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Notewell
This is a reminder of IETF policies in effect on various topics such as patents or code of conduct. It is only meant to point you in the right 
direction. Exceptions may apply. The IETF's patent policy and the definition of an IETF "contribution" and "participation" are set forth in BCP 
79; please read it carefully.

As a reminder:
• By participating in the IETF, you agree to follow IETF processes and policies.
• If you are aware that any IETF contribution is covered by patents or patent applications that are owned or controlled by you or your 

sponsor, you must disclose that fact, or not participate in the discussion.
• As a participant in or attendee to any IETF activity you acknowledge that written, audio, video, and photographic records of meetings 

may be made public.
• Personal information that you provide to IETF will be handled in accordance with the IETF Privacy Statement.
• As a participant or attendee, you agree to work respectfully with other participants; please contact the ombudsteam (https://www.ietf.org/

contact/ombudsteam/) if you have questions or concerns about this.
 
Definitive information is in the documents listed below and other IETF BCPs. For advice, please talk to WG chairs or ADs:

• BCP 9 (Internet Standards Process)
• BCP 25 (Working Group processes)
• BCP 25 (Anti-Harassment Procedures) 
• BCP 54 (Code of Conduct)
• BCP 78 (Copyright)
• BCP 79 (Patents, Participation)
• https://www.ietf.org/privacy-policy/(Privacy Policy)

https://www7.ietf.org/contact/ombudsteam/
https://www7.ietf.org/contact/ombudsteam/
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp9
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp25
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp25
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp54
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp78
https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/bcp79
https://www.ietf.org/privacy-policy/


Note Really Well
•IETF meetings, virtual meetings, and mailing lists are intended for professional collaboration and networking, as defined in 

the IETF Guidelines for Conduct (RFC 7154), the IETF Anti-Harassment Policy, and the IETF Anti-Harassment Procedures 

(RFC 7776). If you have any concerns about observed behavior, please talk to the Ombudsteam, who are available if you 

need confidentiality to raise concerns confident about harassment or other conduct in the IETF. 

•The IETF strives to create and maintain an environment in which people of many different backgrounds and identities are 

treated with dignity, decency, and respect. Those who participate in the IETF are expected to behave according to 

professional standards and demonstrate appropriate workplace behavior. 

•IETF participants must not engage in harassment while at IETF meetings, virtual meetings, social events, or on mailing lists. 

Harassment is unwelcome hostile or intimidating behavior—in particular, speech or behavior that is aggressive or intimidates. 

•If you believe you have been harassed, notice that someone else is being harassed, or have any other concerns, you are 

encouraged to raise your concern in confidence with one of the Ombudspersons.



Agenda

• Chair welcome

•WG status


• Erasure coding

• Uncacheable

• POSIX ACLs

• 5661bis

• Security

• AOB (All Other Business)

• Close



Current Status
Adopted Documents

• Internationalization


• get rid of reference to 5661; its obsoleted by 8881


• Hopefully that clears WG split on consensus


• 5661bis


• rename to 8881bis


• Hard to review in current state


• Hard to break down - can we adopt a GitHub workflow for this?



What is document adoption
Quoting Haynes quoting RFC 7221

*  Is there strong working group support for working on the draft?

   Adoption has some basic pragmatics:

      Rough consensus:  Working group agreement to adopt is not required
         to be unanimous [RFC2418 <https://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc2418>].

      Initial, not final:  The writing quality is not required to be
         "ready for publication", although writing quality can be a
         problem and does need explicit attention; although not
         mandatory, it is good practice to check whether a new working
         group draft passes [IDNITS <https://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc7221.html#ref-IDNITS>].

      Adoption, not approval:  The document is not required to already
         contain a complete and/or sufficient solution, although of
         course this can be helpful.  Equally, adoption by a working
         group does not guarantee publication of the document as an RFC.

      Group, not Chairs:  Concerning the draft, the position of the
         Working Group Chairs has no special authority, except to assess
         working group consensus.



WG Chair Evaluating Adoption

• Not looking for complete consensus on draft text


• Rough enough consensus that the draft contains a workable idea


• Looking for engagement and commitment from the WG to work on the idea


• Sufficient editor motivation / engagement


• Sufficient review engagement / commitment


• Adoption makes no promise of publication 

• WG may not reach consensus on draft - that is okay 



Documents Under Adoption Call

• POSIX Draft ACL support for Network File System Version 4, Minor Version 2


• Robust discussion, some technical challenges


• WG adoption is appropriate


• Adding an Uncacheable Attribute to NFSv4.2


• Robust discussion, some minor disagreement on adoption, mostly resolved


• WG adoption seems appropriate


• ACLs within the NFSv4 Protocols


• No comments for/against on list


• Needs more comments in support / lack of support



WG Wiki

• Added wiki site to WG Github page


• https://github.com/ietf-wg-nfsv4/wiki/
wiki


• Adding the RFC dependency graph. 
Somewhat there, working out GitHub wiki kinks; apparently its not Confluence.


• Still to be added:


• NFSv4 version statements


• A description of the layering and where 
security is in NFS

https://github.com/ietf-wg-nfsv4/wiki/wiki
https://github.com/ietf-wg-nfsv4/wiki/wiki


Way ahead

• Comments / Suggestions from the WG?



Close

• See you in Montreal for IETF-124


