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Abst ract

RFC2026 describes the procedure for appealing decisions or process
failures to the I ESG and the | AB. This docunment updates RFC2026 and
requires that an appellant nmust first gain support for their appeal
bef ore an appeal may be considered by the body it is submtted to.

About Thi's Documnent
This note is to be renoved before publishing as an RFC

The latest revision of this draft can be found at

https://l arseggert.github.iof/ appeal - support/draft-eggert-appeal -
support.htm . Status information for this docurment rmay be found at
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-eggert-appeal -support/.

Di scussion of this docunent takes place on the PROCON Wirki ng G oup
mailing list (mailto:procon@etf.org), which is archived at
https://mailarchive.ietf.org/arch/ browse/procon/. Subscribe at
https://ww ietf.org/mailman/listinfo/procon/.

Source for this draft and an issue tracker can be found at
https://github. com | arseggert/appeal - support.

Status of This Meno

This Internet-Draft is submtted in full confornmance with the
provi sions of BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Internet-Drafts are working docunents of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute

wor ki ng documents as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunents valid for a maxi num of six nonths
and may be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress."

Eggert Expires 6 May 2026 [ Page 1]



I nternet-Draft Requiring Support for Appeals Noverber 2025

This Internet-Draft will expire on 6 May 2026.
Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2025 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.

Thi s docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Documents (https://trustee.ietf.org/
license-info) in effect on the date of publication of this docunent.
Pl ease revi ew these docunments carefully, as they describe your rights
and restrictions with respect to this docunent. Code Conponents
extracted fromthis docunment nust include Revised BSD License text as
described in Section 4.e of the Trust Legal Provisions and are

provi ded wi thout warranty as described in the Revised BSD License.

Tabl e of Contents

I ntroduction . .
Conventi ons and EBfInItIOhS .
Qualified Supporters
Mechani cs .
Concl usi ons . .
Security Consrderatrons
| ANA Consi derations .
Ref er ences
8 1. Nornmtive References
8.2. Informative References
Acknowl edgnents .
Aut hor’ s Addr ess

NGO hwbE

QUabbsBDDMBRMWOWWN

1. I nt roduction

Section 6.5 of [RFC2026] outlines how conflicts in the | ETF shoul d be
resol ved and descri bes how matters can be resol ved by appealing
decisions at IESG and | AB | evel. The appeal mechani sm has proven to
be an inportant mechani smfor maintaining an open nature of the |IETF
st andar ds process.

It has been argued that appeals put an asynmetric workl oad on the
bodi es that handl e the appeal. |t has al so been argued that the
appeal s process has been abused to stall forward progress

[ Montreal Pl enary].
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Therefore, this docunment updates [RFC2026] in that an appellant MJST
gai n support for entering the appeals process fromat |east *three*
active | ETF participants ("supporters”) for an appeal to be
considered. This requirenent reduces the likelihood that the appeals
process will be abused by individuals while still naintaining an open
and accessi bl e process for conflict resolution.

Bel ow we describe how this requirenent is integrated in the process
steps and what makes a supporter qualify.

2. Conventions and Definitions

Thi s docunent uses the term "supporter”. This is a person with an
active | ETF background (see Section 3). The supporter only supports
that the matter at hand should be reviewed by the responsible board
-- ESG or I AB. Their support for entering the appeal s process
should in no way be seen as (non-)support for (the view of) the
appel lant, but nmore for the fact that tine of the responsible review
boards is to be spent on the issue.

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQUI RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "NOT RECOMMENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunent are to be interpreted as described in
BCP 14 [ RFC2119] [RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in all
capital s, as shown here

3. Qualified Supporters

Supporters are intended to have a reasonabl e | ETF experience. They
are supposed to be active participants that know the | ETF comunity.

Therefore, qualified supporters MIUST be NomCom el i gi bl e under the
criteria inSection 3 of [RFC9389], where "the day the call for NomCom
volunteers is sent” in this context is the day the appeal is raised.

To keep the dispute resolution as open as possible, there are no
further requirements on supporters, i.e., Section 4.15 of [RFC8713]
does *not* apply to potential supporters. The group of potentia
supporters hence may include nmenbers of the 1ESG the |1AB, etc.

Qualified supporters MJST NOT have supported the sane appel | ant
during a previous appeal within the past year. Qualified supporters
MAY have supported ot her appellants.

Appel |l ants MAY act as a supporter for their own appeal when they neet
the above criteria. As a result they can only self-support once.
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4. Mechani cs
I ntroducing the requirenent for three supporters also introduces sone
addi tional nechanics in the process. The two normative changes to
the process described in [ RFC2026] are that
* three supporters nust have filed their support with the appeal -
handl i ng body at nost two weeks after the appeal has been received
by that body;

* the appeal -handling body MAY choose to not consider the appeal if
there are insufficient qualified supporters.

Not e that the appeal -handling body MAY choose to consider an appea
even when there are insufficient qualified supporters.

It is the responsibility of the appellant to find qualified
supporters. |In order to find qualified supporters, the appellant NMAY
send a *single* nessage to *one* public IETF mailing list.

Supporters SHOULD send their supporting nmessages personally to the
appeal - handl i ng body in question and SHOULD NOT proxy their nessage

t hrough the appellant.

If an appellant escal ates an appeal fromthe IESG to the | AB, that
escal at ed appeal MJST find new qualified supporters.

5. Concl usi ons

The nechani sm proposed herein only applies to appeals to the | ESG and
the 1AB. It does not apply to other fornms of dispute resolution

6. Security Considerations

Thi s docunent specifies neither a protocol nor an operationa
practice, and as such, it creates no new security considerations.

7. | ANA Consi derations
Thi s docunment has no | ANA acti ons.
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