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Abstract

Thi s docunment proposes an experinmental set of alternative decision-
maki 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 nade but cannot agree on
the decision itself. This document describes alternative nmechani sns
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 Cl ark’s much-quoted credo for the | ETF describes "rough
consensus and runni ng code" as the key criteria for decision making
inthe |ETF. Aside froma pleasing alliteration, these two
touchstones provi de a concise summary of the ideals that guide the

| ETF s decision nmaking. 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 deci sion nust be
grounded in solid engineering and the known characteristics of the
network and its uses. The aimof the IETF is to nake the best
possi bl e engi neeri ng choi ces and protocol standards for the Internet
as a whole, and these two principles guide it in making its choices
and standards.

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

reach consensus on a technical decision that nust be nmade in order to
ensure that an interoperable nechanismor set of standards is
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avail able in sonme sphere. In nost of these cases, there are two or
nore conpeting proposals at approximtely the sanme | evel of technical
maturity, deploynent, and specification. In some 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 |ife of the protocol

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

Choosi ng anbng 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 choi ce depends on the participants’ views of
likely future use. Further problens arise when different proposals
assign costs in inplenmentation, deploynment, 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 experinmental nechanisns for use in
such cases. To gauge the results of the use of these nechanisms, the
Last Call issued to the I ETF comunity should note such a nmechani sm
is being used and which proposal anong the set was chosen. |f and
when the conmunity becones satisfied that one or nore of these

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

In no way should this experinment or any future BCP for this snal
nunber of cases take precedence over the | ETF' s nornmal node of
operati on.

2. Rough Consensus as a basel i ne approach

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

The advant age of consensus processes is that the resulting
decision is one that neets the interests of all the parties and

t hat everyone can support. The disadvantage is that devel opi ng
such a decision can be a very slow process, involving many peopl e
over a long period of tinme. There is also a relatively high
probability of failure. |If a quick decision is needed, the
consensus approach may not work. Consensus rule processes al so
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 conprom ses and they will win (at |east as |long as they
can del ay change) [ CONFLICT].
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Usi ng "rough consensus" as a guideline linmts some 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 limt the
di sadvant ages of consensus processes by requiring that statenents
opposi ng particul ar proposals be technically grounded.

These limtations do not change the core nechani 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 select 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.
Historically, this has worked because a |arge majority of

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

In other words, "rough consensus" is sufficient in nost 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 snms for achi eving progress; it
proposes mechani sns for use when a working group has consensus that
it must nake a decision but cannot nake that decision by the usual

rul es.

3. Conditions for use

In general, working groups should consider using alternate decision-
maki ng processes when it is clear both that a choice nust be made and
that the choi ce cannot be made with continued discussion, refinenent
of specifications, and inplenentation experience. A guideline for
determ ni ng whether these conditions have been nmet is included bel ow

3.1. There is a clear decision to be reached

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

i nvocation of an alternate decision naking 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 nultiple
proposal s or must select a single proposal for the work item
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3.2. Proposals are available in Draft form

Proposed sol utions nust 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
anount of tine provided to resolve those problems nust be provided.
Note that if one of the proposed solutions is "do nothing", an
explicit Draft to that effect nust be available; it may, however, be
produced when the group invokes an alternate decision-making process.

3.3. The working group has discussed the issue w thout reaching
resol ution

Consensus-bui |l di ng requires significant anmounts of discussion, and
there is no general rule for indicating how nuch 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 nmake
an explicit call for consensus, sunmarizing the technical issues and
the choice to be nmade. |If new technical points are nmade 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 making process. Under no
circunstances 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
met hod

In item 3.3 above, it is noted that the Chair(s) should nake 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 worKking
group nmenbers. This is to indicate that the decision to use an
alternate nethod should be taken at |east as seriously as the

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

In di scussions regarding this docunent, several points have been

rai sed about the viability of any nmechani smthat requires consensus
to use an alternative to consensus-based deci sion naking. Sone

i ndi vi dual s have poi nted out that groups having trouble achieving
consensus on a technical matter may have simlar problens achieving
consensus on a procedural matter. Qhers 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 nmechani smand the need to exercise
caution when using these alternate nethods. Mre inportantly though,
they highlight the nature of these alternatives. They are primarily
nmechani sns that all ow people to recognize the need for conpronise in
a new way, by backing away from entrenched technical positions and by
putting the technical choice in the hands of the broader conmunity.
They highlight that the choice for each participant is now between
achieving a result and failure.

There is a fundanmental tension between the | ETF community’s desire to
get the best decision for a particular technical problemand its
desire to get a decision that has conmmunity buy-in in the form of
rough consensus. These nmechani sns cannot resolve that fundanenta
tension. They may, however, provide a way forward in sone situations
that m ght otherwi se end in a deadl ock or stagnation.

4. Alternate Methods

In setting up an alternate nethod, 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 sns. These
systens are relatively heavywei ght, partially to highlight the
gravity of invoking these nmethods and partially to ensure that the

| ETF conmunity 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 docunent 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 nati on

The working group notifies the I ETF comunity that it intends to form
an external review team by naking a public announcenent on the | ETF-
announce nailing list. That announcenment shoul d include a sumary of
the issue to be decided and a list of the Internet-Drafts containing
the alternate proposals. It should also include the nanme and

| ocation of an archived mailing list for the external review teanis
del i berations.

4.1.1. External Review Team Menbership

External review teans have five nenbers who nmust neet the sane
eligibility requirenents as those set out for a voting nmenber of the
NonTCom [ RFC3777]. Explicitly excluded fromparticipation in external
review teans are all those who have contributed to the rel evant

wor king group nmailing list within the previous twelve nonths, the

| ESG the | AB, and the nmenbers of an active NonCom

Vol unteers to serve on the review team send their nanes to the |IETF
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 NomCom to reduce
t he burden on any one organi zation and to renove any inplication of

"packi ng" the revi ew t eam

Participants in the working group may actively solicit others to
vol unteer to serve on the review team but, as noted above, they may
not serve thenselves if they have commented 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 allotnent by two weeks by
notifying the relevant working group Chair(s) that the extension wll
be required.

The team commits to reading the summary provided during the | ETF
announcenent and all of the relevant Internet-Drafts. Menbers may
also read the archived mailing list 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 anbng the review team of the
proposal s should take place on the archived nailing list nentioned in
the | ETF announcenent. The team nenbers nay, of course, have one-
on-one discussions with relevant individuals by phone, email, or in
person, but group deliberations should be on the archived Ilist.
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4.1.3. Decision Statenents

Each nmenber of the external review teamwites a short decision
statenent, limted to one page. That decision statenent contains a
list of the proposals in preference order. It may also contain a
summary of the review team nenber’s anal ysis of the problem and
proposed solutions, but this is not required. These decision
statenents are sent to the archived mailing list, the rel evant
wor ki ng group chair(s), and the | ESG

4.1.4. Decision Statenent Processing

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

4.2. A ternate Method Two: M xed Revi ew Team

This nechanismallows the working group to designate a review team
that involves those outside the working group and those who have been
involved in the process within the working group. Although it may
appear that having a single representative of each proposal will have
a null effect on the outcone, 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 conmunity that it intends to forma nixed review team by naking
a public announcenment on the | ETF-announce mailing list. That
announcenent should 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 name and | ocation of an archived nmailing |ist
for the external review tean s deliberations.

4.2.1. M xed Revi ew Team Menber shi p

M xed revi ew teans are conposed of one designated representative of
each of the proposals, typically the Internet-Draft’s principa
author, and six external nenbers. 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 prinmary role of the chair is to
ensure that the process is followed, she or he may vote and engage in
the deli berati ons.

4.2.2. Mxed Review Team Del i berati on
The review teamis alloted one nmonth for its deliberations, and any

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

| ETF announcenent and all of the relevant Internet-Drafts. Menbers
may al so read the archived mailing Iist of the working group, and of
any other technical experts as they see fit. Al such solicitations
and all deliberations anong the review team of the proposals shoul d
take place on the archived mailing Iist nmentioned 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 I ETF community that
it plans to use an alternate decision nmechani smby making a public
announcenent on the | ETF-announce mailing list. That announcenent
shoul d include a sutmmary of the issue to be decided and a list of the
Internet-Drafts containing the alternate proposals.

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

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

4.4. Aternate Method Four: Random Assi gnnent
Anong the small nunber of cases for which consensus is not an
appropriate nethod of decision-naking are an even small er nunber for

whi ch the decision involves no technical points at all and a need to
sel ect anong options randomy. The IDN working group, as an exanpl e,
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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 gnnment from anong a set of clearly delineated values. Under such
circunstances, |ANA will be guided by [RFC3797] in its selection
procedures. Under extraordi nary circunstances, the working group
may, with the approval of the IESG ask IANA to sel ect anpbng a pool

of Internet-Drafts in this way.

5. Appeal s

The technical decisions nade by these processes nmay be appeal ed
according to the sane rules as any other working group decision, with
the explicit caveat that the working group’s consensus to use an
alternate nethod stands in for the working group’s consensus on the
techni cal issue.

6. 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
nmechani sns, it is hoped that certain decisions that may be

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

7. | ANA Consi derati ons

Section 4.3 may require the | ANA to nake random sel ections anong a
known set of alternates.
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http://ww.ietf.org/ipr.
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rights that nmay cover technol ogy that nay be required to inplenment
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