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Abst r act

Several review teans ensure specific types of review are perfornmed on
Internet-Drafts as they progress towards becom ng RFCs. The tools
used by these teans to assign and track reviews woul d benefit from
tighter integration to the Datatracker. This docunent discusses
requirenents for inproving those tools wthout disrupting current
work fl ows.

Status of This Menp

Thi s docunent is not an Internet Standards Track specification; it is
published for informational purposes.

Thi s docunent is a product of the Internet Engineering Task Force
(IETF). It represents the consensus of the |IETF comunity. It has
recei ved public review and has been approved for publication by the
Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG. Not all docunents
approved by the IESG are a candidate for any |evel of Internet

St andard; see Section 2 of RFC 5741.

I nformati on about the current status of this document, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it may be obtained at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7735

Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2016 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the I ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunment. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunment. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunment nust
include Sinplified BSD Li cense text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.

Spar ks & Kivinen | nf or mati onal [ Page 1]



RFC 7735 Revi ew Tracki ng January 2016

Tabl e of Contents

1. Introduction . . 2
2. Overview of CUrrent Vbrkfloms . 3
3. Requirenents . . 5
3.1 Secretari at Focused . . 5
3.2 Revi ew Team Secretary Focused . 5
3.3. Reviewer Focused . . . C e e e e 8
3.4 Revi ew Requester and Cbnsuner Focused . K¢
3.5 Statistics Focused e e e e 11
4. Security Considerations . 12
12

5. Informative References . . .
Appendi x A. A Starting Point for q ango Nbdels Supportlng the
Revi ew Tool . . . .. 14
Appendi x B. Suggest ed Features Deferred for Future Vbrk . . . . 15
Acknowl edgenents . . . . ¢
Authors’ Addresses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. .. 16
1. Introduction

As Internet-Drafts are processed, reviews are requested from severa
review teans. For exanple, the General Area Revi ew Team ( Gen- ART)
and the Security Directorate (SecDir) performreviews of docunents
that are in | ETF Last Call. Gen-ART always perforns a foll ow up
revi ew when the docunent is scheduled for an | ESG Tel echat. SecDir
usual ly perfornms a followup review, but the SecDir secretary nay
choose not to request that followup if any issues identified at Last
Call are addressed and there are otherw se no nmajor changes to the
docunent. These teans also performearlier reviews of docunents on
demand. There are several other teans that performsinilar services,
often focusing on specific areas of expertise.

The secretaries of these teanms manage a pool of vol unteer reviewers.
Docurments are assigned to reviewers, taking various factors into
account. For instance, a reviewer will not be assigned a docunent
for which he is an author or shepherd. Reviewers are given a
deadl i ne, usually driven by the end of Last Call or an | ESG Tel echat
date. The reviewer sends each conpleted reviewto the teanis nmailing
list and to any other lists that are relevant for the document being
reviewed. Oten, a thread ensues on one or nore of those lists to
resol ve any issues found in the review

The secretaries and reviewers from several teans are using a too
devel oped and mai ntai ned by Tero Kivinen. Mich of its design
predates the nodern Datatracker. The application currently keeps its
own data store and | earns about documents needing revi ew by

i nspecting Datatracker and tools.ietf.org pages. Most of those pages
are easy to parse, but the Last Call pages, in particular, require
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sone effort. Tighter integration with the Datatracker would sinplify
the logic used to identify docunents that are ready for review, mnake
it simpler for the Datatracker to associate reviews wi th docunents,
and allow users to reuse their Datatracker credentials. 1t would

al so make it easier to detect other potential reviewtriggering
events, such as a docunent entering Working Group (W5 Last Call or
when an RFC s standard |l evel is being changed w thout revising the
RFC. Tero currently believes this integration is best achieved by a
new i npl ementation of the tool. This docunent captures requirenents
for that reinplenentation, with a focus on the workflows that the new
i mpl enent ati on nust take care not to disrupt. It also discusses new
features, including changes suggested for the existing tool at its

i ssue tracker [art-trac].

For nore informati on about the various review teans, see the
foll owi ng references.

YANG Doct or s

o e m e e e e e e e e oo oo T +
| General Area Review Team | [ Gen-ART] [RFC6385] |
| Security Directorate | [SecDir] |
| Applications Area Directorate | [AppsDir] |
| Operations Area Directorate | [OPS-dir] |
| Routing Area Directorate | [RTGdir] |
| MB Doctors | [M Bdoctors] |
| | |

[ YANCGdoct or s]

2. Overview of Current Workfl ows

This section gives a high-level overview of how the review team
secretaries and reviewers use the existing tool. It is not intended
to be conprehensive docunentati on of how review teans operate.

Pl ease see the references for those details.

For many teanms, the teanis secretary periodically (typically once a
week) checks the tool for docunents it has identified as ready for
review. The tool conpiles a list fromLast Call announcenents and

| ESG Tel echat agendas. The secretary creates a set of assignnents
fromthis list and enters theminto the revi ewer pool, choosing the
reviewers in roughly a round-robin order. That order can be
perturbed by several factors. Reviewers have different |evels of
availability. Sonme are willing to review nmultiple docunents a nonth.
QO hers nay only be willing to review a docunent every other nonth.
The assi gnnent process takes exceptional conditions such as reviewer
vacations into account. Furthernore, secretaries are careful not to
assign a docunment to a reviewer that is an author, shepherd,
responsi bl e WG chair, or has sone other already existing association
with the docunent. The preference is to get a reviewer with a fresh

Sparks & Kivinen I nf or mati onal [ Page 3]



RFC 7735 Revi ew Tracki ng January 2016

perspective. The secretary may di scover reasons to change

assi gnments while going through the Iist of docunents. In order to
not cause a reviewer to nake a false start on a review, the
secretaries conplete the full list of assignments before sending

notifications to anyone. This assignment process can take severa
mnutes and it is possible for new Last Calls to be issued while the
secretary i s making assignments. The secretary typically checks to
see if new docunments are ready for review just before issuing the
assi gnments and updates the assignnments if necessary.

Sone teams operate in nore of a review on-demand nodel. The Routing
Area Directorate (RTGdir), for exanple, primarily initiates reviews
at the request of a Routing AD. They nay al so start an early review
at the request of a Ws chair. 1In either case, the reviewers are
chosen nmanually fromthe pool of available reviewers driven by
context rather than using a round-robin ordering.

The issued assignnents are either sent to the review teanis enai

list or are enniled directly to the assigned reviewer. The
assignments are reflected in the tool. For those teans handling
different types of reviews (Last Call vs. Telechat, for exanple), the
secretary typically processes the docunents for each type of review
separately, and potentially with different assignment criteria. In
Gen- ART, for exanple, the Last Call reviewer for a docunment wll

al nost al ways get the foll owup Tel echat review assi gnnent.

Simlarly, SecDir assigns any re-reviews of a docunent to the sane
reviewer. Oher teams may choose to assign a different reviewer.

Revi ewers di scover their assignnents through email or by |ooking at
their queue in the tool. The secretaries for sone teans (such as the
OPS-dir and RTGdir) insulate their team nenbers fromusing the too
directly. These reviewers only work through the review teanis enai
[ist or through direct emnil. On teams that have the reviewers use
the tool directly, npst reviewers only check the tool when they see
they have an assignnent via the teams email list. A reviewer has
the opportunity to reject the assignment for any reason. Wile the
tool provides a way to reject assignments, reviewers typically use
email to coordinate rejections with the teamsecretary. The
secretary will find another volunteer for any rejected assignnents.
The revi ewer can indicate that the assignnment is accepted in the too
before starting the review, but this feature is rarely used.

The revi ewer sends a conpleted reviewto the teanis enmail list or
secretary, as well as any other lists relevant to the review, and
usually the draft’s primary email alias. For instance, many Last
Call reviews are also sent to the | ETF general list. The teans
typically have a tenplate format for the review. Those tenplates
usual ly start with a sunmary of the conclusion of the review.
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3.

3.

3.

1

Typi cal summaries are "ready for publication" or "on the right track
but has open issues". The reviewer (or in the case of teans that
insulate their reviewers, the secretary) uses the tool to indicate
that the review is conplete, provides the sumary, and has an
opportunity to provide a link to the reviewin the archives. Note,
however, that having to wait for the docunent to appear in the
archive to know the link to paste into the tool is a significant
enough i npedance that this link is often not provided by the
reviewer. The SecDir secretary manually collects these links from
the teamis email list and adds themto the tool

Cccasional ly, a docunent is revised between when a review assi gnnent

is made and when the reviewer starts the review. Different teans can
have different policies about whether the revi ewer should reviewthe

assigned version or the current version

Requi renent s
Secretari at Focused

o The Secretariat must be able to configure secretaries and
reviewers for review teans (by nanagi ng Rol e records).

o0 The Secretariat nmust be able to performany secretary action on
behal f of a review team secretary (and thus, nust be able to
perform any reviewer action on behalf of the reviewer).

Revi ew- Team Secretary Focused

0 A secretary nust be able to see what docunments are ready for a
review of a given type (such as a Last Call review.

0 A secretary nust be able to assign reviews for docunents that may
not have been automatically identified as ready for a review of a
given type. (In addition to being the primary assignment mnethod
for teans that only initiate reviews on demand, this allows the
secretary to work around errors and handl e speci al cases,

i ncluding early review requests.)

0 A secretary nust be able to work on and issue a set of assignnents
as an atomic unit. No assignment should be issued until the
secretary declares the set of assignnents conpl ete.

o The tool nust support teans that have nultiple secretaries. The
tool should warn secretaries that are sinultaneously working on
assi gnments and protect against conflicting assignments being
made.
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o It rmust be easy for the secretary to discover that nore docunents
have becone ready for review while working on an assi gnnent set.

o The tool should make preparing the assignnment email to the teanis

emai| list easy. For instance, the tool could prepare the
nessage, give the secretary an opportunity to edit it, and handle
sending it to the teams email list.

o It must be possible for a secretary to indicate that the review
teamwi ||l not provide a review for a docunment (or a given version
of a docunent). This indication should be taken into account when
presenting the docunents that are ready for a review of a given
type. This will also nmake it possible to show on a docunent’s
page that no review is expected fromthis team

0 A secretary nust be able to easily see who the next avail abl e
reviewers are, in order

0 A secretary nust be able to edit a reviewer’'s availability, both
in terms of frequency, not-avail able-until-date, and skip-next-
n-assignnents. (See the description of these settings in
Section 3.3.)

o The tool should make it easy for the secretary to see any team
nenbers that have requested to review a gi ven docunment when it
beconmes avail able for review.

o The tool should make it easy for the secretary to identify that a
reviewer is already involved with a document. The current too
allows the secretary to provide a regul ar expression to match
agai nst the docunent nane. |If the expression nmatches, the
docunent is not available for assignnent to this reviewer. For
exanpl e, Tero will not be assigned docunments matching ’'~draft-
(kivinen|ietf-tcpinc)-.*$ . The tool should also take any roles,
such as document shepherd, that the Datatracker knows about into
consi derati on.

o The tool should make it easy for the secretary to see key features
of a docunent ready for assignnent, such as its length, its
aut hors, the group and area it is associated with, its title and
abstract, its states (such as | ESG or W5 states), and any ot her
personnel (such as the shepherd and revi ewers al ready assi gned
fromother teans) involved in the draft.

o The tool nust nake it easy for the secretary to detect and process
re-revi ew requests on the sane version of a docunment (such as when
a docunent has an additional Last Call only to deal with new I PR
i nfornation).
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o Common operations to groups of docunents should be easy for the
secretary to process as a group with a mni num anount of
interaction with the tool. For instance, it should be possible to
process all of the docunents described by the inmediately
preceding bullet with one action. Simlarly, for teamns that
assign re-reviews to the sanme reviewer, issuing all re-review
requests should be a sinple action

0 A secretary nust be able to see which reviewers have outstandi ng
assi gnment s.

o The tool nust nake it easy for the secretary to see the result of
previous reviews fromthis teamfor a given docunent. In SecDr,
for exanple, if the request is for a revision that has only m nor
di fferences and the previous review result was "Ready", a new
assignment will not be made. |If the given document replaces one
or nore other prior docunents, the tool nmust nmake it easy for the
secretary to see the results of previous reviews of the replaced
docunent s.

o The tool nust nake it easy for the secretary to see the result of
previous reviews fromthis teamfor all docunents across
configurable, recent periods of time (such as the last 12 nonths).
A secretary of the RTGdir, for exanple, would use this result to
aid in the nmanual selection of the next reviewer.

o The tools must make it easy for the secretary to see the recent
performance of a reviewer while making an assi gnment (see
Section 3.5). This allows the secretary to detect overburdened or
unr esponsi ve volunteers earlier in the process.

0 A secretary nust be able to configure the tool to remind themto
foll ow up when actions are due. (For instance, a secretary could
receive email when a review is about to becone overdue.)

0 A secretary nust be able to assign nultiple reviewers to a given
draft at any tine. |In particular, a secretary nust be able to
assign an additional reviewer when an original reviewer indicates
their reviewis likely to be only partially conplete.

0 A secretary nust be able to withdraw a revi ew assi gnment .

0 A secretary nust be able to performany reviewer action on behalf
of the reviewer.

0 A secretary nust be able to configure the review team s set of
reviewers (by managi ng Role records for the tean).
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3.

o

3.

I nformati on about a reviewer nust not be |ost when a reviewer is
renoved froma team (Frequently, reviewers cone back to teans
later.)

A secretary nmust be able to del egate secretary capabilities in the
tool (simlar to how a working group chair can assign a Del egate).
This allows review teans to sel f-nmanage secretary vacations.

Revi ewer Focused

A reviewer nust be able to indicate availability, both in
frequency of reviews and as "not available until this date". The
current tool speaks of frequency in these ternmns:

- Assign at maxi nrum one new revi ew per week

- Assign at maxi num one new revi ew per fortnight

- Assign at maxi mum one new revi ew per nonth

- Assign at maxi num one new revi ew per two nonths

- Assign at maxi num one new revi ew per quarter

Revi ewers nust be able to indicate hiatus periods. Each period
may be either "soft" or "hard".

- A hiatus nust have a start date. It may have an end date or it
may be indefinite.

- During a hiatus, the reviewer will not be included in the
normal review rotation. Wen a provided end date is reached,
the reviewer will automatically be included in the rotation in
their usual order.

- During a "soft" hiatus, the reviewer nust not be assigned new
reviews but is expected to conplete existing assignments and do
foll owup reviews.

- During a "hard" hiatus, the revi ewer rmust not be assigned any
new revi ews and the secretary nust be pronpted to reassign any
out standi ng or follow up reviews.

Revi ewers nust be able to indicate that they shoul d be skipped the
next "n" times they would normally have received an assi gnnment.
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0 Reviewers nust be able to indicate that they are transitioning to
i nactive and provide a date for the end of the transition period.
During this transition time, the reviewer nust not be assigned new
reviews but is expected to conpl ete outstanding assi gnments and
followup reviews. At the end of the transition period, the
secretary nust be pronpted to reassign any outstanding or follow
up reviews. (This allows reviewteamnenbers that are taking on
AD responsibility to transition gracefully to an inactive state
for the team)

o0 Both the reviewer and the secretary will be notified by email of
any nodifications to a reviewer's availability.

0 A reviewer nust be able to easily discover new revi ew assi gnnents.
(The tool might send email directly to an assigned reviewer in
addition to sending the set of assignments to the team s emnai
list. The tool mght also use the Django Message framework to | et
a reviewer that's logged into the Datatracker know a new revi ew
assi gnment has been nade.)

0 Reviewers must be able to see their current set of outstanding
assi gnments, conpl eted assignments, and rejected assignments. The
presentation of those sets should either be separate or, if
conbi ned, the sets should be visually distinct.

o A reviewer should be able to request to review a particul ar
docunent. The draft may be in any state: avail abl e and
unassi gned; al ready assigned to another reviewer; or not yet
avai |l abl e.

o Areviewer nust be able to reject a review assignnment, optionally
providing the secretary with an explanation for the rejection
The tool will notify the secretary of the rejection by email

o Areviewer nust be able to indicate that they have accepted and
are working on an assi gnment.

o0 A reviewer nust be able to indicate that a reviewis only
partially conpleted and ask the secretary to assign an additiona
reviewer. The tool will notify the secretary of this condition by
emai |l .

o It should be possible for a reviewer to reject or accept a review
either by using the tool’s web interface or by replying to the
revi ew assi gnnent enmi l

o It rmust be easy for a reviewer to see when each assigned reviewis
due.
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3.

A reviewer nust be able to configure the tool to renmi nd them when
actions are due. (For instance, a reviewer could receive enui
when a review is about to become overdue).

A reviewer nust be able to indicate that a review is conplete,
capturing where the reviewis in the archives and the high-1Ievel,
reviewresult sumrary.

It nust be possible for a reviewer to clearly indicate which
version of a docunent was reviewed. Docunents are sonetinmes
revi sed between when a review was assi gned and when it is due.
The tool should note the current version of the docurment and
hi ghl i ght when the reviewis not for the current version.

It nust be easy for a reviewer to submt a conpleted review

- The current workflow, where the reviewer sends email to the
teanmis email list (possibly copying other lists) and then
i ndi cates where to find that review, must continue to be
supported. The tool should nmake it easier to capture the |ink
to reviewin the teamis email |ist archives (perhaps by
suggesting |links based on a search into the archives).

- The tool should allow the reviewer to enter the reviewinto the
tool via a web form (either as directly provided text or
through a file-upload nmechanism. The tool will ensure the
reviewis posted to the appropriate lists and will construct
the links to those posts in the archives.

- The tool could also allowthe reviewer to submt the reviewto
the tool by email (perhaps by replying to the assignment). The
tool would then ensure the reviewis posted to the appropriate
lists.

Revi ew Request er and Consuner Focused

It should be easy for an AD or group chair to request any type of
review, but particularly an early review, froma review team

It should be possible for that person to withdraw a revi ew
request.

It nust be easy to find all reviews of a docunent when | ooki ng at
the docunent’s main page in the Datatracker. The reference to the
review nust make it easy to see any responses to the review on the
emai|l lists it was sent to. |f a docunent "repl aces" one or nore
ot her docunents, reviews of the replaced docunments shoul d be
included in the results.
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3.

It nust be easy to find all reviews of a docunent when | ooki ng at
search result pages and other |ists of docunents, such as the
documents on an | ESG Tel echat agenda.

Statistics Focused

It nust be easy to see the followi ng across all teans, a given
team or a given reviewer, and independently across all tine or
across configurable recent periods of tinme:

- how many reviews have been conpl eted

- how nany reviews are in progress

- how many in progress reviews are |late

- how many conpleted reviews were |late

- how nany reviews were not conpleted at al

- average time to conplete reviews (from assignnent to
conpl eti on)

It nust be easy to see the following for all teans, for a given
team or for a given reviewer, across all tinme or across
configurabl e recent periods:

- total counts of reviews in each review state (done, rejected,
etc.)

- total counts of conpleted reviews by result (ready, ready with
nits, etc.)

The above statistics should al so be calculated reflecting the size
of the documents being reviewed (such as using the nunber of pages
or words in the docunents).

Were applicable, statistics should take reviewer hiatus periods
i nto account.

Access to the above statistics nmust be easy to configure. Access
will beinitially limted as foll ows:

- The Secretariat and ADs can see any statistic.

- Ateamsecretary can see any statistics for that team
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4.

- A reviewer can see any team aggregate statistics or their own
revi ewer-specific statistics.

o Whiere possible, the above statistics should be visible as a time-
series graph.

o The inplenentation should anticipate future enhancenents that
woul d allow ADs to indicate their position was inforned by a given
review. Such enhancenents would all ow reporting correl ations
bet ween revi ews and documents that receive one or nore
"di scusses". However, inplenenting these enhancenents is not part
of the current project.

Security Considerations

Thi s docunent di scusses requirenments for tools that assist review
teans. These requirenents do not affect the security of the Internet
in any significant fashion. The tools thenselves have authentication
and aut hori zation considerations (teamsecretaries will be able to do
different things than reviewers).
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Appendix A. A Starting Point for Django Mddels Supporting the Review
Tool

from django. db i nport nodel s
fromietf.doc.nodels inmport Docunent
fromietf.person.nodels inport Email
fromietf.group.nodels inport G oup, Role

fromietf.name. nodel s i mport NameModel

cl ass Revi ewRequest St at eName( NameModel ) :
""" Requested, Accepted, Rejected, Wthdrawn, Overtaken By Events,
No Response , Conpleted """

cl ass Revi ewTypeNane( NaneModel ) :
""" Early Review, Last Call, Telechat """
cl ass Revi ewResul t Nane( NaneMbdel ) :
"""Al nost ready, Has issues, Has nits, Not Ready,
On the right track, Ready, Ready with issues,
Ready with nits, Serious |ssues"""

cl ass Revi ewer (nodel s. Mbdel ) :
These records associate reviewers with review teans and keep track
of adm n data associated with the reviewer in the particular team
There will be one record for each comnbination of reviewer and team

rol e nodel s. For ei gnKey( Rol e)

frequency nodel s. I nt eger Fi el d(hel p_text=
"Can review every N days")
avai |l abl e = nodel s. Dat eTi neFi el d( bl ank=True, nul | =True, hel p_text=
"When will this reviewer be avail abl e agai n")
filter_re = nodel s. Char Fi el d( bl ank=Tr ue)
ski p_next = nodel s. I ntegerFi el d(hel p_text=

"Skip the next N review assignnments")
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cl ass Revi ewResul t Set (nodel s. Model ) :
This table provides a way to point out a set of ReviewResultName
entries that are valid for a given teamin order to be able to
[imt the result choices that can be set for a given review as a
function of which teamit is related to.
team
valid

nodel s. For ei gnKey( Gr oup)
nodel s. ManyToManyFi el d( Revi ewResul t Nane)

cl ass Revi ewRequest ( nodel s. Mbdel ) :

There shoul d be one Revi ewRequest entered for each conbi nation of
docunent, rev, and reviewer.

# Fields filled in on the initial record creation:

time = nodel s. Dat eTi neFi el d( aut o_now_add=Tr ue)
type = nodel s. Revi ewTypeNane()
doc = nodel s. For ei gnKey( Docunent ,

rel ated_nane='revi ew request_set’)
team = nodel s. For ei gnKey( G- oup)
deadl i ne = nodel s. Dat eTi neFi el d()

requested_rev nodel s. Char Fi el d(ver bose_name="r equest ed_revi si on",
max_| engt h=16, bl ank=Tr ue)

state = nodel s. For ei gnKey( Revi ewRequest St at eNane)

# Fields filled in as reviewer is assigned, and as the review

# is upl oaded

revi ewer

revi ew

nodel s. For ei gnKey( Revi ewer, nul |l =True, bl ank=True)
nodel s. OneToOneFi el d( Docurent, nul | =Tr ue,
bl ank=Tr ue)
nodel s. Char Fi el d(verbose_nane="revi ewed_revi si on",
max_| engt h=16, bl ank=Tr ue)
result = nodel s. For ei gnKey( Revi ewResul t Nane)

revi ewed_rev

Appendi x B. Suggested Features Deferred for Future Wrk

Brian Carpenter suggested a set of author/editor-focused requirenents
that were deferred for another iteration of inprovement. These

i nclude providing a way for the editors to acknow edge recei pt of the
review, potentially tracking the email conversation between the

revi ewer and docurent editor, and indicating which review topics the

editor believes a new revision addresses.
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