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Status of this Meno

This meno defines an Experinental Protocol for the Internet
conmunity. It does not specify an Internet standard of any kind.
Di scussi on and suggestions for inprovenment are requested.
Distribution of this nmeno is unlimted.

Copyri ght Notice
Copyright (C The Internet Society (2004).
Abst ract

Thi s docunent proposes an experinental set of alternative decision-
nmaki ng processes for use in | ETF working groups. There are a snall
nunber of cases in | ETF working groups in which the group has cone to
consensus that a particul ar decision nmust be made but cannot agree on
the decision itself. This docunent describes alternative nmechani snms
for reaching a decision in those cases. This is not neant to provide
an exhaustive list, but to provide a known set of tools that can be
used when needed.

1. Introduction

Dave C ark’s nmuch-quoted credo for the | ETF describes "rough
consensus and runni ng code" as the key criteria for decision nmaking
inthe I[ETF. Aside froma pleasing alliteration, these two

touchst ones provide a conci se sunmary of the ideals that guide the

| ETF' s decision naking. The first inplies an open process in which
any technical opinion will be heard and any participant’s concerns
addressed; the second inplies a recognition that any decision nust be
grounded in solid engineering and the known characteristics of the
network and its uses. The aimof the I|ETF is to make the best
possi bl e engi neering choi ces and protocol standards for the Internet
as a whole, and these two principles guide it in making its choices
and st andar ds.

In a small nunber of cases, working groups within the | ETF cannot

reach consensus on a technical decision that nust be made in order to
ensure that an interoperabl e nmechani smor set of standards is
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avai l abl e in sone sphere. |In nost of these cases, there are two or
nore conpeting proposals at approximately the sanme |evel of technica
maturity, deployment, and specification. |In sonme cases, working

groups can achi eve consensus to advance multiple proposals and either
to revisit the question with experience or to build the required
nmechani sns to handle nultiple options for the life of the protocol

In other cases, however, a working group decides that it nmust advance
a single proposal

Choosi ng anong proposals can be difficult especially when each is
optim zed for slightly different use cases, as this inplies that the
wor ki ng group’s best choice depends on the participants’ views of
likely future use. Further problens arise when different proposals
assign costs in inplenmentation, deploynent, or use to different
groups, as it is a normal human reaction to seek to prevent one’'s own
ox from bei ng gored.

Thi s docunent proposes a set of experinental nechanisns for use in
such cases. To gauge the results of the use of these nechanisns, the
Last Call issued to the I ETF conmunity should note such a mechani sm

i s being used and which proposal anpbng the set was chosen. If and
when the conmunity becomes satisfied that one or nore of these

met hods is useful, it should be docunented in a BCP

In no way should this experinment or any future BCP for this snall
nunber of cases take precedence over the |ETF' s normal node of
operation.

2. Rough Consensus as a baseline approach

The Conflict Research Consortiumat the University of Col orado
outlines the pros and cons of consensus as foll ows:

The advant age of consensus processes is that the resulting
decision is one that nmeets the interests of all the parties and
that everyone can support. The disadvantage is that devel oping
such a decision can be a very slow process, involving many peopl e
over a long period of time. There is also a relatively high
probability of failure. |[If a quick decision is needed, the
consensus approach may not work. Consensus rule processes also
tend to favor those that oppose change and want to preserve the
status quo. All these people have to do is refuse to support any
consensus conpromises and they will win (at |east as long as they
can del ay change) [ CONFLI CT].
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Usi ng "rough consensus" as a guideline limts sone of the

di sadvant ages of consensus processes by ensuring that individuals or
smal | factions cannot easily block a decision that otherw se has
general support. The touchstone of "running code" can also lint the
di sadvant ages of consensus processes by requiring that statements
opposi ng particul ar proposals be technically grounded.

These limtations do not change the core mechani sns of consensus-
bui | di ng, however, and the | ETF process continues to require

i ndi vidual participants both to use their best engineering judgnent
to sel ect anbng proposals and to balance their own interests with
those of the Internet as a whole. Active participation and a
willingness to conprom se, possibly on key points, are needed.

Hi storically, this has worked because a |arge majority of

partici pants have recogni zed that the Internet’s growh and
enhancenent are nore inportant overall than any specific short-term
advant age.

In other words, "rough consensus" is sufficient in npbst cases in the
| ETF to ensure not only that individuals or snall groups are heard
when they raise technical objections, but also that they cannot bl ock
progress when general agreenment has been reached. This docunent does
not suggest changi ng the usual nechani sns for achieving progress; it
proposes nechani sms for use when a working group has consensus that
it must nake a decision but cannot nmeke that decision by the usua

rul es.

3. Conditions for use

In general, working groups should consider using alternate decision-
nmaki ng processes when it is clear both that a choice nust be nade and
that the choice cannot be made with continued di scussion, refinenent
of specifications, and inplenmentati on experience. A guideline for
det erm ni ng whet her these conditions have been nmet is included bel ow

3.1. There is a clear decision to be reached

There nust be a clear statement of the decision to be reached. This
may be in the working group’s charter, in requirenents docunents, or
i n other docunents devel oped by the working group. Prior to any

i nvocation of an alternate decision nmaking process, the Chair(s)
should confirmwith the working group that there is general agreenent
on the decision to be reached. This should include a specific
consensus call on whether the working group can advance multiple
proposal s or nust select a single proposal for the work item
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3.2. Proposals are available in Draft form

Proposed sol utions nmust be available as Internet-Drafts and nust be
sufficiently specified so that the Chair(s) believe they could be
publ i shed as an | ETF specification, possibly with further refinenent.
If the Chair indicates that a proposed solution is insufficiently
speci fied, concrete problens nust be identified, and a reasonabl e
amount of tine provided to resolve those problens nmust be provided.
Note that if one of the proposed solutions is "do nothing", an
explicit Draft to that effect nust be available; it my, however, be
produced when the group invokes an alternate decision-making process.

3.3. The working group has discussed the i ssue without reaching
resol ution

Consensus-buil ding requires significant anmpunts of di scussion, and
there is no general rule for indicating how nmuch discussion a
technical issue requires before a group should reach consensus. |If
there is any question about whether the discussion has been
sufficient, the working group chair(s) should always err on the side
of allow ng discussion to continue. Before using an alternate
deci si on maki ng process, the working group chair(s) should al so nake
an explicit call for consensus, summarizing the technical issues and
the choice to be made. |If new technical points are made during the
call for consensus, discussion should continue. |If no new points are
rai sed, but the group cannot cone to consensus, the working group may
consi der using an alternate decision nmaking process. Under no
circunmstances is the working group required to use an alternate

deci si on- maki ng process.

3.4. There is an explicit working group last call to use an alternate
nmet hod

In item 3.3 above, it is noted that the Chair(s) should make an
explicit call for consensus on the technical issues and should
proceed only after that call has yielded no forward progress. A
different Last Call on whether to use an alternate decision-naking
method is required, with a stated period for coments by working
group nmenbers. This is to indicate that the decision to use an
alternate nmethod should be taken at |east as seriously as the

deci sion to advance a document on the standards track. It also
provides a clear signal that this is a |ast noment for participants
to reconsider their positions. The decision to use an alternate
deci si on nmaki ng process requires the rough consensus of the working
group, as deternined by the Chair(s). The choice of which process to
use may be made in the Last Call or nmay be the subject of separate
di scussions within the working group. |If the group cones to
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consensus that an alternative nethod is required but does not cone to
consensus on the nethod to use, an external review team (c.f. section
4.1, below) will be fornmed.

I n di scussions regarding this docunent, several points have been

rai sed about the viability of any nechani smthat requires consensus
to use an alternative to consensus-based decisi on naki ng. Sone

i ndi vidual s have pointed out that groups having troubl e achieving
consensus on a technical matter may have simlar problens achieving
consensus on a procedural matter. O hers have been concerned that
this will be used as an attenpt to end-run around rough consensus.
These are valid concerns, and they point both to the need to retain
rough consensus as the baseline nechani smand the need to exercise
cauti on when using these alternate nethods. More inportantly though
they highlight the nature of these alternatives. They are primarily
mechani sns that all ow people to recognize the need for conpromise in
a new way, by backing away from entrenched technical positions and by
putting the technical choice in the hands of the broader comunity.
They highlight that the choice for each participant is now between
achieving a result and failure.

There is a fundanental tension between the |IETF community’s desire to
get the best decision for a particular technical problemand its
desire to get a decision that has conmunity buy-in in the form of
rough consensus. These nechani sns cannot resol ve that fundanenta
tension. They may, however, provide a way forward in sonme situations
that m ght otherwi se end in a deadl ock or stagnation

4. Alternate Methods

In setting up an alternate nmethod, care nust be taken that the
process by which the decision is reached remai ns open and focused on
the best technical choice for the Internet as a whole. The steps set
out bel ow provide a straw proposal for four such mechani sms. These
systens are relatively heavywei ght, partially to highlight the
gravity of invoking these nmethods and partially to ensure that the

| ETF community as a whole is alerted to and kept informed of the
process. Note that alternate procedures have been used in the past;
see [RFC3127] for a description of that used in the decision between
two conpeting candi date protocols for Authentication, Authorization
and Accounting. By setting out these proposals, this docunment does
not intend to limt working group choice but intends to provide a set
of well-defined processes that obviate the need for reinvention in
nost cases.
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4.1. Alternate Method One: External Revi ew Team For mati on

The working group notifies the | ETF community that it intends to form
an external review team by making a public announcenent on the | ETF-
announce mailing list. That announcenent should include a summary of
the issue to be decided and a list of the Internet-Drafts containing
the alternate proposals. It should also include the nane and

| ocation of an archived mailing list for the external review teams
del i berati ons.

4.1.1. External Review Team Menbership

External review teanms have five nenbers who nust neet the sane
eligibility requirenents as those set out for a voting nenmber of the
NonCom [ RFC3777]. Explicitly excluded from participation in externa
review teanms are all those who have contributed to the rel evant
working group mailing list within the previous twelve nonths, the
|ESG the I AB, and the nmenbers of an active NomCom

Vol unteers to serve on the review teamsend their names to the | ETF
executive director. Should nore than five volunteer, five are

sel ected according to the process outlined in [RFC3797]. Note that

the sanme rules on affiliation apply here as to the NonCom to reduce
the burden on any one organi zation and to renove any inplication of

"packi ng" the review team

Participants in the working group nay actively solicit others to
vol unteer to serve on the review team but, as noted above, they may
not serve thenselves if they have conmented on the list within the
previ ous twel ve nonths.

4.1.2. External Review Team Deli beration

The external review teamis alloted one nonth for deliberations. Any
menber of the team may extend this allotment by two weeks by
notifying the rel evant working group Chair(s) that the extension wl]l
be required.

The team comrits to reading the sumary provided during the | ETF
announcement and all of the relevant Internet-Drafts. Menbers may
also read the archived mailing Iist of the working group and may
solicit clarifications fromthe docunent authors, the working group
chairs, or any other technical experts they choose. All such
solicitations and all deliberations anong the review team of the
proposal s shoul d take place on the archived nmailing list nentioned in
the | ETF announcement. The team nmenbers may, of course, have one-
on-one di scussions with rel evant individuals by phone, email, or in
person, but group deliberations should be on the archived |ist.
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4.1.3. Decision Statenments

Each menber of the external review teamwites a short decision
statenment, limted to one page. That decision statement contains a
list of the proposals in preference order. It may also contain a
sunmmary of the review team nenber’s analysis of the problem and
proposed solutions, but this is not required. These decision
statements are sent to the archived mailing list, the rel evant
wor ki ng group chair(s), and the |IESG

4.1.4. Decision Statenent Processing

The decision statenments will be tallied according to "instant-runoff
voting" rules, also known as "preference voting" rules [VOTE].

4.2. Aternate Method Two: M xed Revi ew Team

Thi s mechani smallows the working group to designate a review team
that involves those outside the working group and those who have been
i nvolved in the process within the working group. Although it may
appear that having a single representative of each proposal wll have
a null effect on the outcome, this is unlikely, except when there is
a binary choice, because of the rules for decision-statenent
processing (c.f. 4.1.4.). As in 4.1, the working group notifies the
| ETF community that it intends to forma mixed review team by naking
a public announcenent on the | ETF-announce mailing list. That
announcement shoul d include a sumary of the issue to be deci ded and
alist of the Internet-Drafts containing the alternate proposals. It
shoul d al so include the nanme and | ocation of an archived mailing |ist
for the external review teanis deliberations.

4.2.1. M xed Revi ew Team Menber ship

M xed review teans are conposed of one designhated representative of
each of the proposals, typically the Internet-Draft’s principa
author, and six external menbers. Five of the external nenbers are
sel ected per 4.1.1. above. The sixth is designated by the IESG as a
chair of the group. Though the primary role of the chair is to
ensure that the process is followed, she or he may vote and engage in
the deliberations.

4.2.2. M xed Review Team Del i berati on
The review teamis alloted one nonth for its deliberations, and any

menber of the team may extend that allotment by two weeks by
notifying the review team Chair this the extension will be required.
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The review team commits to reading the summary provided during the

| ETF announcenent and all of the relevant Internet-Drafts. Menbers
may al so read the archived mailing list of the working group, and of
any other technical experts as they see fit. Al such solicitations
and all deliberations anobng the review team of the proposals should
take place on the archived mailing list nentioned in the | ETF
announcenent .

4.2.3. Decision Statenents
As in 4.1.3, above.
4.2.4. Decision Statenent Processing
As in 4.1.4, above.
4.3. Aternate Method Three: Qualified Short-Straw Sel ection

As in 4.1 and 4.2, the working group notifies the |IETF community that
it plans to use an alternate decision nmechani sm by naking a public
announcement on the | ETF-announce mailing list. That announcenent
shoul d i nclude a sunmary of the issue to be decided and a |list of the
Internet-Drafts containing the alternate proposals.

In this nethod, a single working group participant is selected to
make the decision. Any individual who has contributed to the working
group in the twelve nmonths prior to the working group Last Call on
the technical question (c.f. 3.3, above) may volunteer to serve as
the decision nmaker. Individuals may qualify as participants by
havi ng made a public statenent on the working group nmailing list, by
serving as an author for an Internet-Draft under consideration by the
wor ki ng group, or by naking a minuted conment in a public neeting of
the working group. The Chair(s) may not volunteer. Each qualified
vol unteer sends her or his nane to the working group chair and the

| ETF Executive Director within three weeks of the announcenent sent
to the | ETF-announce mailing list. The |IETF Executive Director then
uses the sel ection procedures described in [RFC3797] to select a
single volunteer fromthe list. That volunteer decides the issue by
nam ng the Internet-Draft containing the selected proposal in an
emai|l to the relevant working group chair, the working mailing list,
and the | ESG

4.4. Aternate Method Four: Random Assi gnment
Anong the small number of cases for which consensus is not an
appropriate nethod of decision-making are an even snaller nunber for

whi ch the decision involves no technical points at all and a need to
sel ect anpbng options randomy. The |IDN working group, as an exanple,
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8.

8.

1

2.

needed to designate a specific DNS prefix. As the decision involved
early access to a scarce resource, a random sel ection was required.
In such cases, a working group may ask | ANA to nake a random

assi gnment from anong a set of clearly delineated values. Under such
circunstances, I ANA will be guided by [RFC3797] in its selection
procedures. Under extraordi nary circunstances, the working group
may, with the approval of the I|ESG ask | ANA to sel ect anong a pool

of Internet-Drafts in this way.

Appeal s

The technical decisions nmade by these processes nay be appeal ed
according to the same rules as any other working group decision, wth
the explicit caveat that the working group’s consensus to use an
alternate nmethod stands in for the working group’s consensus on the
technical issue.

Security Considerations

The risk in noving to a systemsuch as this is that it shifts the
basi s of decision making within the IETF. In providing these
mechani sns, it is hoped that certain decisions that may be

i ntractabl e under consensus rules may be reached under the rules set
out here. The risk, of course, is that forcing the evaluation to
occur under these rules may allow individuals to gane the system

| ANA Consi der ati ons

Section 4.3 may require the I ANA to make random sel ecti ons anmpong a
known set of alternates.
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Ful | Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C The Internet Society (2004).

Thi s docunent is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S' basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR | S SPONSORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SOCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET
ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS OR | MPLI ED,

| NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF THE

I NFORMATI ON HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED
WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE

Intell ectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that m ght be clained to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this document or the extent to which any |icense under such rights

m ght or mght not be available; nor does it represent that it has
made any independent effort to identify any such rights. Information
on the |ETF' s procedures with respect to rights in | ETF Docunents can
be found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of IPR disclosures made to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nmade available, or the result of an
attenpt nade to obtain a general |icense or permission for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenenters or users of this
specification can be obtained fromthe |ETF on-line | PR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr.

The 1ETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that may cover technology that may be required to inpl enent
this standard. Pl ease address the information to the IETF at ietf-
ipr@etf.org.
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