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Proposal for Configuration Control
for
the ARPA Standard Version
of
the UNIX Operating System
b

Computer Systems Research Group
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1. Introduction

\t:b\}'he System

The ARPA Standard Version of the UNIX Operating System ("the System')
shall consist of the original Western Electric Version 7 UNIX software and docu-
mentation as modified and enhanced by the Contractor according to this agree-
ment.

1.2. Designated Sites

ARPA shall designate certain sites to receive the System and the needs of
these Designated Sites shall be a major factor in determining the configuration
of the System.

1.8. Responsibility for the Configuration

The day to day responsibility for the configuration of the System shall
reside with the Contractor and be based on priorities determined jointly with
ARPA. The ultimate responsibility for the configuration shall reside with ARPA.

2. Major Design Changes and Enhancements

2.1. Major Changes

Major changes are those which involve enhancements or changes that are
essential for successful use of the System by the Designated Sites or that have a
major impact on existing programs. These include (but are not limited to) pag-
ing, access to large flles, interprocess communication, and networking.

2.2. Consultation on Major Changes

Broad consultation with the Designated Sites is essential for ensuring that
major changes are made in an appropriate manner. The Contractor shall carry
out such consultation by means of circulating Technical Reports and various
design documents for comment, by arranging design reviews and other meetings
for obtaining feedback about anticipated changes, and by giving full considera-
tion to the views expressed by the Designated Sites.

3. Minor Changes and Enhancements

3.1. Minor Configuration Changes

Minor changes include fixing errors and problems, adding enhancements
which are thought to be desirable but which can be safely ignored by users who
consider them undesirable, and performance enhancements which have no sub-
stantial bad side effects.
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3.2. Consultation on Minor Changes

Broad advance consultation with the Designated Sites regarding minor
changes is generally viewed as counterproductive. None-the-less, minor changes
can cause problems. Minor changes may have unforeseen bad side effects. Also,
a system can change so frequently that it is difficult for users to adjust to the
changes. User feedback concerning minor changes which are considered harm-
ful is encouraged and it is expected that some minor changes will be retracted
or revised as a result of such feedback.

4. External Proposals for System Changes

4.1. External Proposal Format

It is expected that the Contractor will receive a number of suggestions for
major and minor system changes from other sites. No particular format is
required for such proposals, but it is suggested that material which the Contrac-
tor would provide for a similar type of change should be used as a guide. Ulti-
mately, the value of the change must be balanced against the work it entails in
relation to other priorities. Thus, the quality of the suggestion in terms of docu-
mentation, diff files, willingness to correct errors, ease of integration into the
System, etc., may affect whether or not the change is made.

4.2. Handling of External Proposals

A basic intent of the Contractor is to provide a system which is useful and
effective for the Designated Sites. The submission of a proposal for a change by
a user may indicate that the user has found a real problem with the System,
that there is a documentation problem which kept the user from understanding
the System, that the user is approaching his problem in a way which is incompa-
tible with the System, etc. As much as is possible, given the priorities and
resources of the project, we shall work with Designated Sites to help them con-
struct well formulated suggestions and we shall try to provide thoughtful
responses to thoughtful suggestions.




