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Abst r act

The | ETF has desi gned process changes over the last ten years in one
of two ways: announcenent by the |IESG sonetines based on infornal
agreenents with linmted community invol venment and awareness, and
formal use of the same mechani smused for protocol specification.
The first mechani sm has often proven to be too lightweight, the
second t oo heavywei ght.

Thi s docunent specifies a mddle-ground approach to the system of

maki ng changes to | ETF process, one that relies heavily on a "propose
and carry out an experinment, evaluate the experinent, and then

est abli sh permanent procedures based on operational experience" nodel
rat her than those previously attenpted.
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1

I ntroduction

Thi s docunent specifies a mddle-ground approach to the system of
maki ng changes to | ETF process, one that relies heavily on a "propose
and carry out an experiment, evaluate the experinent, and then
establ i sh pernmanent procedures based on operational experience" nodel
rat her than those previously attenpted.

Background and Specification

Since the 1992 changes docunented in [RFC1396], the | ETF has used two
mechani sns for process changes

1. 1 ESG has adopted a nunber of procedural changes on its own
initiative and docunented theminformally, utilizing the w de
discretion inplicitly granted to them by [ RFC2026]. This provided
a | ightweight nechani smfor change, but the lightness cane with a
cost: There was sonetines too little alignnment with the |arger
| ETF comunity.

2. The I ETF has al so used the [ RFC2026] protocol standards
devel opnent process to identify a community of interest, hold one
or nore BoFs, charter a working group, discuss proposed changes
within the conmunity, develop | ETF-wi de consensus on the changes
and publish (usually) Best Current Practice specifications. This
provided full community invol venent but also cane with a cost in
flexibility. The | ETF does not change its formal processes often
(the IPR clarifications in [ RFC3667, RFC3668] are the first
docunent ed changes to [ RFC2026] since 1996), and the comunity is
understandably reluctant to pernanently alter or extend formally
adopt ed processes with untried new procedures.

There is a mddle ground between BCP process updates and infornma
agreenments. This docunent specifies regularizing and formalizing the
i nformal | ESG nechanisnms listed in 1 above as a neans of noving
forward with procedural changes that m ght prove val uabl e.

The mechani snms outlined here add to the IESG s range of tools for
dealing with process issues on an ongoi ng basis. They suppl enent the
existing tools rather than attenpting to replace themw th a single

"magic bullet”. The choice of using the procedure outlined in this
docunent or other nechani sns available to the I ESG and the community
-- present or future -- renmains in the |ESGs hands. |If the | ESG

does not exercise this discretion wisely, this document provides no
addi ti onal renedies.
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Sonme have interpreted the current procedures as giving the |IESG al
of the capabilities outlined here. |If this were true, this docunent
only encourages the IESGto use this type of mechani sm nore
frequently in preference to |less streamined ones, and to nore
explicitly docunent its actions and deci sions.

This specification permts and encourages the I ESG to adopt and
institute "process experinents" by using the follow ng procedure:

1. An I-Dis witten describing the proposed new or altered
procedure. A statenent of the problem expected to be resolved is
desirable but not required (the intent is to keep the firm
requi renents for such an experinent as |ightweight as possible).
Similarly, specific experinental or evaluative criteria, although
highly desirable, are not required -- for some of the process
changes we anticipate, having the | ESG reach a conclusion at the
end of the sunset period that the community generally believes
things to be better (or worse) will be both adequate and
sufficient. The I-D nust state an explicit "sunset" tinmeout
typically, not to exceed one year after adoption

2. If the 1ESG believes the proposal is plausible and plausibly
useful, a four-week I ETF Last Call is initiated. The |IESG can
institute whatever procedures it wishes to nake this determination
and to avoid denial of service attacks fromlarge nunbers of
spurious or uninportant proposals. |In particular, they night
institute a procedure requiring a nunber of endorsenents, or
endorsenents of a particular type, before the |IESG considers the
proposal. The IESGis, however, expected to understand that
procedures or review processes that act as a nechani smfor
significant delays do not fall within the intent of this
speci fication.

3. At the conclusion of the Last Call, the | ESG reeval uates the
plausibility and appropri ateness of the proposal. |If they
concl ude that the proposed experinent is appropriate, a second |-D
is generated (either by the IESG or by the original authors wth
| ESG advi ce) that cleans up any definitional issues exposed in the
Last Call and that explicitly identifies and responds to issues
rai sed during the Last Call.

4. The docunent and experinent are then announced, the experinent is

begun, and the docunent is forwarded for publication as an
Experi mental RFC.
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The IESGis explicitly authorized to use this nechani sm (based on
Experimental RFCs) to gain experience with proposed changes to BCP
specifications. There is no requirement to approve a BCP
specification for the experinment until the experinment is found to
have val ue.

The |1 ESG coul d, of course, reach a "bad idea" conclusion at any stage
in this process and abandon the experinent. It might recommend
publication of the experinental docunent, with a discussion of why it
was a bad idea, but is not required to do so. The list above is

del i berately vague about where the I-Ds cone from a W5 design team
i ndi vidual contribution, editing group, or other nmechani smcould be
used in the first and/or third steps, but no specific nechanisns are
required, and the IESGis explicitly pernmitted to generate such
proposal s internally.

In each case, the IESG s decision to go forward (or not) with a
procedural experinent, or the steps leading up to one, is expected to
reflect their judgnent of the existence of rough consensus in the
community. That judgnent nmay be appeal ed using the usual procedures,
but the I ESG and the conmmunity are remi nded that an experinment al
attenpt to try sonething for a fixed period is typically a better

engi neeri ng approach than extended phil osophical discussion w thout
any experience to back it up.

Not hi ng above is to be construed as requiring an | ETF-wi de attenpt
for any given process experiment. A proposal for such an experinent
may specify selected areas, sel ected working groups, working groups
meeting sone specific criteria (e.g., those created after a
particular time or of a specified age), or be specific in other ways.

At or before the end of the "sunset" tinmeout, the | ESG would either
revise (or cause to be revised) the docunent into a BCP RFC or the
procedure woul d expire and, presunably, not be tried again unless
sonet hi ng changed radically. A document describing why the
experinment had succeeded or failed would be desirable but could not,
realistically, be a requirement. |If the procedure went to BCP, the
BCP woul d reflect what we would call "operational experience" in the
real world.

We note that, if the procedures the | ESG has adopted (and the
procedural exceptions it has nade) over the | ast decade are
legitimate, then the IESG has the authority to institute the changes
speci fied here by bootstrapping this process.
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3. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent specifies a nmechanismfor evolving | ETF procedures. It
does not raise or consider any protocol -specific security issues. In
consi dering experinmental changes to procedures, the |ESG shoul d, of
course, exercise due caution that such changes not reduce the quality
of security review and consideration for protocols or, at |east, that
t he process experinment proposals contain early detection and
correction nmechanisns should quality deterioration occur

4. Acknow edgenents
The first revision of this docunment benefited significantly from
suggestions and comments from Avri Doria, Margaret Wassernman, and
Haral d Al vestrand, and from di scussions with the General Area
Directorate and at its open neeting during | ETF 59. After mailing
list discussion, considerable explanatory material was renoved to a
separate docunent for the current version

The first version of this docunment was posted as an Internet Draft on
February 7, 2004.
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The Internet Society (2004).

This docunment is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and at ww.rfc-editor.org, 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 ORGAN ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR |'S SPONSCORED BY (I F ANY), THE | NTERNET SCCI ETY AND THE | NTERNET
ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS CR | MPLI ED,

I NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LIM 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
Intellectual Property Rights or other rights that nmight be clained to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunent or the extent to which any |icense under such rights

m ght or might not be available; nor does it represent that it has
made any independent effort to identify any such rights. [Information
on the 1SOC s procedures with respect to rights in | SOC Docunents can
be found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of I PR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nade 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 |IPR 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. Please address the infornation to the IETF at ietf-
ipr@etf.org.
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