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i nprovenents. Distribution of this neno is unlimted.

Copyright Notice
Copyright (C The | ETF Trust (2007).
Abstract

The Internet Engineering Task Force (I ETF) and Request for Conments
(RFC) Editor have a long-standing rule that a docunment at a given
maturity |level cannot be published until all of the documents that it
references as normative are at that maturity level or higher. This
rul e has sonetines resulted in very long publication delays for
docunents and sone clains that it was a major obstruction to
advanci ng docunents in maturity level. The |IETF agreed on a way to
bypass this rule with RFC 3967. This docunment describes a sinpler
procedure for downward references to Standards-Track and Best Current
Practice (BCP) docunments, nanely "note and nove on". The procedure
in RFC 3967 still applies for downward references to other classes of
docunents. In both cases, annotations should be added to such

Ref er ences.
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I nt roducti on

The I ETF and RFC Editor have a long-standing rule (see, e.g., RFC
2026, Section 4.2.4 [RFC2026] and the extended di scussion in RFC 3967
[ RFC3967]) that a docunent at a given maturity |evel cannot be
published until all of the docunents to which it nakes a nornative
reference are at that maturity level or higher. This rule has
sonetinmes resulted in very long publication delays for docunents and
some clains that it was a major obstruction to advanci ng docunents in
maturity level. Recognizing the problens that this rule sonetines
caused, RFC 3967 established an exception procedure for nornative
downward references under sone specific circunstances. Perhaps
because of its fairly stringent requirenents, RFC 3967 has not proven
adequate either to clear the backlog of docunments awaiting upgraded
docunents or to prevent additional docunments fromjoining that queue.

Thi s docunent replaces the long-standing rule for downward references
to Standards-Track docunents (including BCPs) that are al ready
published. For nornative references to Standards-Track and BCP
docunments, that rule was to hold the newer, referencing, docunent
until the referenced ones could be brought to the appropriate
maturity level. It is now possible, follow ng procedures described
below, to sinply note the downward normative reference and nove on

Thi s docunent al so updates RFC 3967. Wen downward references froma
source docunent are approved under the procedure specified in that
specification, we reconend that the references in the approved
(source) docunment be annotated in the sanme way as references approved
under this rule.
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2.

3.

Ter m nol ogy

A reference involves tw docunents, the one in which the reference is
enbedded and the docunent referenced. Were needed for clarity,
these docunents are referred to as the "source docunment” and "target
docunent"”, respectively.

The term " Standards-Track docunent”, as used in this specification
is assuned to include BCPs but not Informational or Experinenta
docunents of any variety or origin.

Nor mati ve Reference Rul e

Thi s docunent specifies an alternative to hol di ng source docunents
until all target documents referenced nornmatively are upgraded or by
appl yi ng the procedure of RFC 3967.

1. Source Docunents Not Yet Processed by the | ESG

An author or editor who requires a normative downward reference to a
St andar ds- Track RFC uses the followi ng very sinple procedure:

o The reference text (i.e., in the "Normative References" section of
the source docunent) is witten as usual

0 Anote is included in the reference text that indicates that the
reference is to a target docunent of a lower maturity |evel, that
sonme caution should be used since it may be |l ess stable than the
docunent fromwhich it is being referenced, and, optionally,
expl ai ni ng why the downward reference is appropriate.

The Internet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG may, at its

di scretion, specify the exact text to be used, establish procedures
regarding the text to use, or give guidance on this text. When

est abl i shing procedures, the | ESG shoul d seek appropriate comunity
revi ew.

These annotations are part of the source docunent. |f nenbers of the
community consider either the downward reference or the annotation
text to be inappropriate, those issues can be raised at any tinme
during the docunent life cycle, just as with any other text in the
docunent. There is no separate review of these references.

Wth appropriate conmunity review, the | ESG may establish procedures
for when normative downward references should delay a docunent and
when downwar d references should be noted. Absent specific guidance,
aut hors and reviewers should use their best judgnent. It is assuned
that, in a significant majority of cases, noting a downward reference
is preferable to delaying publication
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At the option of the author, similar notes nmay be attached to non-
normative references.

3.2. Documents Already in the RFC Editor Queue

The 1ESG may, at its discretion, specify a procedure to be applied to
source docunents that are already in the RFC Editor queue, awaiting
target referenced docunents. The | ESG should encourage authors with
docunents in the RFC Editor queue awaiting downward references to

St andards- Track RFCs to eval uate whether this newrule is appropriate
for their docunents. |If authors believe that adding an annotation
and rel easing the docunent is the best way forward, then the | ESG
shoul d ensure that appropriate reviewis conducted and, if that
review agrees with that of the authors’ evaluation, allow the
annotations to be added. The IESG will announce its decision via the
normal Protocol - Action or Docunent-Action mechani sns.

4, Target Docunents Not on the Standards Track

In the case of a normative reference to a docunment not on the
standards track that is approved under the procedures defined in RFC
3967, the annotation described in Section 3.1 or the retrospective
annot ati on described in Section 3.2, SHOULD be added to the reference
unl ess the ESG after consideration of Last Call input, concludes it
i s inappropriate.

5. Target Docunents that Can Be Referenced This Way

The "downward reference by annotation” nodel specified here is
applicable only to published Standards-Track RFCs at |ower maturity
| evel s.

Qovi ously, such downward references are part of the relevant source
docunent at | ETF Last Call and subject to commrents fromthe
communi ty.

Advanci ng docunents, when appropriate, is still considered preferable
to the use of either this procedure or the one specified in RFC 3967.
This specification does not inpose a specific test or requirenent to
determ ne appropriateness. This is partially because it would be

i npossible to do so for the general case, but nore so because the
intention is to pernit the |ESG and the community to bal ance the

i mportance of getting a source docunent published against the tine
and difficulty associated with upgrading a target docunent. That
requi renent is intended to be |less stringent than the one of RFC
3967.
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6. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent specifies an | ETF procedure. It is not believed to
rai se any security issues although, in principle, relaxing the
normati ve downward reference rules for references associated with
security nechani sns coul d nake a specification | ess stable and hence
| ess secure.
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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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