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Introduction

This is the fifth annual survey directed at everyone who in some form participates in the Internet
Engineering Task Force (IETF), however limited their participation. The aim is to deliver these three
outcomes:

1. A current size and demographic breakdown of the IETF community.

2. Data to inform the IETF community, particularly those in leadership roles, on what are some of
the key issues affecting the IETF and why sometimes asserted issues are not actually issues.

3. A stepin atime series of data that can be used to assess the natural changes affecting the IETF
and the effectiveness of major programs, organisational changes, and community/leadership
actions.

The 2024 survey was accompanied by a similar report’.

Key Findings
1. The IETF continues to deliver on its core mission, with perceived importance at an all-time high

As shown in Q25 and Q30, participants rate the IETF positively across quality, relevance, transparency,
consensus, and openness of standard, all within the "Good" range. The proportion of respondents
giving the highest importance scores (9-10 out of 10) in Q28 has slightly increased from 2024, with
57.07% now rating the IETF at that level up from 55.40% in 2024. The IETF continues to be rated better
than other Standards Development Organizations (SDOs) across every measured attribute.

2. RFC timeliness and process speed remains a persistent unresolved concern

As shown in Q25 and Q30, for the fifth consecutive year, the timeliness of RFC production scores in the
"Poor" range, the only attribute to do so, and Working Group (WG) decision speed (Q27) continue to
attract one of the lowest scores across all working group questions. While the speed of the standards
process sits above the neutral midpoint at 3.32, indicating that most respondents do not rate the IETF as
slower than other SDOs, it still receives the lowest comparative score among all attributes when
benchmarking the IETF against other SDOs (Q30).The process speed has remained an area of concern
over the past years.

3. Gender diversity is showing meaningful signs of progress

Regular participation among women rose from 5.42% in 2024 to 9.82% in 2025 (Q4), and first-time
participation among women is now more than double that of men (Q11). The younger cohort is
considerably more gender-diverse than older participants (Q4), and the overall trend is moving towards
gender parity among participants, though women still make up under 10% of all respondents. Women
are more represented among new participants than among regular participants.

" https://www.ietf.org/blog/ietf-community-survey-2024/
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4. Process complexity and reading volume are a hindrance for new participants

New participants rate both the time required to read documents (2.69) and the complexity of IETF
processes (2.94) within the Very Poor range (Q26a), reflecting the inherent demands of joining a
technically sophisticated standards body. The Net Promoter Score (NPS) score (-2.9%) for new
participants remains below zero (Q20), as it has for several years.

5. Regular participants continue to find the most value in IETF participation, confirming the strength
of the multi-stakeholder model

The 2025 data reflects a significant recovery in the sentiment of regular participants, with their NPS
score rising sharply to 42% in 2025, up from a low of 26% in 2024 (Q20). Regular participants rate their
working group experiences, process understanding, and sense of community significantly higher than
all other cohorts (Q26), reporting a very strong belief that they are able to share their views (4.55) and
that their contributions are valued (4.28) within working groups (Q27a). This high-value engagement
remains a significant time commitment; regular participants spend a median of 6 hours per week on
IETF activities (Q13), reflecting the depth of their involvement. Separately, when asked about barriers to
participation, the time needed to read emails and documents is the most commonly cited hindrance
across all participant types (Q26a), falling in the Poor to Very Poor range across every group.

6. Balancing extensive corporate representation with the core principle of individual contribution

For the fourth consecutive year, the statement "WG participants contribute as individuals and not as
representatives of their employer" received the lowest score among working group attributes (3.39,
Q27), a concern also mentioned in the open-ended feedback (Q54). However, demographically,
63.65% of the community are corporate employees (Q6), for whom representing their employer or
client is one of the motivations for participation (Q12), alongside broader goals such as making the
Internet work better. Despite this, the community believes that working groups consistently deliver
choices based on rough consensus (4.10) and effectively address all reasonable technical concerns
(3.93, Q27).

7. The new open-ended question surfaces governance and inclusion concerns

A new open-ended question (Q54), included for the first time in 2025 and only answered by 241
participants out of the 1,480 total who took the survey, surfaces five themes: behavioral barriers and
lack of effective moderation, corporate capture and loss of individual voice, process inefficiency and
RFC pipeline delays, access and global representation, and leadership accountability and governance
reform. Importantly, the majority of the responses across all participant groups reflects genuine
affection for the IETF and its mission; the concerns raised are those of invested participants who want
to see the organization improve.

Across participation levels, themes shift depending on engagement: those who only monitor and
occasional participants surface access and inclusivity concerns most, while regular participants focus
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on behavioural barriers and governance gaps, calling specifically for term limits, performance reviews
and clearer escalation paths. As for leadership experience, those who have never held a role raise all
five themes with consistent emphasis and particular concern for accountability, while current leaders
focus primarily on operational improvements; former leaders, meanwhile, highlight governance failures
and corporate capture. Despite the breadth of concerns raised, respondents express genuine
commitment to the IETF's mission.

Methodology

Survey design principles
The survey was designed and questions were constructed following the same principles as previous
community surveys:

Return a representative sample of the wider IETF community

The intent of this survey was to reach as widely as possible in order to get a representative sample of
the ~50,000 mailing list subscribers, recognising that there are varying degrees of participation within
that population.

As people self-select whether or not to respond to the survey, there is the possibility of selection bias
and no cross-checking was carried out to test as the data to do so is not available, so this possibility
remains.

Design for an international survey

The IETF community is global and the language was carefully chosen to ensure that all respondents
interpret the questions easily and similarly through simple, direct, and idiom-free language.

Maximise the number of responses

This principle influenced the question design in a number of ways, all of which aimed to reduce the
cognitive load required to complete the survey.

The friction people feel with mandatory questions was largely eliminated by allowing them to skip
almost all the questions. The only mandatory question was used for self-identifying the level of
participation.

For questions with a scale that includes a “neutral” option, a “No opinion” option was added to avoid
people choosing the neutral option and distorting the results. Those who skipped such a question are
counted as having no opinion.

For questions with a “prefer not to answer” option, anyone that did not answer was classified as having
answered “prefer not to answer” even though they did not explicitly select it.
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Ensure that the responses can be processed

In the 2025 survey, one open-ended question (Q54) was introduced. The complete text of all responses
to this question are not included in this report for two reasons: the data contains personally identifiable
information (PIl), and the volume of responses is too extensive to present in full within this format.

Prioritise questions that can be repeated every year

The intent is to repeat this survey every year at roughly the same time so that a trend can be seen over
multiple years. This also means that there are no trend questions in the survey (e..g “Has community
behaviour got better or worse over the last year?"”) as that is more accurate if derived from multi-year
analysis because perception over a period of time differs so much from individual to individual.

Don’t ask questions that are best answered by other means

There is a basic question about mailing list subscriptions, but more accurate answers can be obtained
from mailing list analysis. Similarly, it would be better to send each WG a survey than ask for
information about specific WGs in this survey.

Open end feedback analysis:

The responses to Q54 were analysed using Claude Sonnet 4.6, an Al assistant developed by Anthropic,
which generated a thematic summary of the feedback and identified the most frequently raised topics
across all the verbatims.

Changes since the last survey

The 2025 IETF Community Survey maintains much of the core structure of the 2024 version, but
includes specific amendments to the wording of perception-based questions and employment
demographics.

A couple of questions were removed following the last survey:

e Q16. Over the next year do you expect to spend more or less time on IETF activities? This
question was removed as the data gathered to date is sufficient to project future trends.

e Q53. Which other standards setting organisations do you participate in? (check all that apply)
This was a duplicate question of Q29 and therefore it was removed.

Several questions were amended following discussions with English as a Second Language (ESL)
speakers to ensure clarity and accurate interpretation:

e Q1. How would you best describe your participation in IETF mailing lists? reworded to Q1. How
would you best describe your participation in IETF mailing lists over the last year?

e Q6a. What sectors do you work in? reworded to Q6a. What sectors do (did) you work in?

e The choice of Q6a was reworded from Q6a. Academia to Q6a. Academia / Research.
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e Q13. On average, how many hours per week do you spend on IETF activities? The options for this
question were changed from specific categories (personal time, employer's time, business time
& client's time) to a single general average of hours spent per week.

e Q25. How often are the following statements correct about the IETF? reworded to Q25. How
much do you agree with the following statements about the IETF? The scale for answering this
guestion also changed from a frequency scale (Almost always to Almost never) to Likert
agreement scale (Strongly agree to Strongly disagree).

e Q26. How often are the following statements correct about your participation in the IETF?
reworded to Q26. How much do you agree with the following statements about your participation
in the IETF? The scale for answering this question also changed from a frequency scale (Almost
always to Almost never) to Likert agreement scale (Strongly agree to Strongly disagree).

e Q26a. How often do the following hinder or deter your participation in the IETF? reworded to
Q26a. How often do the following become barriers to your participation in the IETF?

e Q27 How often are the following statements correct about the IETF working groups (WGs) that
you participate in? reworded to Q27. How often are the following statements true about the IETF
working groups (WGs) that you participate in?

e Q27a. How often are the following statements correct about your participation in IETF working
groups (WGs)? reworded to Q27a. How often are the following statements true about your
participation in IETF working groups (WGs)?

A new question was added:

e Q54. Finally, is there anything else you would like to tell us? A new open-ended feedback
question was added at the end of the 2025 survey that was not present in the 2024 version.

Distribution

To distribute this survey, an address list was created by amalgamating the membership lists of all active
IETF mailing lists and de-duplicating for addresses using '+’ notation. From this list, all addresses that
unsubscribed to previous surveys were removed, along with those that we are confident are not able to
receive email. The resulting 52,660 addresses were silently subscribed to a mailing list with all
members moderated to prevent unwanted use. A pre-announcement post? blog was published on the
IETF website and then the invitation to participate® was sent to the survey list on 24 December 2025. A
reminder* was sent on 4 January 2026 and a final reminder® on 19 January 2026.

75 addresses were unsubscribed or hard bounced and automatically unsubscribed. The unsubscribed
addresses will be noted and added to a “do not contact” list for future iterations of this survey.

2 https://www.ietf.org/blog/launch-of-the-ietf-community-survey-2025/

% https://mailarchive.ietf.org/arch/msqg/secdir/jlaLwo260oLcLEGMO--mIrEVXoqg/

4 https://mailarchive.ietf.org/arch/msqg/ietf-surveys/_61780R68_z7olupRy0-N4sc4-g/
S https://mailarchive.ietf.org/arch/msa/ietf-surveys/VokCgBtFRID1L Ysa5q88PnkO-Il/
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Data validation

The initial protection of the integrity of the data was left to the survey system (Qualtrics), which was
configured to detect bots and prevent repeated survey responses. After the survey the data was
examined to identify obviously invalid survey responses; 11 were deleted as a result. A further 225 were
deleted which were a combination of those who started but did not provide any data, untrusted
responses, gibberish responses, etc.

Analysis of results

Population

The population of participants is taken to be the same as the number of addresses subscribed to
mailing lists after correction for the use of “+" address notation and those known to be unreachable.
There are two known issues that will affect this, but neither are corrected for due to the lack of data:

e Participants subscribed to different lists with different addresses.
e The use of role addresses and internal email expanders going to multiple people.

For analysing the survey, a population of 52,660 is used.

Percentage analysis

Most of the question analysis displays the results as a percentage, with different forms of percentage
used:

e Percentage of (question) respondents. The majority of questions are analysed using this
percentage. Where the question is mandatory, or there is a “no opinion” or “prefer not to answer”
option then this is equivalent to the total number of survey respondents, otherwise it is less. For
questions where respondents can select multiple options, this means that the percentages will
total more than 100%.

e Weighted percentage. Used for multiple choice questions where each option selected by the
same respondent is assigned a fractional “score” that is inversely proportional to the number of
selections made - i.e. if they select 1 option then the score is 1, if they select 2 then a score of
0.5 is used for each option, and so on. This shows the number of responses to a particular
option as a percentage of the total number of responses to the question. These percentages will
always add up to 100%.

In almost all of the analysis below, the percentage of respondents is used as it represents the views of
respondents as accurately as possible as we have from the data, even though it makes comparisons to
the total non-intuitive. For example, 71% of respondents indicated that they are employees, which
covers both those who are only employees and those who are, say, part-time employees and part-time
students. The weighted percentage for the same option is much lower at 59% and so it may seem a
fairer percentage to use but this is based on the untested assumption that respondents who give two
answers, split their time/role 50/50.
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Coding, coding means and applying a value judgement

A number of questions have categorical responses on a scale. For example, "Much more” through to
“Much less”. For the analysis, each response is assigned a code that is then used to calculate a mean
between 1and 5. These means can then be compared between questions and/or over time.

For some questions it is appropriate to apply a value judgement where we assume that we want as high
a score as possible and therefore need to assess the value of a score. In those cases, while there's no
hard and fast rule, a mean of 4.50 or above is sometimes considered excellent, 4.00 to 4.49 is good,
3.50 to 3.99 is acceptable but not good, and below 3.50 is either poor or very poor if below 3.00

The codes are:

Quality Quantity Preference Frequency Reverse Code
Frequency

Excellent Much more Strongly preferred Almost always Almost never 5

Good More Preferred Often Rarely 4

Average About the same | Neutral Sometimes Sometimes 3

Poor Less Not preferred Rarely Often 2

Terrible Much less Strongly not preferred | Alimost never Almost always 1

Statistical significance

Only a limited number of significance comparisons have been performed due to the nature of the data:

e Comparison of means, using a public web service®.
e Comparison of proportions using a public web service’.

Charts

The chart types and settings have been chosen as follows:

e The scale for percentages is always 0%-100% except where the figures are quite small and that
would make it difficult to read.
Stacked bars are used where the answers are on a scale.

e As well as percentages, raw counts are shown so that the reader can calculate their own
comparison tests and check the percentages.

e Some figures and headings have been omitted for space reasons and, where meaningful, those
are referenced in the text. Any missing figures can be provided on demand.

8 https://www.medcalc.org/calc/comparison_of_means.php

7 https://www.socscistatistics.com/tests/ztest/default2.aspx
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Treatment of Previous Participants

Respondents who self-identified as "previous” participants at Q1 are excluded from questions
measuring current IETF participation, working group experience and likelihood to recommend IETF
(Q26, Q26a, Q27, Q27a, Q13, and Q20), as their engagement with IETF mailing lists and activities has
lapsed.

Results and Analysis

Totals

52,660 email addresses were successfully contacted. 1716 responses were received. Out of those,
1480 were valid responses, a response rate of 2.81% (in line with 2.6% in 2024), giving a maximum
margin of error of +/- 2.54% (slightly better than 2.60% in 2024).

Testing for selection bias

In Q1 11.01% of respondents answered "I regularly post”. With a margin of error of 2.54%, this indicates
a total somewhere between 4,460 and 7,136 people who regularly post to IETF mailing lists. A separate
analysis has identified that messages sent to IETF mailing lists during 2025 came from 4,457 individual
email addresses. Because this figure aligns closely with our survey's projected lower bound, it suggests
that regular participants are reasonably represented in the sample, with negligible selection bias.

Questions: Organisational Demographics (part 1)

These questions of fact about the respondents participation in the IETF. They are split into two parts as
this first question is used as an initial routing and qualification question.

Q1. How would you best describe your participation in IETF mailing lists?

This was the one mandatory question for this survey, with respondents asked to self select a single
participant type with textual guidance on those types:

| regularly post (“regular”)

| occasionally post (“occasional”)

| regularly read messages but never post (“reader”)

I monitor message subjects and occasionally read but never post ("monitor")
| no longer read or post but | used to ("previous")

| have recently subscribed and | am still deciding how I fit in ("new")

| have never read or posted to any IETF mailing list ("non-participant")

Those that answered “non-participant” were taken immediately to the end of the survey and not asked
any further questions. They are therefore not included in the following analysis.
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regular 11.01% (163)
occasional 22.64% (335)
reader 23.58% (349)
monitor 29.66% (439)
previous 6.49% (96)
new 6.62% (98)
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
% of respondents #
Commentary

1. Together, readers (those who read but never post) and monitors (those who occasionally read
but never post) continue to make up more than half of IETF mailing subscribers (53.24%).

2. Projecting these distributions across the full population of 52,660 mailing list subscribers,
approximately 4,460-7136 are regular participants, 10,585-13,257 are occasional contributors,
11,080-13,752 are readers, and 14,284-16,955 engage primarily as monitors. A further
2,080-4,756 are previous participants and 2,149-4,824 are new participants.

3. Note the section above on Testing for selection bias.

Q1a. Have you participated in an IETF Meeting?

No 43.70% (649)
Yes, at least once onsite 42.56% (632)
Yes, only remotely 13.74% (204)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

% of respondents #

Normalised by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new
No | 4.91% (8) 23.88%(s0)  [BEM % (197) 58165% (262) I 40.63% (39) 63.27% (62)
Yes, at least once onsite [EENELACEr) 58140% (199) I 26.93% (94) 29.84% (131) |7 92% (45) 22.45% (22)
Yes, only remotely [J] 11.04% (18) 16.72% (56) [ 16.62% (59) 10.48% (46) B 11.46% (12) 14.29% (14)

0% 30% 60% 90%|0% 30% 60% 90%|0% 30% 60% 90% 0% 30% 60% 90%|0% 30% 60% 90% 0% 30% 60% 9S0%

% of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents
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Participation type distribution within each meeting attendance category:

No Yes, at least once onsite Yes, only remotely
regular | 1.23% (8) B 21.78% (137) B 8.87% (18)
occasional 12.35% (80) 31.64% (199) 27.59% (56)
reader [N 30.40% (197) I 14.94% (94) N 28.57% (58)
monitor 40.43% (262) 20.83% (131) 22.66% (46)
previous [l 6.02% (39) B 7.31% (46) B 5.42% (11)
new 9.57% (62) 3.50% (22) 6.90% (14)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%(0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%(0%  20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

% of respondents # % of respondents # % of respondents #

Commentary

4. Meeting attendance remains high, with over 56% of respondents having participated either
onsite or remotely. While the "No" category is significant as well (43.7%), this is influenced by
those who like to monitor or read the IETF mailing list.

5. Remote-only participation has largely remained the same year over year holding a steady trend
of approximately 14% of respondents taking part remotely in the meetings.

6. Among respondents who have never attended an IETF meeting, monitors (40.43%) and readers
(30.40%) together account for over 70%, indicating that non-attendance is heavily concentrated
among the least actively posting participant types.

Questions: Demographics

These questions have been asked for the dual purpose of understanding the broad makeup of the IETF
community, and how the views and experiences of the community differ by demographics as such
differences may indicate problems.

Q2. In what region do you live?

This question uses the standard IETF regions and is the same question asked in most of our other
surveys, such as post-meeting surveys.

Africa [ 3.04% (45)

Asia 11.22% (166)
Europe | 41.01% (507)
Latin America (Mexico, Central America, South .. 3.11% (46)
Middle East [l 1.28% (19)
North America (USA, Canada) 36.15% (535)

Oceania (Australia, New Zealand, Pacific Island.. [l 2.77% (41)
Prefer not to answer 1.42% (21)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

% of respondents #

14 July 2026 1



[ETF Administration LLC FINAL

Cross-tabulating this by participant type gives:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new
Africa | 0.5% (8) | 0.5% (8) |1.1% (17) | 0.5% (8) 1 0.1% (2) 0.1% (2)
Asia | 1.7% (25) [ 2.4% (36) fl2.9% (43) [ 2.6% (39) | 0.4% (8) 1.1% (17)
Europe [l 3.6% (53) [ 9.6% (142) I 8.4% (124) [ 14.0% (207) ] 2.6% (39) 2.8% (42)
Latin America (Mexico, Ce.. | 0.3% (5) | 0.1% (2) [0.9% (14) [ 1.0% (15) 1 0.1% (2) 0.5% (8)
Middle East | 0.2% (3) | 0.3% (4) 1 0.1% (1) | 0.5% (8) 0.2% (3)
North America (USA, Cana.. [l] 3.9% (58) [ 9.0% (133) I 8.9% (132) 7 10.0% (148) 0 2.9% (43) 1.4% (21)
Oceania (Australia, New Z.. | 0.4% () | 0.5% (7) [0.9% (13) | 0.5% (8) 1 0.2% (3) 0.3% (4)
Prefer not to answer | 0.3% (5) | 0.2% (3) | 0.3% (5) | 0.4% (6) 1 0.1% (1) 0.1% (1)

0% 20% 40% (0% 20% 40% 0% 20% 40% (0% 20% 40% 0% 20% 40% (0% 20% 40%
% (table) of respond..% (table) of respond..% (table) of respond..% (table) of respond..% (table) of respond..% (table) of respond..

Normalising that cross-tabulation by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new
Africa [ 4.91% (8) [2.39%(8) B 487% (17) | 1.82% (8) | 2.08%(2) 2.04% (2)
psia [ 1534% (25) 0 10.75% (36) [ 12.32% (43) |1 8.88% (39) I 6.25% (5) 17.35% (17)
| s2so%(4z) s 42.86% (22)
Latin America (Mexico, Ce.. ] 3.07% (5) 10.60% (2) f 2.01% (14) 1] 3.429% (15) | 2.08%(2) 8.16% (8)
Middle East | 1.84% (3) | 1.19% (4) 10.29% (1) | 1.82% (8) 3.06% (3)
North America (USA, Cana.. _ _ 44.79% (43) 21.43% (21)
Oceania (Australia, New Z.. ]| 3.68% (6) [ 2.09% (7) fl 3.72% (13) | 1.82% (8) f313%3) 4.08% (4)
Prefer not to answer ] 3.07% (5) | 0.90% (3) | 1.43%(5) | 1.37% (6) | 1.04% (1) 1.02% (1)

0.0 02 04 00 02 0.4 0.0 0.2 04 00 02 0.4 0.0 0.2 04 00 02 0.4

% (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo..

Commentary

7. In line with historical trends from community and post-meeting surveys, IETF participation
remains heavily concentrated in Europe and North America, together accounting for
approximately three-quarters of the total respondent base.

8. Overall participation from Latin America has also increased this time and there is a notable bump
among newer community members.
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Q3. How old are you?

This was first asked in 2021 and is not normally asked in our post-meeting surveys.

Under 18 = 0.68% (10)
18t0 24 2.97% (44)
25t034 9.73% (144)
35 to 44 [ 18.72% (277)
45to 54 [ 26.429% (391)
s5to 64 | NEEEEGEGEE— 22.43% (332)
65 to 74 [N 11.22% (166)

75and over | 4.46% (66)

Prefer not to answer [N 3.38% (50)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
% of respondents #

Normalised cross-tabulation by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new
Under 18 [J] 3.68% (6) 10.29% (1) 10.23% (1) 2.04% (2)
181024 ] 3.07% (5) [1.19% (4) | 0.86% (3) I 4.56% (20) | 2.08%(2) 10.20% (10)
251034 [ 9-82% (16) 7 8.36% (28) B 5.74% (34) I 9.34% (41) f217%(4) 21.43% (21)
35t044 [ 18.40% (30) N 19.70% (s6) [N 18.91% (66) I 17.08% (75) [ 14.58% (14) 26.53% (26)

a5 to 54 [ 38% (43) INNE7 .46% (92) RS 5% (93) IN26142% (116) 2 92% (22) 25.51% (25)
55064 [IE3.93% (39) N26.57% (89) N 22.06% (77) I22.32% (98) I 21.88% (21)  8.16% (8)
65t0 74 [ 7.36% (12) I 1015%z4) I 13.75% (48) 00 10.71% (47)  [IR2.92% (22)  3.06% (3)

75and over ] 3.07% (5) I 4.78% (16) f 2.01% (14) 1 5.47% (24) B 7.29% (7)

Prefer not to answer [} 4.29% (7) [ 1.79% (6) fl 3.72% (13) 1 3.87% (17) B 417%(4) 3.06% (3)

0% 20% 40% 0% 20% 40% 0% 20% 40% 0% 20% 40% 0% 20% 40% 0% 20% 40%

% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..

Commentary

9.

The median age for the IETF community is in the 45-54 age range. This is the same as the trend
previously seen.

10. While the absolute volume of participants under the age of 18 is small (n=10), it is notable that

1.

60% of this group (n=6) identify as "regular" participants, indicating a deep level of commitment
and integration upon joining.

The previous participants who no longer post/read any IETF material are primarily from the older
group of “45-74",

Q4. What is your gender? (check all that apply)

This question was changed for the 2022 survey to allow multiple answers. This first chart shows the
different ways that this data can be presented and used:
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Man 79.29% (1,206) 81.09%
Woman 9.60% (146) 9.28%
Non-binary = 1.91% (29) 1.28%
Transgender | 1.31% (20) 0.62%
Other | 0.66% (10) 0.30%
Prefer not to answer 7.23% (110) 7.43%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

% of respondents # Weighted % #

As the focus here is on respondent views, not proportionality between respondents, the percentage of
respondents is used throughout the rest of this survey, which will generally mean totals in excess of

100%:

Normalised cross-tabulation by gender:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new
van [ 53% (128) IINES.07% (255) [IIINE0.23% (250) IINE3.53% (358) [ 78.13% (75) 71.43% (70)
woman [] 9.82% (16) | 8.66% (29) fl 0.74% (34) | 8.20% (36) | 833%(8) 23.47% (23)
Transgender | 0.61% (1) 11.79% (6) 1 0.86% (3) 1 2.05% (9) 1.02% (1)
Non-binary | 3.07% (5) 11.79% (6) | 1.43%(5) 11.59% (7) 1 1.04% (1) 5.10% (5)
Other | 1.23% (2) 10.90% (3) 10.29% (1) 1 0.46% (2) 1 1.04% (1) 1.02% (1)
Prefer not to answer ] 9.20% (15) | 5.97% (20) J0.17% (32) | 6.61% (29) J] 11.46% (12) 3.06% (3)
0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00% 0.00% 100.00%

% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..

Cross-tabulating gender with region and normalised by region:

Oceania
(Australia, New Z..

75.61% (31)

B 12.20% (5)

North America
Middle East (USA, Canada)

IRZIAEE)  80.19% (429)

10.65% (57)

Latin America
Europe (Mexico, Central ..

g4.35% 512) QLN )

J] 7.08% (43) I 23.91% (1)

Africa Asia

W 84.44% (38) [ =

woman [ 8.89% (4) I 15.06% (25)

Non-binary | 2.22% (1) 11.20% (2) | 1.65% (10) | 5.26% (1) 1.50% (8) B 12.20% (5)
Transgender | 2.22% (1) 1 0.60% (1) 11.32%(8) [4.35%(2) 1.12% (6) | 4.88%(2)
Other | 2.22% (1) 1 0.60% (1) 10.33%(2) 0.19% (1) f7.32%(3)

] 7.58% (46) 7.85% (42) f7.32%(3)

50% 100%|0%

Prefer not to answer I 8.89% (4) I 4.22% (7) | 2.17% (1)
0%  50% 100% 0%  50% 100% 0%

% (table) of respo..% (table) of respo..% (table) of respo..% (table) of respo..% (table) of respo..% (table) of respo..% (table) of respo..

50% 100%|0%  50% 100%|0%  50% 100% 0% 50% 100%
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Age (Q2) cross-tabulated with gender and normalised by gender:

Man Woman Non-binary Transgender Other Prefer not to answer

Under 18 | 0.33% (4) 6.90% (2) 5.00% (1) 20.00% (2) 2.73% (3)
18to24  2.49% (30) 7.53% (11) 6.90% (2) 10.00% (2) 0.91% (1)
25t034  8.79% (106) 15.75% (23) 31.03% (9) 25.00% (5) 20.00% (2) 8.18% (9)
35to44 18.08% (218) 25.34% (37) 31.03% (9) 30.00% (6) 40.00% (4) 16.36% (18)
45to0 54 27.36% (330) 24.66% (36) 13.79% (4) 10.00% (2) 19.09% (21)
55to 64 24.79% (299) 13.01% (19) 6.90% (2) 5.00% (1) 10.00% (1) 14.55% (16)
65to 74 12.02% (145) 8.90% (13) 5.00% (1) 6.36% (7)

75and over = 4.98% (60) 2.05% (3) 2.73% (3)

Prefer not to answer | 1.16% (14) 2.74% (4) 3.45% (1) 10.00% (2) 10.00% (1) 29.09% (32)

0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%

% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..% (column) of respon..

Commentary

12. The gender distribution remains largely consistent with previous years, though there is a slight
increase in "Prefer not to answer".

The veteran IETF population is predominantly male, while the younger cohort (under 45) is
notably more diverse.

While the overall proportion of women remains under 10% (9.60%), the regular participation
among women has almost doubled, rising from 5.42% last year to 9.82% in 2025. However,
women are still more likely to be new participants than existing ones.

Latin America shows comparatively better female representation than other regions (23.91%).
The number of respondents who identify as non-binary and transgender continues to grow
overall but not so much among new participants. The overall numbers are still low and using

those for analysis may not be representative.

13.

14.

15.
16.

Q6. What is your employment status? (check all that apply)

This is the third year of including two employment-related questions in the survey.

Employee 63.65% 60.08% 942
Business owner 13.04% 9.92% 193
Independent contractor 12.30% 9.14% 182
Retired 10.14% 8.93% 150
Student 5.88% 4.21% 87
Unemployed || 3.58% 2.80% 53
None of the above || 1.89% 1.89% 28
Prefer not to answer | 3.04% 3.04% 45
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0 200 400 600 800 1000
% of respondents Weighted % Count of respondents
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Frequency distribution of the number of options selected per respondent:

8.31% (123)
1.49% (22)
0.20% (3)
0.07% (1)
0.27% (4)

o bk wmNn R

0% 10% 20%

Normalised by participant type:

regular
Employee
Independent contractor . 15.34% (25)
Business owner . 15.95% (26)
Retired [} 9.20% (15)
student ] 6.75% (11)
Unemployed I 5.52% (9)
None of the above | 1.23%(2)
Prefer not to answer I 3.07%(5)

0% 50%

100% 0%

30% 40%

occasional

65.37% (219)
I 11.64% (39)
I 17.31% (58)
1 8.66% (29)

| 3.88%(13)
|3.58% (12)
10.60% (2)
|3.58% (12)

50% 100%

50%

% respondents

reader

60%

70%

monitor

| 59.89% (209) 68.34% (300).

B 12.619% (44)
B 9.74% (34)
B 12.17% (39)
f 5.73% (20)

| 3.44%(12)

| 2.87% (10)

| 4.58% (16)

0% 50%

100% 0%

I 12.30% (54)
1 10.71% (47)
Il 8.88% (39)

| 5.24% (23)

1 3.429% (15)

| 2.05% (9)

1 1.59% (7)

50%

100% 0%

80%

previous

90%

FINAL

89.66% (1,327)

100%

new

B 43.75% (42) 64.29% (63)

P 12.46% (11)
B 16.67% (16)

B 27.08% (26)

| 2.08% (2)
11.04% (1)
| 2.08% (2)
| 2.08% (2)

50%

100% 0%

9.18% (9)
12.24% (12)
2.04% (2)
18.37% (18)
4.08% (4)
3.06% (3)
3.06% (3)

50% 100%

% (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo.. % (column) of respo..

Normalised by gender:

Man
65.75% (793)
12.60% (152)
13.35% (161)
10.61% (128)
4.89% (59)

Employee

Independent contractor
Business owner

Retired

Student

Unemployed
None of the above

Prefer not to answer

14 July 2026

0%

3.73% (45)
1.82% (22)
1.49% (18)

50%

Woman Non-binary Transgender Other
61.64% (90) 68.97% (20) 60.00% (12) 50.00% (5)
13.70% (20) 20.69% (6) 25.00% (5) 50.00% (5)
10.96% (16) 17.24% (5) 25.00% (5) 50.00% (5)
10.27% (15) 17.24% (5) 20.00% (4) 30.00% (3)
11.64% (17) 37.93% (11) 40.00% (8) 50.00% (5)
4.11% (6) 13.79% (4) 30.00% (6) 30.00% (3)
2.74% (4) 3.45% (1) 5.00% (1) 10.00% (1)
3.42% (5)
100% 0% 50%  100% 0% 50%  100% 0% 50%  100% 0% 50%  100%

% (column) of responden..% (column) of responden..% (column) of responden..% (column) of responden..% (column) of responden..
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Commentary

FINAL

17. The results for this question were consistent this year as well, with the majority of respondents
choosing their status as employees, followed by business owners and independent contractors.

18. The profile of regular, reader, and monitor participants follow the same trend with the highest
portion being employees followed by independent contractors and business owners. In contrast,
previous participants show a more mixed profile, with a notable increase in retirees in 2025.

19. The new participant group shows relatively higher proportions of students suggesting newer
entrants may be earlier in their careers.

20.Employment patterns are broadly consistent across participant types and genders, with only
minor skews i.e., higher student share among non-binary, transgender and others.

21. Around 10% of respondents have more than one form of employment.

Q6a. What sectors do you work in? (check all that apply)

This question focuses solely on what sectors people work in.

Business
Academia / Research

Civil society / Not-for-profit
Government

None of the above

Prefer not to answer

65.14% (964)
32.57% (482)
16.49% (244)
13.99% (207)
4.12% (61)
3.31% (49)

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80%

% of Total Distinct count of Response ID

53.00%
22.15%
9.14%
8.28%
4.12%
3.31%
0%

20% 40%

Weighted % #*

60% 80% 100%

Frequency distribution of the number of options selected per respondent:

17.23% (255)

3 6.15% (91)

4 [ 2.03% (30)

0% 5% 10%

15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45%

% respondents

50%

74.59% (1,104)

55% 60%  65% 70% 75% 80% 85%

The relationship between employment and sectors is shown in the following treemap below. Since Q6a
(sector question) and Q6 (employment question) allowed respondents to select multiple sectors, a
single person may appear in more than one box. Box size represents the number of respondents in
each combination, and colours are consistent throughout (by sector) so smaller boxes without labels
can still be identified:

14 July 2026
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Employee Employee Business owner Business Independent contractor Independent
Business Academia / Research Business owner Business contractor
(625) (286) (164) Academia/ (146) Academia/
31.14% 14.25% 8.17% Research 7.27% Research
(72) (66)

3.59% 3.29%

Business
owner
Government
(33)
1.64%
Student

Student
Employee Employee Business
Government None of -

(127) the above
6.33% (31)

1.54% Retired
Government
(30)
1.49%

Independent
contractor
Government

(42)
2.09%

Retired Retired Student

Business Academia/ Academia/ Research
(100) Research (63)

4.98% (58) 3.14%

WLERPIYZEE - Unemployed

Business Academia/
(35) Research
1.74%

Commentary

22.With the inclusion of “Research” under the “Academia/Research” category this year, there has
been a noticeable increase in its selection, indicating broader representation of
research-oriented roles.

23.Business and Academia/Research continue to be the largest sectors represented among
participants, while Civil society/non-profit and government show an almost equal split.

Questions: Overall Perceptions

These two questions were asked at this point to provide something substantive for respondents to give
an opinion on, breaking up the less interesting demographic questions.

Q25. How much do you agree with the following statements about the IETF?

This year, both the question wording and response scale were updated, shifting from a
frequency-based scale to an agreement-based scale to capture respondents’ perceptions.
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The IETF produces high quality RFCs KRR 52.34% D 424 T 1,361

The IETF produces RFCs in an open and transparent .. |CIIRAYER 41.10% D 413 T 1,309
The |IETF produces RFCs that reflect IETF consensus N 403 T 1296
The IETF produces relevant RFCs EXERD 53.42% D 414 T 1,332
The IETF is well managed 38.79%  1S:03% NN RIS R

The IETF focuses on the most important work 36.55% 29.06% _ 3.61 _ 1,198
IETF processes are effective 39.01% 24.80% P 365 T 1,189

The IETF produces RFCs in a timely manner 27.25%  35.18% I ses e 1,235
0% 50% 100% |1 2 3 4 50 500 1000 1500
% (row) of respondents # Coding mean # Count of respondents
M stronglyagree [l Agree B Neutral [ Disagree Strongly disagr..

Coding means by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new

The IETF produces high quality RFCs
The IETF produces RFCs in an open and transparen..

The IETF produces relevant RFCs
The IETF produces RFCs that reflect IETF consensus _ 3.69 .

The IETF is well managed _ 3.50
The IETF focuses on the most important work _ 3.70 _ 3.54 _ 3.77_ 3.52 - 3.33
|ETF processes are effective _ 3.78- 3.50 _ 3.62 - 3.39 _ 3.76

The IETF produces RFCs in a timely manner - 3.22 - 311 _ 3.54 - 3.26 - 3.04 - 3.43

12 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 425

Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean

Coding means by leadership experience:

No, | have never held one of these .. Yes, | currently hold one of these r..|Yes, | previously held one of these..

The IETF produces high quality RFCs _ 4.26 _ 4.32 _ 3.93
The IETF produces RFCs in an open and transparen.. _ 4.10 _ 4.05
The IETF produces relevant RFCs _ 4.16 _ 4.14 _ 3.83
The IETF produces RFCs that reflect IETF consensus _ 4.00
The IETF is well managed _ 3.84
The IETF focuses on the most important work _ 3.63
IETF processes are effective _ 3.64
The IETF produces RFCs in a timely manner _ 3.32

1 2 3 4
Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean #
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Similar distribution, by excluding the previous participants, as they no longer post and read IETF mailing
list their data is not necessarily valid on this question therefore this additional chart excludes them from
this analysis:

The IETF produces high quality RFCs [0S 52.61% D 425 I 128

The IETF produces RFCs in an open and transparent .. _ 4.14 _ 1,230
The IETF produces RFCs that reflect IETF consensus _ 4.05 _ 1,126
The IETF produces relevant RFCs _ 4.15 _ 1,253
The IETF is well managed P 3 es I 1070

The IETF focuses on the most important work 36.73% 29.22% _ 3.63 _ 1,129
IETF processes are effective 39.34% 24.92% P 366 P 1,25

The IETF produces RFCs in a timely manner 27.30%  35.58% 3.30 _ 1,165
0% 50% 100% 1 2 3 4 50 500 1000 1500
% (row) of respondents # Coding mean # Count of respondents
Commentary

24.The core values of the IETF are rated positively overall, with quality, transparency, consensus
and relevance all falling within the “Good" range.

25.The timeliness of RFC production continues to remain the lowest rated of the aspects, scoring in
the Poor range.

26. Notably, respondents who currently hold or have previously held leadership positions within the
IETF rate transparency most highly among all attributes, suggesting stronger confidence in this
area among those with deeper organizational involvement.

27. As previous participants no longer actively read or post to IETF mailing lists, an additional
analysis was conducted excluding this group. The results are largely consistent across both
analyses and the coding means shift marginally upward but not significantly.

Q28. How important is the IETF?

Respondents were asked to rate this on a scale of 0-10. While not strictly an NPS question, that
methodology is used to analyse the result.

00.21%(3)

1

210.14% (2)

3 [ 0.85% (12)

4 [ 0.78% (11)

S I 2.42% (34)

6 N 4.55% (64)

7 N 10.66% (150)

o I 22.89% (322)

S | 23.539% (331)
1.0 | 33.55% (472)

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%
% of respondents #
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Commentary

28.The vast majority of respondents rate the IETF as highly important, with 57.07% giving a score of
9 or 10 and a further 33.55% scoring 7 or 8. Only 9.38% of respondents gave a score of 6 or
below.

29.This is consistent with 2024, when 55.58% gave a score of 9 or 10 and 37.09% scored 7 or 8,
with 7.33% scoring 6 or below.

30.The proportion of respondents giving the highest importance scores (9-10) has slightly
increased compared to 2024.

Questions: Organisational Demographics (part 2)

This is the second set of factual questions about respondents’ participation in the IETF. These
questions were not asked in the sequence reported below.

Q7b. Have you ever held a leadership role in the IETF (IESG, IAB, IRSG, LLC
Board, Trustee, IAOC, WG Chair, Nomcom Chair)?

No, | have never held one of these roles 85.69% (1,186)
Yes, | currently hold one of these roles 8.38% (116)
Yes, | previously held one of these roles 5.92% (82)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

% of respondents #

By gender:
Man Woman Non-binary Transgender Other
No, | have never held one of these roles | 70.88% (981) 7.88% (109) 1.45% (20) 0.94% (13) 0.29% (4)
Yes, | currently hold one of these roles | 6.94% (96) 0.79% (11) 0.36% (5) 0.22% (3) 0.29% (4)
Yes, | previously held one of these roles | 4.70% (65) 0.51% (7) 0.22% (3) 0.22% (3) 0.07% (1)

0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%

% of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents
Normalised by gender:
Man Woman Non-binary Transgender Other
No, | have never held one of these roles 85.90% (981) 85.83% (109) 71.43% (20) 68.42% (13) 44.44% (4)
Yes, | currently hold one of these roles | 8.41% (96) 8.66% (11) 17.86% (5) 15.79% (3) 44.44% (4)
Yes, | previously held one of these roles | 5.69% (65) 5.51% (7) 10.71% (3) 15.79% (3) 11.11% (1)
50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100% 50% 100%

% of q respondents (1..% of g respondents (I..% of q respondents (1..% of q respondents (1..% of q respondents (I..
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By gender normalised by option:

No, | have never held one of these roles 6.83% 9.19% 82.72%
Yes, | currently hold one of these roles 6.03% 9.48% 82.76%
Yes, | previously held one of these roles | 10.98% 8.54% 79.27%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

% (row) of respondents #

Prefer not to answer Other Transgender Non-binary Woman Man

Normalised by region:

Africa Asia Europe Latin America (.. Middle East  |North America (.. Oceania (Austra..
No, | have never held one of th.. © 88.24% (135) [8537%(35) SRR, (11) 82.32% (419)  [EENETAER)
Yes, | currently hold one of the... || 8.11% (3) P1111%17) Js575%33) [ 9.76% () B 11.76% (2) 8.84%(45) [l 15.38% (6)
Yes, | previously held one of th.. | 2.70% (1) 10.65% (1) |4.18% (24) ] 4.88%(2) P 2353% (4)  884%(45)  |5.13%(2)

0% 50% 100% 0% 50% 100%|0%  50% 100% 0%  50% 100%|0%  50% 100% 0% 50% 100% 0%  50% 100%

% of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents % of respondents|% of respondents

By region normalised by option:

No, | have never held one of these roles . 35.33% _
Yes, | currently hold one of these roles - 38.79% _
Yes, | previously held one of these roles . 54.88% _
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 50% 100%

% of respondents #

Prefernotto.. Ml Oceania(Aust.. | North Americ.. [l MiddleEast [ Latin America .. [l Europe 7 Asia M Africa

Commentary

31. The overall trend remains stable, with approximately 10-15% of participants reporting that they
currently hold or have previously held leadership roles within the IETF year over year.

32.Consistent with the 2024 findings, women in leadership roles are significantly higher than the
percentage of women overall. Among respondents identifying as non-binary or transgender,
approximately 30% have or had held leadership roles in IETF.

33.From a regional perspective, North America is overrepresented in both current and past
leadership roles relative to its overall participation in the IETF. In contrast, Europe is notably
underrepresented across both categories, while Asia shows significant underrepresentation
among previous leadership role holders.
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Q9. Do you have a IETF Datatracker account (https://datatracker.ietf.org, used
to authenticate for meetings, submit I-Ds, etc)?

Yes 49.82% (690)
No 34.80% (482)
| don’t know 15.38% (213)
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

% of respondents #

Normalised by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new
Yes 78.95% (255) I 33.44% (108) 27.63%(113) [ 35.56% (32) 51.09% (47)
No || 3.38% (5) 12.38% (40) s 61% (157) 51.10% (209) I 45.56% (41) 32.61% (30)
| don’t know ] 5.41% (8) 8.67% (28) B 17.96% (58) 21.27% (87) I 18.89% (17) 16.30% (15)
0% 50%  100%|0% 50%  100%|0% 50%  100%|0% 50%  100%|0% 50%  100%|0% 50%  100%

% (column) of respond.. % (column) of respond.. % (column) of respond.. % (column) of respond.. % (column) of respond.. % (column) of respond..

Commentary

34. After several years of steady growth, the proportion of respondents reporting that they have a
Datatracker account has stabilized this year, remaining nearly unchanged from 2024 (49.51%).

35. As expected, almost all the regular participants have a Datatracker account. This year, new
participants also show a noticeable increase in having a Datatracker account (51.09% in 2025
compared to 31.76% last year).

Q11. Approximately, in what year did you first participate in an IETF meeting or
subscribe to an IETF mailing list?

This is a fixed choice question only listing the years from 1986 to present.
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Commentary

participation in IETF meetings.
37. In 2025, first-time participation among women (20.39%) is more than double of among men

36. The past three years have seen the highest proportion of respondents reporting first-time

(9.34%). This continues and strengthens the growth trend noted in 2023 and 2024 surveys.
38. Overall participation from Africa, Latin America, the Middle East, and Oceania remains relatively

low. However, among these Latin America (26.67%) and Africa (18.75%) show comparatively

higher proportions of first-time attendees.

ion

t

icipa

Part
The first of these questions, about motivation, was inserted in the middle of the organisational

Questions

demographics questions above as it was rated by importance. The rest came together in a page of

questions immediately following, all rated by frequency.

25
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Q12. How important to you are the following for your participation in the IETF?

This question asked respondents to rate the importance of various motivations for participating in the
IETF.

Importance rating and the coding mean for importance.

45.31% 41.89%

Making the Internet work better

o=~
o=

My personal interest [EETAFA 47.33%

Keeping up to date with upcoming develop.. JEERARA] 50.38%
My professional development PARIEZ] 45.61%

% 42.22% 24.90%

.
N
i
~
o
3

o=
o=~

Advocating for certain principles

39.64% 28.76%
30.61% 23.64%

Meeting others who work in the same field

Representing my employer/clients

34.07%

w
=
I}
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>

For the community and friendships

Understand how the IETF can benefit my em.. 29.27%  31.03% _
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Coding mean by employment:

Employee Independent con.. Business owner Retired Student Unemployed

4.19

Making the Internet work better

My personal interest

Keeping up to date with upcoming developm..

My professional development X .

Advocating for certain principles 3.74 _

Meeting others who work in the same field _3.43 _ 3.25 _3.45
Representing my employer/clients _ 3.41 - 3.12 _ 3.51 - 2.67 - 2.93 - 2.81

For the community and friendships _ 3.41 _ 3.47 _ 3.32 _ 3.34 _ 3.51 _ 3.24
Understand how the IETF can benefit my emp.. _ 3.33 - 3.13 _ 3.20 - 2.63 - 2.86 - 2.85

2 4 2» 2 4 23 2 4 3 2 4 > 2 4 2 2 4

2 T S

—

Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean

Coding mean by sector:

Business Government None of the above  Academia/Research Civil society/ Not-fo..

Making the Internet work better

My personal interest

Keeping up to date with upcoming developm..
My professional development

Advocating for certain principles

Meeting others who work in the same field
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Understand how the IETF can benefit my emp.. _ 3.27
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Coding means of regular participants only, split by leadership experience:

Making the Internet work better

My personal interest .

Keeping up to date with upcoming developments

Advocating for certain principles

My professional development (

Meeting others who work in the same field .
Representing my employer/clients . .
For the community and friendships . ’
Understand how the IETF can benefit my employer/clients . .
0.0 0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 35 4.0 45 5.0
Coding mean #

B No, I have never held one of these roles Yes, | currently hold one of these roles B ves, | previously held one of these roles

Commentary

39. "Making the Internet work better” remains the primary driver for participation. This is the
top-rated motivation across almost all categories, including participant types, sectors, and
employment types. However, those who are retired, student or unemployed rated “my personal
interest” higher.

40.Motivation for representing employers varies by participation level. Those who primarily monitor
IETF mailing list rate “representing my employer/clients” lower than other participants.

41. "Understand how the IETF can benefit my employer/client” receives lower importance ratings
among previous participants, likely reflecting reduced perceived relevance after their
disengagement with IETF. This attribute is also given low importance by retired, student, and
unemployed respondents, who are less likely to have direct employer-related considerations.

42.Current leaders are the most highly motivated group across almost all categories. However,
ex-leadership has a sharp drop in scores for "understanding how the IETF can benefit my
employer/client" and "representing my employer."

Q26. How much do you agree with the following statements about your
participation in the IETF?

The wording and response scale for this question were updated in the 2025 survey, shifting from a
frequency-based scale (Almost always to Almost never) to an agreement-based scale (Strongly agree
to Strongly disagree) to better capture respondents' perceptions of their IETF participation.

As a result, direct comparison of individual response categories across years should be treated with
caution. The top-box responses appear lower in 2025, respondents are generally less likely to select
the strongest option on an agreement scale than a frequency scale. For example, "Strongly agree” for "l
am treated the same as the rest of the IETF community" is 17.56% in 2025, compared to 34.35%
selecting “Almost always” in 2024. The top-2-box results however remain consistent at approximately

14 July 2026 28



[ETF Administration LLC FINAL

60% across both years, suggesting overall sentiment has remained stable and is the more appropriate
basis for year-over-year comparison.

| am treated the same as the rest of the |E.. _ 3.64
| have good opportunity to share my view.. 41.09% 33.84% _ 3.67
lunderstand IETF processes 47.20% 23.20% _ 3.65

| feel part of the IETF community 31.23% = 35.44% D e3e

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 1 2 3 4 50 500 1000
% (row) of responses # Coding mean # Count of respondents
[ | Strongly agree [ ] Agree B Neutral [ | Disagree Strongly disagr..

Coding means by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor new
| am treated the same as the rest of the
IETF community
e dveioment ot ooy LD N - N . = [
on the development of the IETF el 374 361 3.40 355
| feel part of the IETF community 4.42 _ 361 _ 3.25 - 2.89 -

1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5

Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean #
Coding means by region:
North America Oceania Latin America
Europe (USA, Canada) Asia (Australia, New ..|(Mexico, Centra.. Africa Middle East
| am treated the same as the rest
| have good opportunity to share
my views on the development of .. - - 3.70 3.83 - 3.44 - - - 3.54

12 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 45

Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean
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Coding means by gender:

| am treated the same as the rest of the
IETF community

| have good opportunity to share my views
on the development of the IETF

I understand IETF processes

| feel part of the IETF community

Man . Woman . Non-binary

Coding means by meeting participation:

| am treated the same as the rest of the
IETF community

lunderstand IETF processes

| feel part of the IETF community

No
| have good opportunity to share my views _ 3.48
on the development of the IETF

1 2 3

Coding mean #

14 July 2026

[ ] Transgender

FINAL
2.5 3.0 35 4.0 4.5 5.0
Coding mean #
Other
Yes, at least once onsite Yes, only remotely
51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5
Coding mean # Coding mean #
30
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Coding means by year of first participation:

4.00 389 3.83 380392 3.80 3.84
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3.61
IETF community 343 348 333 3.40
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N

Coding mean
w

1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025

Year of Approximately, in what year did you first participate in an IETF meeting or subscribe to an IETF mailing list?

Coding means of regular participants only, split by leadership experience:

| am treated the same as the rest of the . .
IETF community
I have good opportunity to share my views “

on the development of the IETF

lunderstand IETF processes

| feel part of the IETF community
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Coding mean #

. No, | have never held one of these roles . Yes, | currently hold one of these roles . Yes, | previously held one of these roles
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Commentary

43.Similar to last year, none of the attributes are rated above "Acceptable” overall. However, regular
participants consistently report higher scores across all attributes. The new participants rate “I
understand the IETF process” the lowest, which is expected as they are still at an early stage of
engagement.

44.Understanding of IETF processes is strongly linked to level and type of participation. Longer
tenure and regular participation are associated with higher levels of process understanding.

45. Onsite meeting participation has a more positive effect on IETF process understanding than
remote participation. Those who have never attended an IETF meeting score lowest in all
categories, particularly in feeling part of the community.

46.Notably, and in contrast to previous years, ex-leaders among regular participants report lower
agreement with the statement “I am treated the same as the rest of the IETF community,”
suggesting a shift in perception within this subgroup.

Q26a. Do any of the following hinder or deter you from participating in the IETF?

The rating and coding means here are presented in reverse so that that at-a-glance “higher the better”
impression remains correct.

The time required to read emails and docu.. 3.00 _ 1,071
The cost of participating in IETF meetings 3.18 _ 925
The complexity of IETF processes 3.35 _ 966
The behaviour of other IETF participants _ 3.74 _ 932
The reliance on email and mailing lists _ 4.08 _ 1,037
Thereliance on English ansuage RIS I 051
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 1 2 3 4 5l0 500 1000
% (row) of responses (reverse colour) Coding mean (reverse) # Count of respondents
B Almost never B Rarely B sometimes Often Almost always
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Coding means by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor new

The time required to read emails and docu.. _ 3.03 - 2.93 _ 3.36 - 2.81 - 2.69
The cost of participating in IETF meetings [N 348 N :s N :7 N :os N .18
The complexity of IETF processes _ 3.52 _ 3.41 _ 3.36 _ 3.27 - 2.94
The behaviour of other IETF participants [N 33 N :7: D : - D : = D :
The reliance on email and mailing lists 4.17 _4.01_3.64
The reliance on English language 4.45

i1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5

Coding mean (reverse)Coding mean (reverse)Coding mean (reverse)Coding mean (reverse)Coding mean (reverse)

Coding means by age:

The time required to read emails and ( .' i ! ]

documents ! 1 !

The cost of participating in IETF meetings . . - ! I I

The complexity of IETF processes . . - . 1 1

The behaviour of other IETF participants : .: )- 1

The reliance on email and mailing lists { : . { - :
The reliance on English language i i 1 . ”

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 35 4.0 4.5 5.0

Coding mean (reverse) #

Under 18 18to 24 [ 25t034 [ 35t044 M 45t054 M 55t064 W ss5t074 B 75 and over
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Coding means by region:

North America Oceania Latin America
Europe (USA, Canada) Asia (Australia, New .. (Mexico, Central.. Africa Middle East

The time reqmredazc;r;géju;n;!: -4) - -8) - -) - - 2.36(14)
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12 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 4512 3 42512 3 45
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Coding means by meeting participation:

No Yes, at least once onsite Yes, only remotely

The time required to read emails and docu.. _3.15 _ 2.86 _3.00
The cost of participating in IETF meetings _ 3.41 _ 3.11 _ 2.95
The complexity of IETF processes _ 3.29 _ 3.43 _ 3.23
The behaviour of other IETF participants _ 4.02 _ 3.54 _ 3.80
The reliance on email and mailing lists _ 4.18 _ 4.07 _ 3.84

1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5
Coding mean (reverse) # Coding mean (reverse) # Coding mean (reverse) #
Coding means by sector:
Civil society/
Business Government Academia /Research Not-for-profit None of the above

The time required to read emails and docu.. _ 2.97 _ 3.15 _ 2.99 - 2.90 - 2.79
The cost of participating in IETF meetings _ 3.27 _ 3.35 _ 3.01 - 2.87 - 2.81
The complexity of IETF processes _ 3.38 _ 3.49 _ 3.43 _ 3.29 - 2.75
The behaviour of other IETF participants _ 3.76 _ 3.80 _ 3.75 _ 3.59 _ 3.10
The reliance on email and mailing lists _ 343

1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5

Coding mean (reverse) Coding mean (reverse) Coding mean (reverse) Coding mean (reverse) Coding mean (reverse)
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Coding means by year of first participation:
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Commentary

47. The time required to read email and documents continues to be the greatest hindrance overall.
This factor is rated significantly lower than all other categories and falls into the Poor range.

48.New participants, monitors and occasional participants report the highest levels of deterrence
regarding time and process complexity. New participants recorded the lowest scores for the time
required to read documents (2.69) and the complexity of IETF processes (2.94), both falling into
the Very Poor range. This suggests that the barrier to navigate through IETF processes and tools
remains high for those unfamiliar with IETF norms.

49.The cost of participating in IETF meetings comes up as an issue for participants from Asia, Latin
America, Africa, and the Middle East.
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Q27. How often are the following statements correct about the IETF working
groups (WGs) that you participate in?

This question is unchanged from the previous survey.

WGs make decisions based on rough consensus _ 4.10 _ 840
WG meetings are well organised and managed _ 3.99 _ 733
WG discussions welcome contributions from all participants _ 3.99 _ 859
I 2 5o I s
WGs address all reasonable technical concerns raised 46.69% _ 3.93 _ 854
The behaviour of WG participants is managed well _ 3.93 _ 797
WG disagreements are resolved in a fair manner _ 3.92 _ 782

WGs goals are appropriate and realistic 51.92%

WGs meet their goals 4434% 2671% 8 2020202 E9N @202 ErH
WG decisions take a reasonable amount of time 34.29% 28.85% _ 3.50 _ 828
WG participants contribute as individuals and not as representa.. _ 3.39 _ 795
0% 50% 100% 1 2 3 4 50 500 1000
% (row) of respondents # Codingmean # =  Distinct count of Response ID

Coding means by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor

new
WGs make decisions based on rough consensus
WG discussions welcome contributions from all participants _ 3.82
WG meetings are well organised and managed m _ 3.86
The behaviour of WG participants is managed well _ 3.77
WGs goals are appropriate and realistic _3.84
WG disagreements are resolved in a fair manner _3.69
WGs address all reasonable technical concerns raised _ 3.79 _ 3.82
WGs meet their goals _ 3.78 _ 3.73 _ 3.58 _ 3.85
WG decisions take a reasonable amount of time _ 3.61 _ 3.45 _ 3.60 _ 3.37 _ 3.70
WG participants contribute as individuals and not as repres.. _ 3.43 - 3.30 _ 3.53 - 3.21 4.00

12 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 45

Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean
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Coding means by leadership experience:

WGs make decisions based on rough consensus

WG discussions welcome contributions from all participants .
WG meetings are well organised and managed . .

The behaviour of WG participants is managed well .
WG@Gs goals are appropriate and realistic . B

WG disagreements are resolved in a fair manner
WGs address all reasonable technical concerns raised
WGs meet their goals . .

WG decisions take a reasonable amount of time C
WG participants contribute as individuals and not as repres.. . .

1.0 15 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
Coding mean #

. No, | have never held one of these roles Yes, | currently hold one of these roles . Yes, | previously held one of these role:

Commentary

50. Working Groups continue to be viewed as successfully operating under the principle of rough
consensus. The attribute "WGs make decisions based on rough consensus" received the highest
overall rating again this year with a coding mean of 4.10. Regular participants rate this even
higher at 4.41.

51. While the scores for "WGs make decisions based on rough consensus" reach the Good range,
most other scores sit on the boundary of Acceptable range, indicating there is still room for
improvement across the board.

52.The lowest score is once again, for the fourth year in a row, for “WG participants contribute as
individuals and not as representatives of their employer” (3.39), indicating that this remains a
persistent issue.

53. As in previous surveys, those who currently hold leadership roles tend to rate WG performance
higher on most attributes than those who previously held such roles. Notably, respondents who
have never held a leadership role give the highest scores across many attributes, suggesting that
those closer to or within leadership may have a more critical perspective on WG functioning.

Q27a. How often are the following statements correct about your participation
in IETF working groups (WGs)?

This question aims to establish the internal perceptions of WG participants, distinct from their
perceptions about the WG.
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| learn a lot from participating in WGs _ 4.03 _ 838

| support the consensus of the WGs | participate in _ 4.01 _ 773
| am happy with the behaviour of other participants in WGs _ 3.93 _ 820

| am able to share my views in WGs _ 3.84 _749
WGs are a good use of my time _ 3.75 _ 837

My contributions to WGs are valued 28.85%  22.96% _ 3.72 _ 659
0% 50% 100% (1 2 3 4 50 500 1000
% (row) of respondents # Coding mean # Count of respondents
Coding means by participant type:
regular occasional reader monitor ne

w
5
I 370
F o
P zse 0 339 349
377 N 3 7s 0 333 [ 3.1

| learn a lot from participating in WGs

| support the consensus of the WGs | participate in

I am happy with the behaviour of other participants in WGs

I am able to share my views in WGs
WGs are a good use of my time

My contributions to WGs are valued
1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 45

Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean

Coding means by leadership experience:

| learn alot from participating in WGs :

I support the consensus of the WGs | participate in

I am happy with the behaviour of other participants in WGs
I am able to share my views in WGs i

WGs are a good use of my time i

My contributions to WGs are valued

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 35
Coding mean #

B No, I have never held one of these roles I ves, | currently hold one of these roles B ves, | previously held one of these rol:

Commentary

54. As with previous surveys, the overall scores for the choices within this question are in a narrow
range on the Acceptable/Good boundary. Overall, the highest-rated aspects of personal
participation are educational and collaborative, i.e., "l learn a lot from participating in WGs"
followed by "I support the consensus of the WGs | participate in".

55. Regular participants derive significantly more value from participation than other cohorts.
Regular participants rate their ability to share views at an Excellent score of 4.55, compared to
other groups. This reinforces the design of the IETF as a participative model, where the benefits
of participation scale proportionally with the level of active engagement.
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56. Among regular participants, current leaders report the highest levels of personal satisfaction
across all categories, while previous leaders provide the lowest ratings in every category, most
notably regarding the behavior of other participants.

Q13. On average, how many hours per week do you spend on IETF activities?

This question was changed from 2024, earlier respondents are asked to provide answers on four
measures that are then summed to give a total. In 2025, those four measures were replaced by a single

measure. In the below charts the green line represents the median and the blue line represents the
mean.

For all of these charts, responses of zero are excluded. This should then be read as, "Of those that
spend hours of their personal time on IETF activities, then this is what they spend.”

2

Total %

0 2.004.76

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85
Hours #

By participant type:

10.35

regular
6.00

occasional
3.04.65

monitor
1.0/B.12

reader |
2208

2.00|5.16

0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80

On average, how many hours per week do you spend on IETF activities? - Total #

14 July 2026 39



[ETF Administration LLC

Regular participants by leadership experience:

never held
one of these
roles

No, | have |

2/(3155
Yes, |

currently
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8.00 J12.76

held one of
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Yes, |
previously
4.006.69
0 5 10 15 20 25 30

FINAL

35 40 45 50 55 60 65 70 75 80 85

On average, how many hours per week do you spend on IETF activities? - Total #

Commentary

57. The overall average time spent per week is 4.76 hours.

58. Regular participants contribute significantly more time than other groups. Regular participants
spend an average of 10.35 hours per week, while all other participant types (occasional, reader,
monitor, new) average between 2 to 5 hours.

59. Leadership experience shows a clear relationship with time commitment; current role-holders
report the highest hours (median 8, mean 12.76), compared to those who have never held a role
(median 2, mean 3.55), with previous leaders falling in between.

Q20. How likely are you to recommend IETF participation to a friend or

colleague?

This uses the NPS methodology where people are asked to rank likelihood on a scale of 0-10.
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NPS categories:

Promoter Detractor
32.56% 29.54%

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50% 55% 60% 65% V0% 75% 80% 85% 90% 95%
% of respondents #

NPS by participant type:

Promoter Detractor
54.89% 12.03%

regular

. | Promoter Detractor
occasiona 31.56% 29.57%
d Promoter Detractor
reader 36.52% 23.05%
it Promoter Detractor
monitor 21.53% 40.71%
Promoter Detractor
new 31.88% 34.78%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Net Promoter Score #
. Promoter . Passive . Detractor
Commentary

60. The NPS score is promoters minus detractors, which is greater than 0 for the overall response.
This is considered a good result by proponents of NPS.

61. The NPS score is consistent with the trends observed in 2022 and 2023, however it is trending
downward.

62.The net score for regular participants rose significantly to 42%, representing a strong recovery
from the low of 26% recorded in 2024.

63.In contrast, NPS results for new participants and those who only monitor mailing lists remain
unsatisfactory, with both groups scoring below 0. A notably large gap exists for those who
monitor lists, who report a net score of -19%.

Questions: Previous participants

These questions were only asked of those who self-selected “previous participant” in question 1.
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Q17. In what year did you cease being a regular participant in the IETF?

This again had a constrained set of years, from 1986 to 2025, that could be given as an answer. This
data was analysed by age, region and gender, but the numbers are too small for any inference to be

drawn.
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Q18. Why did you cease being a regular participant in the IETF? (check all that
apply)

This question asks for the respondent to select any number of options, without any rating. The list of
options are those that have been raised directly by individuals in various fora. No cross-tabulations are
presented as the numbers are too small.

The colour coding below separates out those options that are outside of the control of the IETF (blue)
from those that we may be able to influence (orange).

| changed role / employer / business 43.02% (37) _ 19.58%
I no longer have the time _ 25.58% (22) _ 11.64%
retived [N 20.93% (18) | EERD
My employer’s / business’s priorities changed _ 20.93% (18) - 9.52%
My work was complete _ 19.77% (17) - 8.99%

The IETF was no longer the relevant place for me/ my work _ 18.60% (16) - 8.47%
The working groups | participated in were not productive _ 18.60% (16) - 8.47%
The culture of the IETF was a problem _ 16.28% (14) - 7.41%
| was unable to get my ideas adopted _ 11.63% (10) - 5.29%
It was too hard to learn how to participate effectively - 10.47% (9) - 4.76%
It was too hard to participate in English - 4.65% (4) l 2.12%
None of the above - 9.30% (8) - 4.23%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

% of respondents # % of responses #
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Commentary

64.By definition, this only records views from people who cease participation but remain subscribed
to at least one list and so receive the survey invitation.

65. The primary factors, which account for 90% of responses, are all outside of the control of the
IETF.

66. Of those under the control of the IETF, the productivity of the working group came out to be the
top reason followed by IETF culture, though both score lower than reasons that are outside of
IETF control.

Questions: Communication and Participation Preferences

These are a small number of questions to understand individual preferences for communications and
participation.

Q22. How do you prefer to be informed of IETF activities?

This question asked respondents to rate a set of options by preference, from strongly preferred to
strongly not preferred.

Email announcement<. |, .51 (1,180)

Blog posts 3.04(1,114)
PDF/printed reports 2.81(1,110)
Articles in periodicals 2.84(1,084)
Social media posts | NG 2 38 (1,108)
1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
Coding mean #
Coding means by age:
Email announcements ~
e 067 _o0 @
Articles in periodicals ,
PDF/printed reports ( )i
Social media posts .. . {
1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
Coding mean #
Under 18 18t024 25t034 35t0 44 M 451054 M 551064 M 65t074 M 75and
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Coding means by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous new
Blog posts 3.11 2.85 3.16 3.05 3.04 3.32
Articles in periodicals 2.61 2.56 3.12 2.88 2.89 3.14
pDF/printed reports [ 248 2.53 3.11 2.84 2.97 3.15
social media posts [ 242 B 225 B 250 s L EEH 2.66

1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5
Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean #

Commentary

67. Overall, email continues to be the preferred method to be informed by a high margin.

68. Online content, including both blog posts and social media posts, has a very wide spread of
preference, consistent with age range. The younger the participant, the more they prefer these
other methods.

69. New participants are more open to diverse communication channels. Compared to regular
participants, new participants show a higher preference for blog posts, articles, PDFs, and
social media.

Q24. How do you prefer to participate in the discussions and decisions of the
IETF?

This question asked respondents to rate a set of options by preference, from strongly preferred to
strongly not preferred.

IETF Mailing lst< Y /.20 (1, 126)

Onsite at an IETF meeting 3.43(1,023)
IETF Issue trackers (e.g. GitHub) 3.36(1,006)
Remotely at an IETF meeting 3.28(1,033)
IETF Hackathons 3.05(841)

IETF Instant messaging (e.g. Zulip) _ 2.44(933)
"Unofficial” channels (e.g. Twitter, Slack) [ N N HRREEENENNN : .24 (969)

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 35 4.0 4.5 5.0
Coding mean #

Coding means by age:

Please note that the "Under 18" demographic includes only three participants (n=3) for this question.
Their individual responses were highly consistent and therefore their calculated means align identically
across most of the choices. This data has been validated, and irregular responses within this subset
were removed from the dataset to ensure accuracy.
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IETF Mailing lists .~

Onsite at an IETF meeting

@
IETF Issue trackers (e.g. GitHub) . ) .

Remotely at an IETF meeting

X3
|ETF Hackathons “ . .
IETF Instant messaging (e.g. Zulip) ) . . .
"Unofficial” channels (e.g. Twitter, Slack) - ...

1.0 1.5 2.0 2.5 3.0 3.5 4.0 4.5 5.0
Coding mean #

Under 18 18to 24 [ 25t034 [ 35t044 M 45t054 M s5t064 W ss5t074 M 75and

Coding means by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous

new
Onsite at an IETF meeting P zss Tz z0 Tz [ 356
IETF Issue trackers (e.g. GitHub) - 3.24 - 3.27 _ 3.56 - 3.29 - 3.28 _ 3.79
Remotely at an IETF meeting - 3.28 - 3.25 - 3.33 - 3.26 - 3.12 _ 3.62
IETF Hackathons [ 346 I 310 I 307 [ zer 270 I 341
IETF Instant messaging (e.g. Zulip) - 2.34 - 2.29 - 2.64 - 2.37 - 2.39 - 3.04
"Unofficial” channels (e.g. Twitter, Slack) [l 2.21 o i ass s L I ess

12 3 4512 3 4 512 3 4512 3 451 2 3 451 2 3 45

Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean

Codings means by meeting participation:

No Yes, at least once onsite Yes, only remotely
IETF Mailing lists | N EREEEEEEE <> I /1. [ /26
IETF Issue trackers (e.g. GitHub) [N 3.50 T zay P 366
Onsite at an IETF meeting [N 2.72 P 399 iz
Remotely at an IETF meeting [N 3.25 a3 e 390
IETF Hackathons [ 2.83 s I 208
IETF Instant messaging (e.g. Zulip) | NRREIIIIIH >.43 e 235 [ 20
"Unofficial” channels (e.g. Twitter, Slack) NN 2.18 L EER I es
1 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 5
Coding mean # Coding mean # Coding mean #

Commentary

70. IETF mailing lists continue to be the most preferred way of participation among all respondents.

71. New participants rate issue trackers almost as high as email.

72.Regular participants and those who have participated onsite at an IETF meeting, rate
participating onsite at an IETF meeting almost as high as participating on mailing lists.
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73. Participants under 35 rank GitHub and Zulip significantly higher than those in older cohorts, who
show a clear low preference for "Unofficial" channels and instant messaging.

74. Non-attendees rely primarily on mailing lists and issue trackers as their entry points to
participation. Onsite attendees predictably favour in-person meetings, while remote-only
participants show a stronger preference for remote attendance and slightly greater comfort with
instant messaging.

Questions: Other Standards Development Organisations

These two questions aim to help understand how IETF participants also work in other SDOs and to
provide some basic comparative analysis.

Q29. Which other standards setting organisations do you participate in? (check
all that apply)

Respondents were asked to select other SDOs from a list with no rating of their participation. The list of
choices is curated by the Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG) and only includes those they
consider the most relevant to the IETF.

The following chart does not include respondents who answered “none of the above” as that would
show a misleading percentage. This is better captured on the next chart.

iece I 12.08% (242)
w3 I .87% (178)
iso I s.03% (139)
ru-T N s.48% (130)
Ts! I ©.13% (123)
scrp [N 5.78% (116)
OpenlID Foundation | NG 3.69% (74)
Broadband Forum [N 3.04% (61)
FIDO Alliance [ 2.24% (45)
0AsIS open [ 2.14% (43)
Unicode [N 2.09% (42)
vEr [ 1.44% (29)
ATIS I 1.40% (28)
TIA I 1.35% (27)
EcMA International [l 1.30% (26)
ovA [ 1.10% (22)
IFiP I 0.95% (19)
0GF [l 0.45% (9)
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35% 40% 45% 50%

% of respondents #

The following chart shows the distribution of the number of other SDOs participated in, per respondent.
If a respondent answered that they participated in all 18 listed, the full set of answers for that
respondent were carefully checked for signs of a bot answering or deliberate data corruption, but none
were found. Those who answered “None of the above" are shown as the zero column.
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Commentary

75. Half of IETF participants participate in at least one other SDO. Given that the choices presented
are a non-exhaustive set of SDOs, this is lower than the true level.

76. The ordering of other SDOs is very similar to the results from 2023 and 2022 with the IEEE as the
highest selected option, then the W3C, and then a close group of ISO, ITU-T, ETSI and 3GPP,,
with the others trailing behind.

Q30. How well do you think the IETF compares to other standards settings
organisations for the following aspects?

Respondents were asked to rate a series of aspects of the IETF using a comparative scale from much
better to much worse. A coding mean of 3 is neutral, above that is better than other SDOs and below
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that, worse. In 2025, an additional analysis has been conducted filtering the results to only those
respondents who indicated participation in one or more SDOs in Q29.

Openness of the standards process _ 4.10
Independence of the standards process _ 3.89
Barriers to participation _3.76
Fairness of participation _ 3.81
Quality of standards produced _ 3.82
Administration of the organisation _3.60
Behaviour of other participants _ 3.27
Speed of the standards process _ 3.32
I <o

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 1 2 3 4 50 200 400 600 800 1000
Percentage of question respondents Coding mean # Count of respondents
B Much better B Better B About the same [ worse Much worse

Coding means by participant type:

regular occasional reader monitor previous

new
Openness of the standards process
Independence of the standards process _ 3.73 _ 3.63
Barriers to participation _ 3.83_ 3.62 _ 3.60 _ 3.75
Fairness of participation _ 3.82_ 3.78 _ 3.62 _ 3.72
Quality of standards produced _ 3.82_ 3.77 _ 3.65
cost of participation [ NGN 3o 1N 7 I 35 I 3 52
Administration of the organisation _ 3.48 _ 3.61 _ 3.49 _ 3.62
Behaviour of other participants - 311 - 3.18 _ 3.43 - 3.25 - 3.15
Speed of the standards process - 3.16 - 3.20 _ 3.46 - 3.32 _ 3.37 _ 3.81
Overal I 7 I =75 I+ so I 37

12 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 451 2 3 4 51 2 3 4 51 2 3 45

Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean Coding mean
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In 2025, similar analysis of Q30 was conducted but only for those who participated in 1 or more SDOs:

Choice
Openness of the standard.. |IEERER 33.2% 21.9% e 3299 494
Independence of the stan.. |JEEXEL 34.6% 25.2% e 381 460
Barriers to participation _ 3.61 450
Fairness of participation _ 3.70 442
Quality of standards prod.. |[FENEER 38.1% 32.8% e 374 487
Cost of participation ENFERLRINNEIGL) e 357 414
Administration of the org.. 3.49 397
Behaviour of other partici.. 3.25 409
Speed of the standards pr.. 3.31 465
Overall I .68 458
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 1.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00/0 200 400 600 800
Percentage of the question respondents Coding mean # Count of respondents #

Commentary

77. Every attribute received a coding mean above 3.0, indicating a consistently positive perception
of the IETF relative to other SDOs.

78. Openness to the standards process continues to be of the highest rated attributes with regular
participants giving it excellent rating.

79. While still rated better than other SDOs, the speed of the standards process and the behaviour of
other participants received the lowest scores, consistent with findings from previous years.

80.For those who participate in 1 or more other SDOs, the overall trend remains the same however
the scores are marginally lower across all attributes.

Q54. Is there anything else you would like to tell us?

This is a new question added in the 2025 survey that was answered by 241 participants out of the
1,480 total who took the survey. Due to the large number of verbatim responses received, these were
analyzed using Al to generate a summary of overall findings and identify the top 5 themes.

Methodological note on qualitative vs. quantitative data alignment

The most effective way to review freeform qualitative feedback is to evaluate it alongside the structured
quantitative data. The qualitative concerns surfaced in this section represent perceptions of a smaller
cohort only and should be interpreted as actionable focus areas for leadership, rather than broad
systemic definition.

Summary of the overall verbatims

The open-ended responses indicate strong support for the IETF mission, but highlight frustration with
process friction points. Key concerns include disruptive behavior on mailing lists and in working groups,
corporate capture of the standards process, leadership accountability, and financial and logistical
barriers. Process inefficiencies, particularly lengthy RFC timelines, were also cited. Despite this, many
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respondents expressed genuine affection for the IETF and offered constructive suggestions for reform.
Overall it shows that respondents remain committed to the IETF and want to see it improve.

Top-5 themes from the verbatims

Theme 1: Behavioral barriers and lack of effective moderation. Respondents flagged disruptive or
bad-faith behavior from a small number of participants on mailing lists and in working groups,
expressing frustration with moderation response speed.

¢ Quantitative survey context: On a macro level, the community believes participant dynamics are
handled successfully. In Q25, the statement "The IETF is well managed" holds a positive score of
3.84, and in Q27, "The behaviour of WG participants is managed well" scores 3.93, confirming
that the community views these behavioral issues as isolated rather than systemic.

Theme 2: Corporate capture and loss of individual voice. Respondents expressed concern that large
companies, by flooding working groups with representatives, dominating mailing lists, or leveraging
patents, are distorting the consensus process and sidelining individual contributors.

¢ Quantitative survey context: The survey data demonstrates the IETF's consensus framework
effectively safeguards against external pressure. The community affirms that working groups
consistently deliver choices based on rough consensus (4.10, Q27) and that the organization
maintains high independence of standard process as compared to other SDOs (3.99, Q30).

Theme 3: Process inefficiency and RFC pipeline delays. Slow standards development, excessively
long RFC timelines, and a perceived imbalance toward process over technical output emerged as a
major frustration.

e Quantitative survey context: While process speed is a recognized lower-scoring attribute, the
community believes that this speed does not compromise the final results. Respondents award
high ratings to the technical output, rating "The IETF produces high-quality RFCs" at 4.24 and
"The IETF produces relevant RFCs" at 4.14 (Q25), both within the Good range.

Theme 4: Access and global representation. Respondents highlighted barriers to participation for

people from other parts of the world, other civil society organizations, retired individuals, and those
without corporate sponsorship, including meeting costs, visa challenges, financial access, and the

in-person bias of IETF's culture.

e Quantitative survey context: The structured data shows that the IETF's remote participation
infrastructure is helping to bridge this gap. While 43.70% of respondents have never attended a
meeting in person (Q1a), those who participate exclusively online rate their experience
participating in IETF discussions via "Remotely at an IETF meeting" at 3.90 and rate "IETF
Mailing lists" at 4.26 (Q24). This proves that the organization's digital pathways are effective at
maintaining access for global remote participants, even while physical and financial travel
barriers remain a real issue for them.
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Theme 5: Leadership accountability and governance reform: Respondents called for stronger
accountability mechanisms for WG chairs and Area Directors, including term limits, performance
reviews, and clearer escalation paths for raising concerns.

e Quantitative survey context: The survey responses show that the community regards its current
leadership as Acceptable, indicating that improvements are possible. In Q25, respondents give a
score of 3.84, within the Acceptable range, to the attribute "The IETF is well managed," and in
Q27, they award positive scores to working group management, rating "WG meetings are well
organised and managed" at 3.99.

Improvements for future surveys

During this survey process, feedback was provided that will be considered for future surveys:

e Refine the phrasing for "Barriers to participation" in Q30, as answering "Much better" can imply
the IETF has stronger or higher barriers rather than fewer ones . This should be rephrased to ask
if the IETF has "lower barriers" or "absence of barriers".

e Consider adding a qualitative follow-up to the NPS question (Q20). An open-ended follow-up
question, such as "What is the main reason for your score?", should be added to capture
actionable insights on the NPS question.

Next steps

The results of this survey will be used by the IESG and IETF Administration LLC over the next year as
they plan and carry out their work. In particular, the survey will be regularly referenced in decision
making to ensure a data-driven approach is taken that emphasises addressing areas that the evidence
shows are high priority concerns reducing time spent on those the evidence shows are not actually
concerns.

This survey will be repeated annually, with some adjustments, in order to build up a time series of data
and to see whether the high priority concerns are being addressed. Finally, thank you to all those who
took part in this survey and provided us with such valuable feedback. Please raise any questions or
feedback on the admin-discuss@ietf.org mailing list.
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