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Background

The RFC Production Center (RPC) has had a Service Level Agreement (SLA) for document
production for many years. However, the RPC has not met this SLA for some years and
an analysis shows that this is primarily due to a significant increase in the work expected
of the RPC. Furthermore, the old SLA excluded some key measures as the measurement
in place until recently had significant gaps. Given this, the current SLA is no longer fit for
purpose and needs replacing.

This document explains the old SLA, data of performance since its inception in 2016, an
analysis of the issue and a proposed way forward. This is then followed by a series of
questions for community feedback.

Old SLA

Editor states

The old SLA operated under the old states that were in place, prior to the RPC tools
modernisation rollout in May 2026.

e AUTHAS8: Final editing state, where the authors review the changes made by the
editors.

e EDIT: This state indicates that the document is awaiting editing or is actively being
edited.

e MISSREF: This state indicates that the document is waiting for one or more
normative references to be added to the RFC Editor queue.

e RFC-EDITOR: Second and final round of review by a senior editor

e REF: This is for documents waiting for other documents to be edited that are
normative references.

e RET (RFC-Editor Time): RET is the total of EDIT + RFC-EDITOR time in the queue. It
represents the time the document is being actively managed and edited by the
RPC; it excludes the time the document spends in third-party holds and/or
MISSREF state.

e Third-party hold: Work on a document can be suspended while the RPC waits for
a third-party response. Holds include the RPC waiting for IANA to complete their
actions or a stream manager asking the RPC to stop work while the authors or
working group work on a recently discovered issue or waiting for author input
(AUTH).
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These states are used for two calculations:

e PGTE (Pages Gone to Edit): This is the number of pages entering EDIT state during
a given time period. It includes newly approved documents that are entering EDIT
and documents moving from MISSREF to EDIT.

e DGTE (Documents Gone to EDIT): This is the number of documents entering EDIT
state during a given time period. It includes newly approved documents that are
entering EDIT and documents moving from MISSREF to EDIT. DGTE is the number
of documents that make up PGTE.

Targets
The old SLA set:

e a quarterly target,

e for the processing time in RPC-controlled states,

e in total business days,

e from Receipt Date to Publication Date,

e for each document submitted to the RPC in that quarter,
e in one of three volume-based tiers.

The RPC-controlled states were all of the states before AUTH48 except MISSREF and
AUTH. The three tiers were:

1. Normal. Defined as less than 1950 PGTE within the quarter.
a. Thetargetis 67% of documents published within 30 business days.

2. Moderate burst. Defined as 1950 - 3072 (inclusive) PGTE within the quarter
a. The targetis 50% of documents received in that quarter published within 60
business days for both that quarter and the next quarter. This means that a
moderate burst changes the target for two quarters, the one it originates in
and the one after.

3. Large (burst). defined as greater than 3072 PGTE within the quarter.
a. In this situation, the SLA must be discussed and re-evaluated.

In addition, an annual average was reported, but without a specified target.

Measurement

Prior to Q2 of 2025, AUTH was very rarely used and therefore the RPC was shown as on
the clock when it was not. It is not possible to retrospectively calculate the impact of this.

Prior to the June 2026 rollout of the new RPC tools, the measurement of RPC processing
time had a number of limitations:
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e There was no "waiting to be assigned to an editor” state that could be used to
assess if there were sufficient editors for the volume of documents.

e AUTHA48 has both "“on the clock” and "off the clock” parts to it, but the former were
not included in the measurement.

Performance

The SLA has been met 42.5% of the time since 2016 as shown in the following table. This
table largely corresponds to the data in the annual RPC reports, except for 2019 and 2020
where this table corrects some data and adds missing data.

Submissions Publications | SLA
Pages Docs PGTE| Pages Docs Within SLA |Tier Target Result
Q1 | 1582 66 1577 | 1937 91 15 16% |Tier1 67%%
sorg | @2 | 1919 75 2124|1953 89 88 99% 50% -
Q3 |2263 79 2202 | 2089 72 72 100% 50% -

Q4 | 2008 64 1892 | 2118 58 57  98% 50%

Q1 | 2150 101 1981 | 2326 90 = 89 = 99% 50%

Q2 1093 52 134 | 1720 64 @ 62 @ 97% 50%
s | a N
Q3 | M4 49 1018 | 1430 59 = 45  76% |T|er1 67% -

Q4 | 1735 65 1409 | M3 50 44  88% | Tier1l 67%

Q1 | 2427 77 2133 | 1933 66 66  100% 50%
2018 Q2 |1999 58 1852 | 967 42 42 100% 67% -
Q3 | 1308 46 1022 | 1417 = 57 1N 19% |Tier‘| 50%

Q4 | 1390 52 1656 | 1314 43 19 44% | Tier1 50%

Q1 | 2051 64 2057 | 1404 42 = 40 = 95% 50%
soto | 02 | 1402 52 1491 | 1757 67 49 73% 50% -
Q3 | 2004 66 2206 | M3 31 31 100% 50% -

Q4 | M3 49 1576 | 878 40 19 48% 50%

Q1 | 2423 64 2537 | 1383 71 7 10% 50%
bogo @2 | 929 40 904 | 890 34 9 26% 50%
Q3 | 1084 42 814 | 1825 53 0 0% |T|er1 67%

Q4 | 935 34 M34 | M4 52 17 33% | Tier1 67%
Q1 | 2685 68 2655 | 2117 89 = 49  55% 50%
2021 Q2 | 1310 49 1403 | 1858 61 = 48  79% 50%
Q3 | 1513 41 20m | 1507 54 46 = 85% 50%
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Unmet
Unmet

Unmet

@ | 930 30 M63 | 904 36 33  92% 50%
Q1 | 1983 60 1590 | 1416 44 15  34%  Tierl 67%
sozs 92 11590 49 1212 | 1715 58 20  34% | Tierl 67%
Q3 | 1396 48 1435 | 1603 56 18  32% | Tierl 67%
Q4 | 1707 46 1699 | 1077 37 21 57% | Tier1 67%
Q1 | 1535 53 1316 | 967 37 5  14% | Tier1 67%
Q2 | 1077 51 1306 | 770 = 33 1 3% | Tier1 67%
2023 3 | 1233 35 1234 | 1325 57 1 2% | Tier1 67%
Q4 | 1221 37 1250 | M60 46 2 4% | Tier1 67%
Q1 | 2438 54 2422 | 986 41 20  49% 50%
Q2 | 1937 62 1973 | 1031 43 21  49% 50%
2024 s 1285 53 1140 | 1056 40 17 43% 50%
Q4 | 992 46 853 | 1663 51 6  12% | Tier1 67%
Q1 | 3082 67 3231 1210 63 63  100% 33%
sogs 02 1847 57 1730 | 1303 52 14 27% 33%
Q3 | 1758 57 1843 | 1672 45 4 9% | Tierl 67%
Q4 | M47 37 1218 | 1207 48 1 2% | Tier1 67%

The following table shows the volumes for the full term of the contract:

Unmet

Unmet

Unmet

Unmet

Unmet

Unmet

Unmet

Unmet

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 | 2022 2023 2024 2025
Submissions
PGTE 6663 7420 5389 7232 | 5936 5106 6388 8022
Docs 235 231 180 188 203 184 199 247
Clusters 34%  M% | 33%  49% | 44%  35% 34% @ 38%
Publications
Pages 5631 5152 5212 | 6386 | 5811 @ 4222 4736 @ 5482
Docs 208 180 209 240 194 173 175 208
Performance
<=6 Wks 46%  40% 12% @ 29% | 39% 5% 18% 8%
6 - 12 Wks 52%  47%  14%  45% | 48%  27% @ 24% @ 15%
> 12 Wks 2% 13%  74%  26% | 14%  66% 58% 76%
Median Wks 6.4 9 16.6 9 7.3 14.4 15 20.9
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Queue size

The following chart shows the queue size in pages, sampled each week since 2016 and
split into three categories:

1. RPC Controlled: The states EDIT and RFC-EDITOR

2. Stream controlled: Waiting for the author(s) (AUTH, AUTH48), or steam owners
(IESG), or a missing reference (MISSREF), waiting for other documents in a cluster
to be edited (REF)

3. IANA controlled: Waiting on IANA
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The actual throughput of the RPC in pages has been as follows:

2016 | 2017 @ 2018 | 2019 & 2020 & 2021 | 2022 | 2023 | 2024 2025

8097 | 6589 | 5631 5152 5212 | 6386 5811 4222 | 4736 | 5482

Processing times

The average processing times from 2023 onwards are shown in the following two charts:
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Total processing time by document size band — documents published 2023 onwards
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For RPC controlled time:

RPC processing time by document size band — documents published 2023 onwards
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Timeline of changes affecting tasks and
resources

In the table below the "Editor FTE" figure takes into consideration a number of factors:

1. Non-editing roles (for many years the RPC had a dedicated programmer)

2. Reduced hours / parental leave

3. Time it takes an editor to become proficient

4. Reduced time of the experienced editors who are training new hires
Year | Key changes Total | Editor

FTE FTE
2016 |0 The SLA was negotiated as part of the contract renewal at 6.5 5.3
that time.

2017 |o Begins using id2xml tool to convert plain text submissions 6.5 5.9

into parseable XML files when no XML source was provided
by the author.

2018 |o Begins checking the format of YANG modules to ensure 6.3 5.2

well-formed modules are in published RFCs; providing
extracted modules to IANA at the time of publication for
posting.

o Added a new internal queue state for documents held up by
tooling issues.

o August. First experimental AUTH48 processes using GitHub
for RFC 8446.

o Editor changes: 2 x Experienced editors leave, 2 x trainees
start

2019 o September: Officially switched over to publishing in the new 8.1 5.4
v3 format. Moving to semantically correct XML and review of
multiple file formats. Introduction of SVG and non-ascii chars.
o September: Pre-v3 format RFCs now annotated with verified
in-line errata.
o Editor changes: 3 x trainees and 1 x experienced editor starts

2020 o Editor changes: 1 x trainee starts 9.3 7.9
o SLA temporarily suspended due to the COVID pandemic

2021 o February: RPC now responsible for reviewing and approving 9.2 8.5
editorial errata.
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O

May: Adopted NISTR 8366 and began actively checking
drafts for inclusive language issues.

2022 o March: Internal project starts to review and update website 9.1 7.5

content and ensure ongoing maintenance

o June: New v3 RFC Editor model comes into effect with new
responsibilities for the RPC.
July: Work begins on RPC Tools Modernisation

o July: First community workshop on use of GitHub in the RFC
editing process.

o Editor changes: 2 x Experienced editors leave, 1 x experienced
editor reduces hours to 50%, 2 x trainees start.

2023 |o May: Instructed to “focus resources on the transformational 9.1 8

projects rather than trying to bring performance in line with
the SLA".

o May: Dedicated team training on Unicode to better
understand complexities with non-ASCIl characters

o July: Second community workshop on use of GitHub in the
RFC editing process.

o July: Begins experiment to support AUTH48 editing using
kramdown-rfc source files

o Editor changes: 1 x trainee starts

2024 o Introduced a Citation Specialist for fact-checking and 10.1 8.5

reference verification, and a dedicated formatter to process
documents and free up Primary Editors for content tasks

o Established a single-pass editing process for small,
low-complexity documents (under 15 pages, no source code,
minimal IANA considerations).

o April: Received training from accessibility experts on
providing image descriptions for SVG artwork.

o Editor changes: 1 x Experienced editor leaves, 1 x
experienced editor reduces hours to 50%, 1 x trainee starts

2025 |o January: Switched from an outsourced contract to an EOR 10.1 9.2
staffing model.
o September: Begins to work directly on markdown documents
during AUTHA48.
o November: Begins to support GitHub based editing during
AUTHA48.
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2026 o January: Long time editor retires. 10.1 9.2
o June: The first phase of the RPC Tools Modernization project
delivered including a new database/workflow system, a new
RFC Editor website, a new editing tool, a new queue site and
a new errata site.

Analysis of performance drivers

Two analyses, a statistical analysis and an in-depth look at the RPC processing.

Factors affecting the slowdown

The slowdown has been gradual and cumulative with processing time rising steadily by
approximately 6 days per document per year as the workload of the RPC has grown.

This cannot be attributed to a single event but rather to a combination of individual
process changes and projects either adding new functionality or addressing
long-standing technical and administrative debt.

The list of projects over this period is:

e SLA adoption - updated reporting displays and web pages; discussion regarding
tools development to support the new SLA

e Preparations for the format transition (RFCXML v3), a major project that included:

o Support for the community design team

Software testing

Website updates

Database updates

New documentation (internal and external)

Pre-v3 format RFCs annotated with verified in-line errata.

Website content review and rewrite

Production of authors.ietf.org

RPC Tools modernisation, huge project that included:

New RFC Editor website

New RPC database/workflow system

New queue site

New errata site

e o o o
o O O O

o O O O

The list of process changes under the control of the community is:

e YANG validation and formatting
e Source code validation

August 2026 1


http://authors.ietf.org

IETF Administration LLC Consultation on a SLA for RFC Editing and Publication

Adoption of RFCXML v3

Inclusive language checks

Managing editorial errata

Support for non-ASCII characters and RTL text

Direct community engagement and RSWG participation
Development of RFCXML

Republication under controlled circumstances
Development of SVG support

Support for GitHub

Support for Markdown

Development of Maths support (in progress at RSWG)
Support for YANG versioning (in progress in NETMOD)

From the outside, it might not be clear how much work is involved in each and so two
examples are provided to demonstrate that:

Processing RFCXML v3

Having RFCXML as the official source means both creating/processing XML files and
ensuring a semantically correct RFCXML document:

Use of id2xml to convert plain text submissions

Converting artwork into RFCXML tables, sourcecode, lists etc (and sometimes vice
versa)

Converting/correcting lists to use the correct form (definition lists in particular)
Identifying and applying source code types

Reviewing SVG in HTML and PDF (ensure they display ok)

Ensure SVG and ASCIl-art are equivalent

Fixing complex text issues (e.g. RTL text inside LTR blocks)

Reviewing multiple output files for consistency and correctness

The project to introduce RFCXML was itself a significant resource drain requiring
extensive support of the community design team, the production of new internal
workflows, new website content and backend integration, support for new publishing
formats and database/management system changes.

YANG validation

The RPC checklist includes:
e Check for IANA-maintained modules that are to be removed, remove them and
update any references to them in the document

e Check the title of the document follows the established pattern for YANG modules
and propose/negotiate a revised title with the authors/stream if it doesn't
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If a tree diagram is present then ensure it complies with RFC 8340 (BCP 215)
“YANG Tree Diagrams”, editing as required
For the YANG module itself, ensure that RFC 9907 (BCP 216) “Guidelines for
Authors and Reviewers of Documents Containing YANG Data Models” is followed,
including:
o Ensure the correct use of CDATA, CODE BEGINS and the <sourcecode> tag
o Correct naming of examples and modules
o Check the list of authors and their details match those listed in the
document header
Check the IETF WG details follow the correct naming convention
Check the copyright notice is correct and the right boilerplate is applied
(depends on the module contents)
Check no BCP14 and no copyright in examples
Evaluate if the description is a complete sentence or fragment and update
accordingly
o Check all module references exist, are consistent, are properly documented
in the references section and can be accessed
o Check and update the YANG:
m  YANG 1.0 with refs to [REC6020]
m  YANG 1.1 with refs to [REC7950]
o Follow all of the checks on the YANG security considerations section and
update accordingly

Factors affecting current performance

Three key factors were identified, some minor factors noted and some factors ruled out:

1.

The single biggest factor affecting performance is the existing backlog, which
adds ~115 days to the end-to-end processing time. A typical 30-50-page RFC
currently takes ~245 calendar days from received to published and with no
backlog it would take ~130 days.

Time outside RPC control (author, IESG, IANA) averages ~97 days, independent of
page count.

Each page adds ~0.34 days of RPC time, so a 200-page document takes~66 days
longer than a 5-page one

The stream only matters for the IRTF Stream, adding ~13 days to the processing
time, while IETF Stream non-WG documents are ~15 days faster. For other
streams, the difference was ~1% of processing time.

Cluster membership, cluster size, and the number of inter-document dependencies
have all been statistically insignificant.

For a 5-page document the total processing time of 239 days would be split as:

August 2026 13


https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc6020
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/html/rfc7950

IETF Administration LLC Consultation on a SLA for RFC Editing and Publication

Backlog (115) Non-RPC (97) RPC (27)

And a 200-page document of 305 days processing time would be split as:

Backlog (115) Non-RPC (97) RPC (93)
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Proposed new SLA

Assumptions

This proposed SLA is based on the following assumptions, all of which are tested in the
questions that follow:

1. The ongoing total editing resource remains the same.

2. The backlog is addressed slowly and incrementally within the current resources.
rather than through the addition of temporary resources.

3. The work required of the RPC remains the same.

Goals

The new SLA must:

1. Drive both minimum performance standards and consistent performance.
2. Be achievable with the current resources and working practices.
3. Reflect what the IETF actually needs.

Design principles

Following directly from the processing-time analysis, the design principles for the targets
are:

1. Cover RPC-controlled time only. The SLA cannot apply to timing outside of the
control of the RPC.

2. Cover both documents processing and page processing. This prevents the

processing of many small documents or of a single large one from distorting the

outcome.

Size-adjusted. A large document takes longer to process than a small one.

4. Based on percentiles. Allows for a percentage of unusually difficult documents
without breaching the SLA. For example, the rare but hard process documents
with RTL text.

5. Aim to eliminate the backlog over time. This is the key driver of improvement as
reducing the backlog makes individual processing times fall, which in turn enables
the tightening of targets.

6. Continuous calculation. The targets must allow for daily or monthly calculation for
the team to see developing trends as they happen, not just at each reporting
period.

w

Periodicity of targets and reporting

The reporting period is quarterly, at the end of that quarter.
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Target descriptions

Throughput

Throughout is targeted as the minimum number of documents and pages that must be
processed over the previous year.

Throughput is measured over a rolling one year period to reduce the impact of an
unusually high/low quarter. In other words, the reporting for a particular quarter is the
measurement over the last year at the end of that quarter.

For Y1, actuals from YO are to be used for the rolling calculation and as YO was not part of
the SLA, this is reflected in the targets.

Backlog

Backlog is targeted as the maximum number of documents and pages that can be in
active RPC editing (in a state that counts as RPC controlled time). This can also be
described as the maximum number that are not Blocked in the new editing state
terminology.

Per-document processing time

Per-document processing time is targeted at a minimum percentage (share) of documents
being processed within a maximum number of days set by the size of the document in
pages.

For Q1/Y1 the target is that 75% of documents must be processed within total times based
on the 75th percentile (with some smoothing) of the current processing times - so exactly
the current performance.

The three size bands are: <15/ 16-40 / > 40 pages. This banding was established by
checking a series of potential bands for the best fit.

This target is tightened through a double ratchet:

1. The minimum share rises each quarter by an additional percentage point to a
maximum of 85%.
o This ratchet reduces the long tail but it can be met without the average
document being processed any quicker and it will top out at ~90% in order
to accommodate 10% of exceptional documents

2. The maximum processing times reduce by 5% per year.
o This ratchet reduces the processing time for the average document but
does not address the long tail and can only realistically be applied after a
year of improvements when the backlog has come down.
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Targets
The three size bands for this table are: < 15/ 16-40 / > 40 pages.

Q1
Q2
Q3
Q4
Q5
Q6
Q7
Q8
Q9
Q10
QM
Q12

Throughput
(min docs /
pages)*t

185 / 4,800
187 / 4,845
189 / 4,890
190 / 4,935
192 / 4,980
194 /5,025
196 / 5,070
198 / 5,115

199 / 5,160

201/ 5,205
203/ 5,250
204 / 5,290

Backlog
(max docs /
pages)

76 / 3,039
75/ 2,985
74 [ 2,930
72 /2,880
71/ 2,825
70/ 2,770
68 /2,715
67 / 2,660
66 / 2,610
64 / 2,555
63 /2,505
61/ 2,460

Consultation on a SLA for RFC Editing and Publication

Processing
(max days by
size band)

130 /170 /190
130 /170 /190
130 /170 /190
130 /170 /190
124 /162 / 181
124 /162 / 181
124 /162 / 181
124 /162 [ 181
17 /153 /171
17 /153 /171
17 /153 /171
17 /153 /171

t Reminder that this is a rolling four quarter target

Effect on backlog

Share
(min
docs)

75%
76%
77%
78%
79%
80%
81%
82%
83%
84%
85%
85%

This proposed SLA will reduce the backlog by 20% over three years and see it eliminated
in 7-12 years.
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Request for feedback

Feedback is now sought from the community on the following questions, the answers to
which will be used to revise the proposed SLA and potentially drive increased investment.

Please send your feedback to the IETF Executive Director at exec-director@ietf.org by 6
September 2026. If you wish to discuss any of this on a public list then please use the
rfc-interest@rfc-editor.org list.

Question 1: Is the current performance acceptable or does the process of RFC Editing
and publication need to be faster?

o Question 1a: If "no” then, what should the performance be?
Notes:

e The current median processing times are shown in the histograms above
e |f you provide a figure then please state if this is this is days/weeks in RPC
controlled time or total processing time

Question 2: Should all streams have the same targets?
Notes:

e As noted above, the only stream with documents that affect the overall processing
times are IRTF stream documents that make up a small percentage of the total.

Question 3: Should the backlog be reduced to zero?

o Question 3a: If “yes" then how long should that take?
o Question 3b: If "yes"” then would you support the IETF LLC making a large,
short-term investment to achieve this?

Notes:

e The backlog is detailed above.

Question 4: Should the SLA include targets for author satisfaction?

Notes:
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e There is an existing post-publication survey that could be used for this.

Question 5: The proposed SLA only targets performance, should it also target quality?
o Question 5a: If "yes” then please suggest how quality can be targeted.

Notes:

e While it might appear that the number of editorial errata can be used for quality
control, this depends very much on how popular an RFC is and it only targets a
small part of the work of the RPC, so setting that as a target could shift focus away
from the more meaningful work.

Question 6: Should the RPC do less in order to improve processing times?
o Question 6a: If "yes"” then what?
Notes:

e The additional work added to the RPC workload over the last ten years is detailed
above.

Question 7: Any other feedback?

ENDS
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