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Goals oftﬁis ‘Pre sentatio n

* How to Bringworﬁw the YET'F

. Wﬁatﬁimfofworﬁ to Bn’ng to the ¥ETF

* W hat is tﬁeforma[j)rocess?

o W hatis the “real’” ori@[c)rmaf]orocess?

* How do 1maximize my chances at success?
+ Pitfalls to avoid.

°%w:ﬁrstﬁmeﬁrtﬁispresenmﬁon, ﬁego me cover
e actual concerns wu have-



Overview

* JPTF Culture

o YETFDeliverables

. Clﬁocumem“tjoes

* Avenues within the 1ET'F
* BOF and WGs



Unde rstanc[ingjf‘f F Culture-

o ¥ETF culture is “c@ﬁ(erem” than other SDO's

Srrerg’rﬁ:

. Oﬁ?n [eads to Eetlerergimering so lutions

* Focusison Eestengineering solution.

* Tngineering trumps po [itics
Drawback:

. Q—lbrcferﬁroutswfers to understand_

. @ﬁcu&ﬁrouﬁfofers to navigate

* Less }Weaﬁ’cmﬁﬁz interms o f how an eﬁ'brtwiff ]o[ayour’
ﬂ@yyﬂmﬁoﬁz: be clear on wﬁat}oroﬁfem needs sofw’rg\



‘Une rstamfing YET'F Culture (cont.)

o ¥PTF“consensus” re a@ means:

Community believes that a solution ac{éclmfysofves the-
poblem at hand.

e Note: can’t answer that without understanding the-
g
o blem.

. %ny “Joro blematical” Last Call discussions center
around the po int”

“solution doesn’t address the re a[]oro blem”
“solution doesn’t solve ame omirgﬁl[ pro blem”



IETFis a Q\/leriwcmcl

* Some voices more impommttﬁan others
e Don’t corﬁse this with “more po [itical”
Valid e ngineering argume nts trump eve Wtﬁi%
e W hen senio%)goeriemea[voices raise issues, do not”
brush oﬁ(orfgnore CONcermn

%tgooafenougﬁ to say “tﬁeyarejustomyerson”

%tgooafenougﬁ to say “] resyonc{éc[w that concern”
(ie., do others agree?)

Need to umﬁerstamfwﬁetﬁero@’ecwrs gpeaﬁﬁ)rotﬁers
(. g a “silent majo my’)



’lmjoo rtance ofSo cialization.

. Clgotl'om [ine: one MUST obtain consensus

"Means: otﬁer]aeopfe say “this work s Ofl(amfsﬁoufa[go
frward.

° %ea[w erga(ge ﬁey}oersons

%tenougﬁ to fustpostto a [ist (silence is rare (yvieweofas
agreeme nt/acce Jotame)

Talk to WG C hairs, ADs, TAB &IESG members, former'
Tembers, etc. Getthem to say

. Wes, JSLgoporttﬁis”, or
* “Here is wﬁaryou still need to do”
ADs and WG Chairs have keyvoice



W here is the Interme t-@royct?

* Acommon re fmin is “wWhere is your c[mﬁ? ?
Ds /arovio{e sufficient detail/motivation so that a_
Jre iminary evaluation can be made~

%iﬁrg ﬁstyosts are too short, @n’tymvﬁe SLﬁ’ciem’
detail, and are noteasi@reﬁzremeaﬂ

Provide back ouna[/contzxtforagenemZf'eaaﬂer(rwtjusr’
one alre ac[y Jg:nifiar with the genem[ areq)

» However, can also be a brush oﬁw make wu “go

away’
"Necessary but not sufficient”



ﬂi@ﬁ’sﬁc Time Lines

. \/ery hard to make tﬁiﬂgs ﬁ@t)}oen “fast”

« W hile wumay be able to do tﬁirgs oluicﬁfy, wucan't’
ke others work cluicﬁfl_
Benpne is Eusy egoecia[@ “ﬁeyjoeo])[e”
Q\Gecfw}ofom sﬁ’cientﬁmeﬁ)rotﬁers to review/Lomment.

TFormal re quirements (like ¥ES G appro val) may o [ve-
Last Calls orotﬁerﬁmafstzys cannot be rushed.

Build vealistic time [ine Ey WO rﬁing backwards from goaﬂ



Wﬁatﬂ(imfof’\/\/orﬁ Does TETFDo?

(RFC 3935)

* The mission oftﬁe YETFis w]aroc{uce ﬁigﬁ cluafﬁy,
2levant technical and ergineering documents that”
irﬂueme the way Joeo]o[e cfesign, use, and manage-
e Mtermet in such away as to make the Mternet’
Work better.

* These documents include protvco[ standards, best
current practices, and i@%maﬁ’ona[ documents o f
Various kinds.



Standard’s Track Do cuments

. ﬁ@ommemfeo[wayw solve apam’cu[mfjoroﬁfem
. Stmng re cluire ment o f acﬁieving inwro]oe mﬁiﬁ’%

. Satisﬁes Qf‘ﬁlfrecluirements (e.(q., w.r.t., congesu’om
control, security, etc.)

* ‘From ‘RFC 2026:

“A CPm]oose d Standard should have no known technicall

omissions with re spect to the re cluire ments ]oface d upom
it b))



’.hyCo rmatio nal Do cuments

. Clgacﬁgroum{, architecture, ﬁamewo 1ks, etc.

. Otﬁerj)mwco [ documents that’

"Maynot be the “recommended” way_

"May be proprie tary

%y have issues (but better to document, than igno re)
Document an existirg, de Jaﬁ) e d appro ach

Document a starting point ﬁ) v a Standards Track solution
Tor the historical record.



O ther Do cuments

o Best Current Practices (BCPs)

Opemﬂbm[recommemfaﬁons (as oyyosec[w]orowco[;
Ecommendations)

Po (icyc[ocume nts (e. G YFT'F ‘processe 5)

. ngerimenm[ ‘Do cuments
Protocols (Butyerﬁcyos not fu@ “baked” orreao{y ﬁn’use)

A true e)goeriment, in which intention is to learn



Tyoes ofCR‘PCS

o Standards Track, ?nﬁrmaﬂom[, etc.

o FETF Documents:

Standards ’fmcﬁ, ‘BCP, pro duced ByW(j, etc.
Sﬁejoﬁe rded Ey an ‘Area Director
Have had TPTFreview and there is some cfegree of‘]fEU'}F

consensus on tﬁe WO?’Q

Has an ¥ETF “Efessirg”, tﬁougﬁ mayﬁe on@weaﬁ



ﬁzC Fditor Inde pe ndent Submissions

* Not E[essecfﬁy YPT'F Mclude an YETF “disclaimer”
(see RFC 3932):

“The ¥ETF disclaims any knowle c@e 0 f the ﬁmess 0 f this
ﬁ@:ﬁ)raﬂyyu 0se am[in]oam’cufarmw.s that the-

decision wjouﬁ ish is not based on IETTTeviewﬁrsucﬁ,

ftﬁngs as se cu’rity conge stion control, orin@vjoroyrm
interaction with c{eyﬁ) W d protoco [s.”

* 1ESG reviewesfor corﬁ’ctwitﬁ ¥ETFwork onfl
TESG cansay “this needs to be an ¥ETFdocument”



Ts QETT%’gﬁt?[aceﬁrWorﬁ?

e Does WETF have the competence wjoroafuce goocﬂ
Zsult?

Core competency s ‘fmnsportana[ below.
Less soin ﬂjojoficanb ns
Se cun’ty cuts across all levels

* Are otﬁerexistirg SDO s/Lonsortia Eetl:erjoosiubmaﬂ
jgrtﬁe work?

. %ta[ways aclear answer
éﬂnswermay c[ejae nd on individual AD’s expe rtise
o Pxtension of an existing TPTF techno lo aw?



W here I ¥ETFto Do Work

. @vlost@ outside o f YFT'E Eutpuﬁfisﬁ within ¥ETF

Can result in ‘lnfo rmational or Standards Track

YETF simplyverifies final result is acceptable, but not”
nvolved £ ay[o iygﬁt%ejivo 1k. i’

* M conjunction with existing WGs
%tforma[fyawg activitity but WGs ﬁeptaware and_

given opportunity to review and comment”
. j}%rma[@]oartofan existing WG
* Anew Worﬁing Group,

This is the hardest and mostwork!



Swys to Success

° Clﬁeve[o}ojoroﬁﬁem Statement”
. ﬂcfent@tﬁe ﬁeyworﬁ deliverables
« Demonstrate critical mass o f SLgojaorr’

o Find the i ﬁtvenuefortﬁe work (demonstrate that”
YETFis that venue!)

° f)e monstrate community consensus that ¥ETF

should do tﬁej)mjoose work
° (jetforma[agreementﬁom TESG, etc.



The CKey Swy: Problem Statement

e Be clear whatis “broken” that needs ﬁxing?

W ﬁatactuafjom B[ém afoes cuswme%m[user ﬁave7

W ﬁy are exisn’rg solutions made clua;w?
Is anotﬁerymtvcof(orextension) rea[fymecfeo[?
Cﬁon’tconfuse “solution” with “problem statement”

* W hat documents are needed?
How many what type?

* 80% oftﬁe o@ﬁﬁ’cuﬁy in engaging the YETF
Lack o f cfcm’ty/conse nsus above-



@ecwng How Bestto do the Work

* Within an existingWG? (start here!)

* Outside offomafwg?

%ynot be SLﬁcientinwrestw take on forma[fl
This can be ajoeg%ct[yOﬂCwayw do work!
* Need to create aspecific new WG

“Mostwork (Eotﬁﬁma@anafi@%rma[@)



e nt@ing an Appropriate W G

'My be obvious, gfworﬁ is an oﬁfsﬁootofexisti%
YETFwork

* Consultthe online WG charters
“Not a[ways current 0 100% accurate

Clnfo rmal discussions with chairs o ﬁzn he goﬁAL
s Area lists (e G int-areaq, saag, etc.)

(jooa[yface to ask “where should 1do this?” or “s ampne-
else iterested in this topic?”



R ringing W o rk to an Fxisting W@

* Coordinate with chairs

W(j may have syecia[ rules govemirg new s
%y not be acceptirg any new work items

* Consult WG charter
‘yf questions, ask the chairs and/or W G
° QSO not assume tﬁatjwt BQCCLMSQ yOLL ﬁCN@J?OSWO[w

e [ist, that the W G acma@swo]oom yowfjoroposaﬂ



W hen To Bm’ng into 1ET°F

¢ Oﬁzn EeflETIDJ%Sﬁ out some WOYQ Eefore coming to
tle ¥ET'F

To have some tﬁiﬂg concrete to ﬁ) cus discussion,

ﬁutafcm%eagoectm%ersmmp ofa com]o[ew Jaroposaﬂ
 ¥PR Considerations

" Must accejattﬁe YPRryules from the start’
o YETFwill have ﬁdf cﬁomge controls



Tyoes ofCBOT

* Oneshot,no WG intended.
‘lnﬁmaﬂbn on(y goresenton some time [ywjoic)
* One-shot, WG not“eagoecwcft“mmec[iaw[l~

Work needed, umfearwﬁere/ﬁow to do it, want”
Co mmunﬁy discussion on best }oatﬁ fo rward.

BOF Jorow’cfes more visiﬁifity than prese ntation in exisd%
WG orarea meeting

* Clear desire wform WG

‘Focused on aﬁzmonstma’rg CONSENSUS wﬁ)rm anew W@
(clear charter, pro blem statement, etc.)



j—“orma[SreJosﬁrW(j Creatiomn.

* 1E5G cgajorovespmyosecfwg charter

Cﬂaﬂzrpost‘ecftv Mfﬁstﬁrcomme nt”
TAB Jorovic{és “advice” on propose d work
TESG approves cﬁm’rg telechat
an AD sponso %ﬁamyion re cluirecﬂ

* Note: BOFis nota requirement!

I practice, BOFS usua[fy]orececfe W(jformaﬁom

BOR are atool to demonstrate communﬁyswojoort ﬁ)r
cﬁaﬂz%jﬁm”
BOF are ameans to an end, not the em[itseﬁa



Step 1: Forminga W g

* The real work starts fong Eefore the BOF
* Form “c{émgn team” to deve [opjoro blem statement,
wfent@ work items
Within existingW@G?
W ithin an area, but in between mu[ﬁjo[é WGs?
‘gfno existing W@, 1s eﬁ%rbﬁig enougﬁﬁ)rnew wWGg?
Produce Interne t-@rog(rs
* ‘Focus onjoroﬁfem statement”

e Solutions (in rou(gﬁ outﬁmﬁrm) ﬁeﬁoﬁl[, but can oﬁ?n be a_

distraction.



Sre]a 2: Socialize ?myoseo[Worﬁ

o Determine what Areas and W Gs work relates to
* Queryappropriate mai[i’ng [ists
* Talk to ADs

Important to talk ear[y and oﬁ*en (aﬁoutscoye, related.
Work, etc.)

At same time, don't burden AD with too much work

* Talk to WG chairs, otﬁercuwentorﬁwner leaders
(¥ESG, 1AB, etc.)

WG chairs of velated work can }omw’cfe guic[cmce-)
Fraage veovle with ¥FPTFexpe rience-



Step 3: Go Public g%rma[@)

* Create a puﬁﬁ’c maifing [ist”
. Semfout]ouﬁﬁ’c “ca[fﬁrjoam’cyoan’on”
Area lists, related WG [ists, YETF [ist etc.

Ttent is to invite those who have interest”
Add entryto BOFW IKI



Srejo 4: Real Public Discussion.

* Discussion on }ouﬁ [ic mai[irg [ist”
Problem statement, propose d work items, etc.
* Show critical mass ofngoyortfor eﬁforr’
Need SLﬁ’cie ntjouﬁfic support’
Need to jTusﬁ out “this is a bad idea” ear[%

e Need to give others achance to participate and_
7@551’6@ write their own Interne t-@rcﬁsp

. festwfocus on iofent@ing agreement, and where-
tere is lack ofagreemenr’



Swy 5: Formal BOFRe cluest’

. Suﬁmitforma[ request, per

(ﬁ@uﬁ’es ﬁmna[ age nda to be cyoproved)
* AD MUST approve request”

AD should (Eynow) have irg%rmaﬂbn to resyomﬂ

O mittirg steps 14 [ike [y to mean answer o f “no”


http://www.ietf.org/instructions/MTG-SLOTS.html
http://www.ietf.org/ietf/1bof-procedures.txt

Srejo 6: ﬂ’rejaaring forrﬁe ‘BOF

* TUse maifing [ist to reﬁm are as of agreement&
cﬁ’sagreeme nt”

. ﬁ@gesrreagon ‘BO ’Bfaif: lack ofconsensus
Smart to address issues before tle BOF

W here there is no conse nsus, prepare-neutral summary_
0 f issues

f‘;lnncyoaw the cluesn’ons that will be raised; address thenw
head on_



Srejo 7: Finalize Tm}oosea[ Charter

* Produce revised charter
Address (wWhere po ssible) all o utstandi’rg issues

417 Wurown mterest not to have Joeoyfe vaise issues that”
could have been acfcfressecf}oriorw ‘BOF

. ﬂ@quesn’onfor ‘BOE
Ts there support to ﬁmn aW G “with this exact charter”?
Qgresumaﬁfy wu want the answer to be s



Step &: desﬂbnsforrﬁe ‘BOF

. Oﬁzn, a number ofcluestions will be asked.
e.g., 1 there SMJOJOOYL'U)ﬁ?Tm awg@g?

. Worcfing is critical
Good to work out questions in advance-

Good to have questions vetlw[ﬁyotﬁers in advance-
Cﬁossiﬁfy even on the mai[’ing [ist!

* Golden rule: a\/ow[su?jon’ses c[urirg ‘BOF



51?]9 [e) YETFWeek

* Ormganize a meeting with all presenters
anotﬁirg else, have them meeteach other!

. @"’tﬁere are oﬁ’sagreements, attempt to wotk them out”
CﬁOﬂ% WOT@ EQWTWQQH ﬁeyjo[aye s are in SyHC

* Go overpresentations

Fnsure tﬁeyare relevant to the ﬁeygoa[s ofBO’F



St?}a 10: Attend ¥ETF Tutorials

e Consider atl?,m[irg Sumfay tutorial_

Work ing Group C hair training_
WG Leaders ﬁyo training_



St?}a 11: The CBO’J-’its.fzgD

* Keep eve on the “eigﬁtﬁa[f’
Keep c[i’scussionsﬁcusec[ontﬁe goa[s ofBOﬂf
Cuto ﬁ discussions that are ratho [ing\
’J'ﬁisgoes cﬁmﬁfyﬁ)ryresemaﬂbm (e.g., solutions)
* Assume mcmy n tﬁe room ﬁave TIOTJ%[E)WQC[WOTQ
on mai[ing [ist”
CﬁQn’ewtﬁe ﬁisw%
CﬁQn’ewtﬁe areas ofagreemenr’

ézlnncyoaw the [iﬁe(ycluesﬁons, and cover them in_
Jrese ntatio ns



ﬂi@ﬁ’su’c Time Line

. Smm’ng with an ¥ET'F meeu’ng, and wo rﬁi%
backwards:

Consult Secretariat “Qm]oo rtant mee ting dates”

TESG imposes BO Fdeadline some 6week Eeﬁre meeting_
Public maifing [ist discussion: 1-2 months

@rfy socialization: 1-2 months

Time is now to be worﬁirg toward BOF at next meeting!



Common %gcafﬁ

. Waitirg too fong wgetsmmi,
* Too much time .fpenttafﬁing about so lutions

Solutions come cy%rtﬁe WG isformecﬂ
Too detailed and maghets formrﬁofe discussions

. r’}lsﬁiﬂg the wrong cluesu’on cﬁm’ng a‘BOF

r)/ou maynotgettﬁe answe ryou want”

Goal o f questions is to ﬁ@ﬁﬁ’gﬁt unde rstandi’rg and_
agreement”

« P orfy advertised i advance-



Common %gcaﬂ.% (cont.)

* Giving BOFtime for “wrong” presentations
Pre sentations need to be re levant; don’t auwmcm’ca[@ give-)

agenu[a time to allwho ask

e Poortime manage ment”
‘J([waing presentors to go over their time [imits
‘lnnﬁ’cie nt time ﬁn’tﬁe critical presentations
‘lnnﬁ’cie nt time ﬁ,,/ discussion about “next steps”



‘ﬁgﬁeremes

« BOFWIKI

* “Considerations for G—[aving a Successﬁif ‘BOF’
O[nyft-mrre n-succe SSﬁA[-E 0 f-Ol It
. ﬁ@ 2026: “The Mternet Standards Process -
Cfi@/ision 37
° ﬁ@? 2418: “QfTTWorﬁing Group Guidelies and_
Procedures


http://www1.tools.ietf.org/bof/trac/wiki

TFeedback on Session?

e The DU Team is re.yoonsiﬁ(éﬁrﬂf’ﬁlfeo{ucaﬁomﬂ
Jrograms [ike this one-

Mtended to im}omve the eﬁ%cﬁveness ofﬂiE*fﬂ-“&eaafers and_
jmm’cgoants

o FDUTeam is ﬁofcz? an open meeting on ‘Momfay,
1300-1500 in Sjoin er
e Come and voice yow’oyinions about”

This session &other current sessions

f?\éecfsﬁrea[ucaﬁon within the ¥ETF

W hat the DU Team should do in tﬁeﬁtt’ure—’
Vo lunteer to help!



Q uestions?



