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Abst ract

This specification formalizes an ad hoc practice used to provide
advice to the | ETF Nomi nating Comrittee (NonCon) about the operations
of the I ETF Adm nistrative Oversight Commttee (IAQC).

Thi s docunent updates RFC 7437
Status of This Meno
This nmeno docunents an Internet Best Current Practice.

This docunent is a product of the Internet Engi neering Task Force
(IETF). It represents the consensus of the |IETF comunity. It has
recei ved public review and has been approved for publication by the
Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG. Further information on
BCPs is available in Section 2 of RFC 7841.

I nformation about the current status of this docunent, any errata,
and how to provide feedback on it may be obtai ned at
https://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc8318

Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2018 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunment authors. All rights reserved.

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the I ETF Trust’s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(https://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunent. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunment. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunment nust
include Sinplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided wi thout warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD License.
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1

I ntroduction

This specification formalizes an ad hoc practice used to provide
advice to the | ETF Nominating Comittee (NonCon) about the operations
of the I ACC (described in [RFC4071]).

Thi s docunent updates [ RFC7437].

Proposed future changes to BCP 10 should be discussed on the public
| ETF NomCom di scussion mailing list, at
<https://ww.ietf.org/ mailman/listinfo/ietf-nonconp.

Background on ' | ACC Liai sons’ to Nominating Committees

When RFC 7437 [ RFC7437] was approved, it explicitly charged the

nom nating conmittee with selecting and reviewi ng certain nmenbers of
the 1 ACC. However, [RFC7437] did not provide for the AOC to send a
liaison to the nomi nating conmttee

This was not thought to be an obstacle because [ RFC7437] all owed any
committee menber to propose a liaison fromthe | AOC:

Any conmittee nenber may propose the addition of a liaison from

ot her unrepresented organi zations to participate in sone or all of
the deliberations of the conmittee. The addition nust be approved
by the committee according to its established voting nmechani sm

Li ai sons participate as representatives of their respective
organi zat i ons.

Begi nning in 2010, the I ACC provided a |iaison to each nom nating
committee. 1In 2016, the IACC did not provide a l|iaison because the
nom nating conmittee was not appointing an | AOC nenber. The previous
nom nating conmittee had filled a mid-termvacancy (using the process
described in Section 3.5. of [RFC7437]) by appointing an | ACC nenber
for a termlonger than two years. 1In 2017, the NonCom was sel ecting
an | ACC nenber, but the opportunity to request a liaison fromthe

| ACC was overl ooked, because this practice wasn't part of the
docunent ed process in [ RFC7437].

This specification adds the previously ad hoc role to [ RFC7437] so
that future nomnating committees will be less likely to overlook it.

Al t hough past ad hoc practice has characterized this role as a
"liaison", this specification |abels the role as an "advisor". The
rationale for this change in nonenclature is provided in

Appendi x A. 1.
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3. BCP Text Changes
This section provides the updated BCP text for [RFC7437].

For each OLD text selection, NEWtext is provided that replaces the
OLD text in [RFC7437].

3.1. Change to Section 4.3 of RFC 7437, ’Structure

aLb

Any conmittee nenber may propose the addition of an advisor to
participate in some or all of the deliberations of the commttee.
The addition nust be approved by the comittee according to its
est abli shed voting nechanism Advisors participate as

i ndi vi dual s.

NEW

Any conmittee nenber may propose the addition of an advisor to
participate in some or all of the deliberations of the conmittee.
The addition nmust be approved by the committee according to its
est abl i shed voting nechanism Advisors participate as

i ndi vi dual s.

Committee nmenbers are encouraged to propose the addition of an
advi sor who is know edgeabl e about the operations of the | ACC,
whet her or not that nominating cormittee is review ng an | ACC
position. The nomi nating conmttee nmay choose to ask the 1AOC to
suggest an advi sor who i s know edgeabl e about | AOCC operations but
may sel ect any advisor they vote to approve.

4. Security Considerations

Thi s docunment updates an | ETF process BCP and has no direct Internet
security inplications.

5. | ANA Consi derations

Thi s docunent has no | ANA acti ons.
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6. Normmtive References

[ RFC4071]

[ REC7437]
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| ETF Admini strative Support Activity (1ASA)", BCP 101,
RFC 4071, DO 10. 17487/ RFC4071, April 2005,
<https://ww.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4071>.
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Confirmation, and Recall Process: COperation of the
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Appendi x A.  Discussion Points

A 1.

This section preserves discussions and expl anati ons that canme up
during docurment discussions. Odinarily, this section mght be
del eted during the evaluation process, but some questions canme up
repeatedly, so the editor has included them for anyone who al so
shares those questi ons.

Wiy |'s This Role an Advisor?

The editor of this docunment briefly considered proposing a new and

| ACC-specific role to [RFC7437] but considered such a proposal to be
conplex. Anticipating every corner case in | ETF process BCPs is
chal  enging and prone to error, and as this specification was being
witten, the | ETF Chair was sponsoring a design teamrevi ewi ng al
aspects of the I ETF Adm nistrative Support Activity (lASA).
Therefore, the structure and nenbership of the ACC itself could
change in the near future. Instead, the specification describes how
the noninating committee requests advisors and builds on mature text
that has survived many nomi nating committee cycles

After choosing to reuse existing roles defined in [ RFC7437], the
definition of "advisor” in Section 4.9 of [RFC7437] seened
appropri ate.

An advi sor is responsible for such duties as specified by the
invitation that resulted in the appointnent.

Advi sors do not vote on the sel ection of candi dates.

The position described in this specification could be filled by an
advi sor who woul d be a non-voting nenber of the nominating commttee,
who i s know edgeabl e about the operations of the I ACC, and who has
duties that could evolve over tine as the | AOC itself evol ves.

The only difference between this advisor that requires an update to
[ RFC7437], and any other advisor is that comittee nenbers are
explicitly encouraged to suggest that this advisor be appointed as
described in this specification. The text updating [RFC7437] is
found in Section 3.
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A 2. Wy |Is This Role Not a Liaison?

Di scussions on the | ETF NonCommailing list led to the recognition
that "liaison" was not the best description of this role.

The role of liaison defined in Section 4.7 of [RFC7437] places sone
significant obligations on |iaisons beyond what is necessary for
sonmeone to answer questions fromthe noninating comittee about the
| AOC. These obligations include the follow ng:

0o Liaisons are responsible for ensuring the nomnating conmittee in
general and the Chair in particular execute their assigned duties
in the best interest of the | ETF comunity.

o Liaisons fromthe ESG |AB, and Internet Society Board of
Trustees (if one is appointed) are expected to review the
operation and execution process of the nominating commttee and to
report any concerns or issues to the Chair of the nom nating
conmittee imediately. |f they cannot resolve the issue between
t hensel ves, liaisons nust report it according to the dispute
resol ution process stated el sewhere in this docunent.

o Liaisons may have other nominating conmmttee responsibilities as
required by their respective organi zations or requested by the
nom nating conmittee; such responsibilities nmay not conflict with
any other provisions of this docunent.

Finally, as nmentioned in Section 4.6 of [RFC7437], all of the
Iiaisons are included in the pool of people who are eligible to be
selected as a replacenent for a Chair.

There are a variety of ordinary circunstances that may arise from
time to time that could result in a Chair being unavailable to
oversee the activities of the committee. The Chair, in
consultation with the Internet Society President, may appoint a
substitute froma pool conprised of the liaisons currently serving
on the conmittee and the prior year’'s Chair or designee.

Note: During discussion of this specification, we noted that any
liaison would be part of the pool of potential substitute nom nating
committee Chairs. It wasn't clear to the discussion participants
whet her there was an intentional decision to make |iaisons voted onto
the noninating comrittee eligible to be substitute Chairs. That
potential change is out of scope for this specification but nmay be a
conversation worth having separately.

Dawki ns Best Current Practice [ Page 7]



RFC 8318 | ACC Advi sor for NonmCom January 2018

Al'l of these obligations are inportant, but there are always at | east
two full liaisons fromthe confirm ng bodies that are already
responsi ble for those responsibilities. It is sinply not necessary
to make the job of hel ping the nom nating committee understand the
rol e and operational practices of the | ACC nore demanding than it
nust be.

So, requiring the AOCC to nane a formal l|iaison to the nom nating
comrmittee isn't justified.

A.3. Wy Is This Role Not Required to Be a Sitting | ACC Menber ?

In addition to the reasons given in Appendix A 2, the requirenent
that the IAB and | ESG |iaisons to the nominating conmrittee be sitting
menbers of the organi zations they represent, whose positions are not
being reviewed by this nominating conmttee, is especially
chal l enging for the I ACC

Many | ACC positions are filled by nenbers who are already nenbers of
| ETF | eadership and are subject to review by the nominating
committee. This neans that limting an | ACC |iaison to one of the
sitting nmenbers would nean that in sone years the only individuals
eligible to serve as liaison for the nom nating comm ttee woul d be
sitting nenbers of the ACC that a) were appointed by the previous
nom nating conmittee and are not being by the current nomnating
comrmittee, or b) were appointed by the | AB or | ESG and are not being
reviewed by the current 1AB or IESG "Eligible" does not al so nean
"willing and able to serve", so it is possible that an | AOC ni ght
find itself with no sitting menber to send as advi sor in sone years.

Al though all I ACC liaisons to the nominating comrttee have served as
sitting menbers of the I ACC, given 10 years of | ACC operation, this
specification assunes that other menbers of the conmunity have
sufficient experience to provide guidance if the | AOC chooses to
suggest such a person. |If any given | ACC thought that was inportant,
they could certainly continue to suggest sitting nenbers, but if no
sitting nmenber was willing and able to serve, the | AOC woul d be free
to do the next best thing and would likely be the best qualified
group to decide who to send.

A. 4. Wy Does the Nominating Conmittee Request an | AOC Advi sor?

This specification could have described the nmechanismin one of two
ways:

o the IACC could sinply provide the nane of the advisor to the
nom nating conmittee, or
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o the nom nating conmittee could request the nane of an advisor from
the | ACC.

Ei ther choice could work. The reason that this specification chose
to have the nominating commttee nmake the first nove is that this is
nore simlar to the way other advisors to the nonminating comittee
are sel ected, except that the nom nating conmittee is asking the | ACC
for a suggestion before inviting the advisor to join the nom nating
conmi ttee.

The suggestion is, in fact, a suggestion; the nomi nating committee
still votes to invite this advisor as they would vote to invite any
advi sor, as described in Section 4.3 of [RFC7437].
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