Referencing IETF documents

(Updated by IETF August 2009)

The published, stable documents of the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) are referred to as RFCs (Requests For Comment). The information that should be included in the ITU-T member contribution, following the format in Appendix I, includes items 1-10 below:

1
A clear description of the RFC (title, number,  date).

2
Status of approval within the IETF (see also 5/6).

3
Justification for the specific reference to the RFC. 

4
Current information, if any, about IPR issues (some information may be available in the IETF IPR archives at http://www.ietf.org/ipr.html).

5/6
Identify that the RFC belongs to the IETF RFC stream. Identify the maturity the RFC if it is a standards track document. Identify the level of IETF consensus if the RFC is an Informational RFC, i.e.:

i)
For a Standards Track document, whether it is:

•
Best Current Practice

(defines procedures and operational issues; considered the recommended way to perform a certain function; not required to describe actual current practice).

•
Proposed Standard

(generally stable and well-understood; real implementation desirable but not necessary; no known technical flaws; considered immature; may be changed if problems are found or better solutions are identified; deploying implementation of such standards into a disruption-sensitive environment is not recommended).

•
Draft Standard

(at least two independent, interoperable implementations and sufficient successful operational experience exist; if IPR issues are known, then independent implementations must be based on at least two separate exercises of the licensing process; considered mature and final form of specification).

•
Internet Standard


(significant implementation and successful operational experience has been obtained).

ii)
For an Informational RFC, whether it has:

•
IETF consensus meaning that the document has been reviewed by the IETF and the Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG) and has received consensus for publication.

•
No IETF consensus meaning that the document has not received full IETF review and has does not have IETF consensus for publication as an RFC.
iii)
Whether it is an Experimental or Historic RFC. Note that clause 10 recommends against making references to Experimental or Historic RFCs.
7
Relationship of the RFC with other existing or emerging documents.

8
When an IETF RFC is normatively referenced in an ITU‑T Recommendation, all explicit normative references within the referenced document should also be listed.

9
Qualification of ISOC/IETF:

9.1-9.6
Decisions of ITU Council to admit ISOC to participate in the work of the Sector (June 1995 and June 1996).

9.7
The Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG) is responsible for ongoing maintenance of the IETF RFCs when the need arises. Comments on IETF RFCs and corresponding changes are accommodated through the existing IETF standardization process.

9.8
Each revision of a given RFC has a different RFC number, so no confusion is possible. All RFCs always remain available on-line. An index of IETF RFCs and their status may be found in the RFC Editor's archives at http://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc.html.
10
Other: If a study group decides to make the reference to an IETF RFC, the reference should always be made by RFC number (and not by other designations such as STD, BCP, etc.). References should not be made to documents referred to as "Internet Drafts" or to IETF RFCs categorized as Historic or Experimental. Normative references must only be made to IETF RFCs that are Standards Track or to Informational RFCs that have IETF consensus.
______________

