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Reduci ng the Standards Track to Two Maturity Levels
Abst r act

Thi s docunent updates the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF)
St andards Process defined in RFC 2026. Primarily, it reduces the
St andards Process fromthree Standards Track maturity levels to two.

Status of This Meno
This meno docunents an |Internet Best Current Practice.

This docunent is a product of the Internet Engi neering Task Force
(IETF). It represents the consensus of the I ETF comunity. |t has
recei ved public review and has been approved for publication by the
I nternet Engineering Steering Goup (IESG. Further information on
BCPs is available in Section 2 of RFC 5741.

I nformation about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it nmay be obtai ned at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc6410

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2011 I ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunent. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunent. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunent nust
include Sinplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided w thout warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.
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1

I ntroduction

Thi s docunent changes the Internet Standards Process defined in RFC
2026 [1]. |In recent years, the Internet Engi neering Task Force
(IETF) witnessed difficulty advanci ng docunments through the maturity
| evel s: Proposed Standard, Draft Standard, and finally Standard.
These changes are designed to sinplify the Standards Process and
reduce i npedi nents to standards progression while preserving the nost
i mportant benefits of the | ETF engi neering approach. In addition
the requirenent for annual review of Standards Track docunents that
have not reached the top of the maturity |adder is renmoved fromthe

I nternet Standards Process.

Over the years, there have been many proposals for refining the

I nternet Standards Process to reduce inpedinments to standards
progression. During May 2010, the Internet Engineering Steering

G oup (I ESG discussed many of these proposals. Then, a plenary

di scussion at IETF 78 in July 2010 denonstrated significant support
for transition froma three-tier nmaturity |adder to one with two
tiers.

In the Internet Standards Process, experience with a Proposed
Standard is expected to notivate revisions that clarify, nodify,
enhance, or renove features. However, in recent years, the vast
majority of Standards Track docunents are published as Proposed

St andards and never advance to a higher maturity level. Very few
speci ficati ons have advanced on the maturity |l adder in the Iast
decade. Changing the Internet Standards Process fromthree maturity
levels to two is intended to create an environnent where | essons from
i npl enent ati on and depl oynent experience are used to inprove

speci fications.

The primary aspect of this change is to revise the requirenents for
advancenent beyond Proposed Standard. RFC 2026 [1] requires a report
that docunments interoperability between at |east two inplenentations
fromdifferent code bases as an interimstep ("Draft Standard")
before a specification can be advanced further to the third and fina
maturity level ("Standard") based on w despread depl oynent and use.
In contrast, this docunment requires measuring interoperability

t hrough wi despread depl oynment of multiple inplenentations from

di fferent code bases, thus condensing the two separate netrics into
one.

The result of this change is expected to be maturity-I|eve
advancenent based on achi eving wi despread depl oynent of quality
specifications. Additionally, the change will result in the

i ncorporation of |essons frominplenmentation and depl oynent
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experience, and recognition that protocols are inproved by renoving
conpl exity associated with unused features.

In RFC 2026 [1], w despread deploynent is essentially the netric used
for advancenent fromDraft Standard to Standard. The use of this
sanme netric for advancenent beyond Proposed Standard neans that there
is no longer a useful distinction between the top two tiers of the
maturity ladder. Thus, the maturity ladder is reduced to two tiers.

In addition, RFC 2026 [1] requires annual review of specifications
that have not achieved the top maturity level. This reviewis no
| onger required.

2. Two Maturity Levels

Thi s docunent replaces the three-tier maturity | adder defined in RFC
2026 [1] with a two-tier maturity |ladder. Specifications becone
Internet Standards through a set of two maturity |levels known as the
"Standards Track". These maturity |levels are "Proposed Standard" and
"I nternet Standard"

A specification my be, and indeed, is likely to be, revised as it
advances from Proposed Standard to Internet Standard. When a revised
specification is proposed for advancenent to Internet Standard, the

| ESG shal | deternine the scope and significance of the changes to the
specification, and, if necessary and appropriate, nodify the
reconmended action. Mnor revisions and the renoval of unused
features are expected, but a significant revision may require that
the specification accunul ate nore experience at Proposed Standard

bef ore progressing.

2.1. The First Maturity Level: Proposed Standard
The stated requirenments for Proposed Standard are not changed; they
remain exactly as specified in RFC 2026 [1]. No new requirenments are
i ntroduced; no existing published requirenents are rel axed.

2.2. The Second Maturity Level: Internet Standard
This maturity level is a nmerger of Draft Standard and Standard as

specified in RFC 2026 [1]. The chosen name avoi ds confusi on between
"Draft Standard" and "Internet-Draft”.
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The characterization of an Internet Standard renmmi ns as described in
RFC 2026 [1], which says

An Internet Standard is characterized by a high degree of
technical maturity and by a generally held belief that the
specified protocol or service provides significant benefit to the
I nternet community.

The ESG in an | ETF-wi de Last Call of at |east four weeks, confirnmns
that a docunent advances from Proposed Standard to |Internet Standard.
The request for reclassification is sent to the 1ESG along with an
expl anation of how the criteria have been net. The criteria are:

(1) There are at |least two i ndependent interoperating inplenentations
wi th wi despread depl oynent and successful operational experience.

(2) There are no errata against the specification that would cause a
new i npl ementation to fail to interoperate with depl oyed ones.

(3) There are no unused features in the specification that greatly
i ncrease inplenmentation conplexity.

(4) If the technology required to inplenment the specification
requires patented or otherw se controlled technol ogy, then the
set of inplenentations nust denobnstrate at | east two i ndependent,
separate and successful uses of the |icensing process.

After review and consideration of significant errata, the 1ESG wil |
performan | ETF-wi de Last Call of at |east four weeks on the
requested reclassification. |If there is consensus for
reclassification, the RFC will be reclassified w thout publication of
a new RFC.

As stated in RFC 2026 [1], in a tinmely fashion after the expiration
of the Last Call period, the I ESG shall nake its final determ nation
and notify the IETF of its decision via electronic nail to the | ETF
Announce nailing list. No changes are made to Section 6.1.2 of RFC
2026 [1].

2.3. Transition to a Standards Track with Two Maturity Levels

Any protocol or service that is currently at the Proposed Standard
maturity level remains so

Any protocol or service that is currently at the Standard maturity
| evel shall be imrediately reclassified as an Internet Standard.
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Any protocol or service that is currently at the abandoned Draft
Standard maturity level will retain that classification, absent
explicit actions. Two possible actions are avail abl e:

(1) A Draft Standard may be reclassified as an Internet Standard as
soon as the criteria in Section 2.2 are satisfied.

(2) At any time after two years fromthe approval of this document as
a BCP, the | ESG may choose to reclassify any Draft Standard
docunent as Proposed Standard.

3. Renoved Requirenents
3.1. Renoval of Requirenment for Annual Review

In practice, the annual review of Proposed Standard and Draft
Standard docunents after two years (called for in RFC 2026 [1]) has
not taken place. Lack of this review has not reveal ed any il
effects on the Internet Standards Process. As a result, the
requirenent for this reviewis dropped. No review cycle is inposed
on Standards Track documents at any maturity |evel

3.2. Requirenment for Interoperability Testing Reporting

Testing for interoperability is a long tradition in the devel opnent
of Internet protocols and remains inportant for reliabl e depl oynent
of services. The | ETF Standards Process no |longer requires a forma
interoperability report, recognizing that deploynment and use is
sufficient to show interoperability.

Al t hough no | onger required by the | ETF Standards Processes, RFC 5657
[2] can be hel pful to conduct interoperability testing.

4. Security Considerations
This docunent does not directly affect the security of the Internet.
5.  Acknow edgenents

A two-tier Standards Track has been proposed nmany tinmes. Spencer
Dawki ns, Charlie Perkins, and Dave Crocker nmade a proposal in 2003.
Addi tional proposals were nmade by Scott Bradner in 2004, Brian
Carpenter in June 2005, and Ran Atkinson in 2006. This docunent
takes ideas from many of these prior proposals; it also incorporates
i deas fromthe | ESG di scussion in May 2010, the | ETF 78 plenary

di scussion in July 2010, and yet another proposal subnmitted by
Spencer Dawkins, Dave Crocker, Eric Burger, and Peter Saint-Andre in
Novenber 2010.
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