are current discussions about Intellectua
Property Rights (IPR) for |ETF-generated docunents, but it’'s not

cl ear when or how to abstract the portions of those discussions that
are relevant to the rest of the RFC Series. Discussions of |abeling

(of RFCs in general, |IETF docunents in particular, or sone
conbi nation thereof) generally nust be applied on an RFC Seri es-wi de
basis or not at all. Wthout an agreed-on franework for nanagi ng the

RFC Series, it is difficult to have those discussions in a non-

pol ari zed fashion -- either the IETF dictating the reality of the
rest of the RFC Series, or the RFC Series inmposing undue restrictions
on the | ETF docunent series.

As part of its charter (see Appendix A), the I AB has a responsibility
for the RFC Editor. Acknow edging the IETF' s and the genera

I nt ernet engineering and research conmunity’s evol ving needs, the | AB
would like to see a future for the RFC Series that continues to neet
its original mandate of providing the archival series for the
techni cal research and engi neering docunentation that describes the

I nternet.

Wth this docunent, the | AB provides the framework for the RFC Series
and an RFC Editor function with the specific purpose of ensuring that
the RFC Series is maintained and supported in ways that are
consistent with the stated purpose of the RFC Series and the
realities of today’'s Internet research and engi neering community.

The framework describes the existing "streans" of RFCs, draws a
roadmap of existing process docunents al ready defining the

i npl enment ati on, and provides clear direction of howto evolve this
framework and its supporting pieces through discussion and future
docunent revi sion.

Specifically, this docunment provides a brief charter for the RFC
Series, describes the role of the RFC Editor, the I AB, and the | ETF
Adm ni strative Support Activity (1ASA) in a framework for nanagi ng
the RFC Series, and discusses the streans of input to the RFC Series
fromthe various constituencies it serves.

2. RFC Series Mssion
The RFC Series is the archival series dedicated to docunenting
Internet technical specifications, including general contributions
fromthe Internet research and engi neering conmunity as well as
st andards docunents.

RFCs are available free of charge to anyone via the Internet.
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3. Roles and Responsibilities

As this docunment sets out a revised framework for supporting the RFC
Series nmission, this section reviews the updated roles and
responsibilities of the entities that have had, and w |l have,

i nvol venent in continued support of the mssion

3. 1. RFC Edi t or

Oiginally, there was a single person acting as editor of the RFC
Series (the RFC Editor). The task has grown, and the work now
requires the organi zed activity of several experts, so there are RFC
Editors, or an RFC Editor organization. |In tinme, there nmay be
mul ti pl e organi zati ons working together to undertake the work
required by the RFC Series. For sinplicity’'s sake, and w thout
attenpting to predict how the role m ght be subdi vided anong t hem
this docunent refers to this collection of experts and organi zati ons
as the "RFC Editor".

The RFC Editor is an expert technical editor and series editor,
acting to support the mssion of the RFC Series. As such, the RFC
Editor is the inplementer handling the editorial managenent of the
RFC Series, in accordance with the defined processes. In addition,
the RFC Editor is expected to be the expert and prine nover in

di scussi ons about policies for editing, publishing, and archiving
RFCs.

3.2. | AB

In this nodel, the role of the IABis to ensure that the RFC Series
m ssion is being appropriately fulfilled for the whole conmmunity for
which it was created. The | AB does not, organi zationally, have

conpr ehensi ve publishing or editorial expertise. Therefore, the role
of the 1AB as put forward in this docunent is focused on ensuring
that principles are nmet, the appropriate bodies and communities are
duly infornmed and consulted, and the RFC Editor has what it needs in
order to execute on the material that is in their nandate.

It is the responsibility of the |1AB to approve the appoi ntnent of the
RFC Editor and to approve the general policy followed by the RFC
Edi t or.

3.3. (Qperational Oversight
The | ETF Admi nistrative Support Activity (BCP 101, [BCP101]) was

created to provide administrative support for the | ETF, the | AB, and
the Internet Research Task Force (IRTF). In its role of supporting
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the 1AB, the ASA is tasked with providing the funding for and
operational oversight of the RFC Editor

The 1 ACC (I ETF Adnministrative Oversight Comrittee) is the oversight
board of the I1ASA, and the I AD (I ETF Adm nistrative Director) is the
chief actor for the | ASA

The 1 ACC works with the |AB to identify suitable persons or entities
to fulfill the mandate of the RFC Editor.

The 1 ACC establishes appropriate contractual agreenents with the

sel ected persons or entities to carry out the work that will satisfy
the technical publication requirenents defined for the various RFC

i nput streans (see Section 5.2). The | ACC may define additiona
operational requirenents and policies for managenent purposes to neet
the requirenents defined by the various conmmunities.

In accordance with BCP 101, the | ACC provides oversight of the
operation of the RFC Editor activity based on the established
agreenent s.

3.4. Policy Oversight
The 1 AB nonitors the effectiveness of the policies in force and their
i mpl enentation to ensure that the RFC Editor activity neets the
edi torial managerment and document publication needs as referenced in
this docunent. In the event of serious non-confornmance, the |AB,
either on its own initiative or at the request of the I ACC, may
require the IACC to vary or term nate and renegotiate the
arrangenents for the RFC Editor activity.

4.  Framework

Wth the RFC Series m ssion outlined above, this docunent describes a
framework for supporting

o the operational inplenentation of the RFC Series,
based on

0 public process and definition docunents,

for which there are

o clear responsibilities and nechanisns for update and change.
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4.

4.

4.

Ceneral ly speaking, the RFC Editor is responsible for the operationa
i mpl ementation of the RFC Series. As outlined in Section 3.3, the
| AD provides the oversight of this operational role.

The process and definition docunents are detail ed bel ow, including
responsibility for the individual process docunents (naintenance and
update). The RFC Editor works with the appropriate community to
ensure that the process docunments reflect current requirenments. The
IAB is charged with the role of verifying that appropriate community
i nput has been sought and that any changes appropriately account for
communi ty requirenents.

There are 3 categories of activity, and a 4th category of series-w de
rul es and gui delines, described for inplenenting the RFC Series to
support its mission:

o Approval of docunents.

o Editing, processing, and publication of docunents.

o Archiving and indexing the docunents and maki ng t hem accessi bl e.
0 Series rules and guidelines.

1. Document Approva

The RFC Series mission inplicitly requires that docunents be revi ewed
and approved for acceptance into the series.

1.1. Definition

Section 5.1 describes the different streans of docunents that are put
to the RFC Editor for publication as RFCs today. While there may be
general policies for approval of documents as RFCs (to ensure the
coherence of the RFC Series), there are also policies defined for the
approval of docunents in each stream Generally speaking, there is a
di fferent approving body for each stream The current definitions
are catal ogued in Section 5. 1.

1.2. Qperational |nplenentation

Each stream has its own docunented approval process. The RFC Editor
is responsible for the approval of docunents in one of the streans

(I ndependent Subni ssion stream see Section 5.1.4) and works with the
ot her approving bodies to ensure snooth passage of approved docunents
into the next phases, ultimately to publication and archiving as an
RFC.
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4.1.3. Process Change

Fromtime to time, it may be necessary to change the approva
processes for any given stream or even add or renove streans. This
may occur when the RFC Editor, the 1 AB, the body responsible for a

gi ven stream of docunents, or the community deternines that there are
i ssues to be resolved in general for RFC approval or for per-stream
approval processes.

In this framework, the general approach is that the | AB will work
with the RFC Editor and other parties to get conmunity input and it
will verify that any changes appropriately account for comunity
requirenents.

4.1.4. Existing Approval Process Docunents

The existing docunments describing the approval processes for each
stream are detailed in Section 5.1.

4.2. Editing, Processing, and Publication of Documents

Produci ng and mai ntai ning a coherent, well-edited docunment series
requires specialized skills and subject matter expertise. This is
the donmain of the RFC Editor. Nevertheless, the community served by
the RFC Series and the communities served by the individual streans
of RFCs have requirenments that help define the nature of the series.

4.2. 1. Definition

CGeneral and streamrspecific requirenents for the RFC Series are
docunented in comunity-approved docunents (catal ogued in Section 5.2
bel ow) .

Any specific interfaces, nunbers, or concrete values required to make
the requirenents operational are the subject of agreenents between
the 1ASA and the RFC Editor (e.g., contracts, statenments of work,
service |level agreenents, etc).

4.2.2. Operational Inplenentation

The RFC Editor is responsible for ensuring that editing, processing,
and publication of RFCs are carried out in a way that is consistent
with the requirenents laid out in the appropriate docunents. The RFC
Editor works with the 1ASA to provide regular reporting and feedback
on these operations.
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4.2.3. Process Change

Fromtime to time, it may be necessary to change the requirenents for
any given stream or the RFC Series in general. This may occur when
the RFC Editor, the 1 AB, the approval body for a given stream of
docunents, or the community deternines that there are issues to be
resolved in general for RFCs or for per-streamrequirenents.

In this nodel, the general approach is that the IAB will work with
the RFC Editor to get community input and it will approve changes by
val i dating appropriate consideration of community requirenents.

4.2.4. Existing Process Docunents

Docurent s descri bing existing requirenents for the streans are
detailed in Section 5. 2.

4.3. Archiving, Indexing, and Accessibility

The activities of archiving, indexing, and maki ng accessible the RFC
Series can be infornmed by specific subject natter expertise in
general docunent series editing. It is also inportant that they are
i nformed by requirenents fromthe whole comunity. As long as the
RFC Series is to remain coherent, there should be uniformarchiving
and i ndexing of RFCs across all streams and a common net hod of
accessing the resulting documents.

4. 3. 1. Definition

In principle, there should be a conmunity consensus docunent
descri bing the archiving, indexing, and accessibility requirenents
for the RFC Series. In practice, we continue with the archive as
built by the capable RFC Editors since the series’ inception

Any specific concrete requirenents for the archive, index, and
accessibility operations are the subject of agreenents between the

| ASA and the RFC Editor (e.g., contracts, statenents of work, service
| evel agreenents, etc).

4.3.2. (QOperational |nplenentation

The RFC Editor is responsible for ensuring that the RFC archive and
i ndex are naintai ned appropriately and that the resulting docunents
are nade avail able to anybody wi shing to access themvia the
Internet. The RFC Editor works with the 1 ASA for regular reporting
and feedback.
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4.3.3. Process Change

Shoul d there be a conmunity nove to propose changes to the
requirenents for the RFC archive and index or accessibility, the | AB
will work with the RFC Editor to get conmunity input and it will
approve changes by validating appropriate consideration of comunity
requirenents.

4.3.4. Existing Process Docunents
There are no applicabl e process docunents.

4.4, Series-Wde Guidelines and Rul es
The RFC Series style and content can be shaped by subject matter
expertise in docunent series editing. They are also informed by
requirenents by the using conmunity. As long as the RFC Series is to
remai n coherent, there should be uniformstyle and content for RFCs
across all streams. This includes, but is not linted to, acceptable
| anguage, use of references, and copyright rules.

4.4.1. Definition
In principle, there should be a conmunity consensus docunent (or set
of docunents) describing the content requirenents for the RFC Seri es.
In practice, sonme do exist, though sone need reviewi ng and nore nay
be needed over tine.

4.4.2. (QOperational |nplenmentation

The RFC Editor is responsible for ensuring that the RFC Series
gui del i nes are upheld within the RFC Seri es.

4.4.3. Process Change
When additions or changes are needed to series-wi de definitions, the
IAB will work with the RFC Editor and stream stakehol ders to get
comunity input and review. The IAB will approve changes by
val i dating appropriate consideration of conmunity requirenents.
4.4.4. Existing Process Docunents
Exi sting series-w de rules and guidelines docunents include:

0 Instructions to RFC Authors (RFC 2223 [ RFC2223], [RFC2223BI S])

o Copyright and intellectual property rules (RFC 3978 [ RFC3978] and
RFC 4748 [ RFC4748])
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5.

5.

5.

o Normative references (RFC 3967 [ RFC3967] and RFC 4897 [ RFC4897])
RFC Streans

Various contributors provide input to the RFC Series. These
contributors cone fromseveral different conmunities, each with its
own defined process for approving docunents that will be published by
the RFC Editor. This is nothing new, however, over time the various
communi ti es and docunent requirenents have grown and separated. In
order to pronote harnmony in discussing the collective set of
requirenents, it is useful to recognize each in their own space --
and they are referred to here as "streans".

Note that by identifying separate streans, there is no intention of

di viding them or undermi ning their nmanagenent as one series. Rather
the opposite is true -- by clarifying the constituent parts, it is
easier to make them work together w thout the friction that sonetines
ari ses when di scussing various requirenents.

The subsections below identify the streans that exist today. There
is no inmediate expectation of new streanms being created and it is
preferabl e that new streans NOT be created. Creation of streans and
all policies surrounding general changes to the RFC Series are

di scussed above in Section 4.

1. RFC Approval Processes

Processes for approval of documents (or requirenents) for each stream
are defined by the cormunity that defines the stream The IAB is
charged with the role of verifying that appropriate conmmunity i nput
has been sought and that the changes are consistent with the RFC
Series nmission and this overall franmework.

The RFC Editor is expected to publish all documents passed to it
after appropriate review and approval in one of the identified
streans.

1.1. | ETF Docunent Stream

The | ETF docunent streamincludes | ETF WG docunents as well as

"indi vidual subm ssions"” sponsored by an IESG area director. Any
docunent bei ng published as part of the | ETF standards process nust
follow this stream-- no other stream can approve Standards-Track or
Best Current Practice (BCP) RFCs.
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Approval of docunents in the | ETF streamis defined by

o the I ETF standards process (RFC 2026 [ RFC2026] and its
successors).

o the IESG process for sponsoring individual subm ssions [ SPONSOR]).

Changes to the approval process for this streamare nade by updating
the | ETF standards process docunents.

5.1. 2. | AB Docunent Stream

The |1 AB defines the processes by which it approves docunents in its
stream Consistent with the above, any docunments that the | AB w shes
to publish as part of the | ETF Standards Track (Standards or BCPs)
are subject to the approval processes referred to in Section 5.1.1.

The revi ew and approval process for docunents in the | AB streamis
described in

o the I AB process for review and approval of its docunments (RFC 4845
[ RFC4845]) .

5.1.3. | RTF Docunent Stream
The IRTF is chartered as an activity of the |AB. Wth the approva
of the 1AB, the |IRTF rmay publish and update a process for publication

of its own, non-I|ETF Standards-Track, docunents.

The revi ew and approval process for docunents in the IRTF streamis
described in

0 |RTF Research Group RFCs [ RTF-DOCS] .

5.1. 4. | ndependent Subm ssion Stream
The RFC Series has always served a broader Internet technica
community than the | ETF. The "I ndependent Subnission" streamis
defined to provide review and (possible) approval of docunments that
are outside the scope of the streans identified above.
Ceneral |y speaki ng, approval of docunents in this streamfalls under

the purview of the RFC Editor, and the RFC Editor seeks input to its
review fromthe | ESG
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The process for review ng and approvi ng docunents in the | ndependent
Submi ssion streamis defined by

0 | ndependent Submi ssions to the RFC Editor (RFC 4846 [ RFC4846]).

0 The IESG and RFC Editor Docunents: Procedures (RFC 3932
[ RFC3932]) .

5.2. RFC Techni cal Publication Requirenments

The Internet engineering and research conmunity has not only grown,
it has becone nore diverse, and sonetines nore denandi ng. The | ETF,
as a standards-devel opi ng organi zati on, has publication requirenments
t hat extend beyond those of an acadenic journal. The | AB does not
have the sane interdependence with | ANA assignnments as the | ETF
stream does. Therefore, there is the need to both codify the
publ i shing requirenents of each stream and endeavor to harnonize
themto the extent that is reasonable.

Therefore, it is expected that the comunity of effort behind each

document streamw ||l outline their technical publication
requirenents

As part of the RFC Editor oversight, the | AB nust agree that the
requirenents are consistent with and i nplenmentable as part of the RFC
Editor activity.

5.2.1. | ETF Docunents

The requirenents for this streamare defined in RFC 4714 [ RFC4714].
5.2.2. | AB Docunents

Al t hough they were devel oped for the | ETF standards process, the | AB
will identify the applicable requirenents in RFC 4714 for its stream

If the | AB elects to define other requirenents, they should deviate
mnimally fromthose (in an effort to keep the collective technica
publication requirenments reasonably nanaged by one technica
publisher).

5.2.3. | RTF Docunents

Al t hough they were devel oped for the | ETF standards process, the |RTF
will identify the applicable requirenents in RFC 4714 for its stream

If the IRTF elects to define other requirenents, they should deviate
mnimally fromthose (in an effort to keep the collective technica
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publication requirenents reasonably nanaged by one technica
publ i sher).

5.2.4. | ndependent Submi ssions

Al t hough they were devel oped for the | ETF standards process, the RFC
Editor will identify the applicable requirenents in RFC 4714 for its
stream

If the RFC Editor elects to define other requirenments, they should
deviate minimally fromthose (in an effort to keep the collective
techni cal publication requirenents reasonably nmanaged by one
techni cal publisher).

6. Security Considerations

The processes for the publication of documents nust prevent the

i ntroduction of unapproved changes. Since the RFC Editor nmintains
the index of publications, sufficient security nust be in place to
prevent these published docunents from bei ng changed by externa
parties. The archive of RFC docunments, any source docunents needed
to recreate the RFC docunents, and any associated origi nal docunents
(such as lists of errata, tools, and, for sone early itens, non-
machi ne readabl e originals) need to be secured against failure of the
storage nedi um and ot her simlar disasters.

7. |1 AB Menbers at the Tine of Approva

Ber nard Aboba
Loa Ander sson
Bri an Carpenter
Leslie Daigle
El wn Davi es
Kevin Fall

ad af Kol kman
Kurtis Lindqvi st
Davi d Meyer
David O an

Eric Rescorla
Dave Thal er

Li xi a Zhang
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Appendi x A, A Retrospective of |IAB Charters and RFC Editor

Wth this docunent, the |AB's role with respect to the RFC Series and
the RFC Editor is being adjusted to work nmore directly with the RFC
Edi tor and provide oversight to ensure the RFC Series m ssion
principles and comunities’ input are addressed appropriately.

Thi s section provides an overview of the role of the AB with respect
to the RFC Editor as it has been presented in | AB Charter RFCs dating
back to 1992. The point of this section is that the |AB' s role has
historically been substantive -- whether it is supposed to be
directly responsible for the RFC Series’ editorial nanagenent (circa
1992, Appendix A. 1), or appointnment of the RFC Editor organization
and approval of general policy (circa 2000, Appendix A. 3).

A l. 1992
[ RFC1358] says:

[ The 1 AB's] responsibilities shall include:
[...]

(2) The editorial managenent and publication of the Request for
Comment s (RFC) docunent series, which constitutes the
archival publication series for Internet Standards and
rel ated contributions by the Internet research and
engi neering comunity.
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A 2. 1994
[ RFC1601] says:
[The 1AB's] responsibilities under this charter include:
(d) RFC Series and | ANA

The 1AB is responsible for editorial nmanagenent and publication of
the Request for Comments (RFC) docunent series, and for
adm nistration of the various Internet assigned nunbers.

which it el aborates as
2.4 RFC Series and Assigned Nunbers

The RFC Series constitutes the archival publication channel for

I nternet Standards and for other contributions by the Internet
research and engi neering comunity. The | AB shall select an RFC
Editor, who shall be responsible for the editorial managenent and
publication of the RFC Series.

A 3. 2000
[ ABCHARTER], which is the nost recent | AB Charter docunent, says:
(d) RFC Series and | ANA

The RFC Editor executes editorial managenent and publication of the

| ETF "Request for Comment" (RFC) docunent series, which is the

per manent document repository of the IETF. The RFC Series
constitutes the archival publication channel for Internet Standards
and for other contributions by the Internet research and engi neering
community. RFCs are available free of charge to anyone via the
Internet. The | AB nmust approve the appointnment of an organization to
act as RFC Editor and the general policy followed by the RFC Editor.
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C The | ETF Trust (2007).

This docunment 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 ORGAN ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR |'S SPONSCORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SCCI 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 LIM TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF
THE | NFORVATI 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.

Intell ectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intellectual Property Rights or other rights that nmight be clained to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunent or the extent to which any |icense under such rights

m ght or might not be available; nor does it represent that it has
made any independent 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 nade to obtain a general |icense or permission for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe | ETF on-line |IPR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr.

The 1ETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that may cover technology that may be required to inpl enent
this standard. Please address the information to the |ETF at
ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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