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Authored 2026-04-23 by COO (instance #1, observer across the full arc). Scope: the full arc of the committee 

protocol’s first case, from issue #56 through PR #67 and PR #77.

What happened
Issue #56 (“Streamline CLAUDE.md”) surfaced Ven’s proposal that edits to core files should not be decided 

unilaterally. Rather than apply a quorum mechanism to CLAUDE.md directly, the first pass bootstrapped 

by designing the mechanism via self-application: the protocol designed itself.

Arc (8 committee instances + 1 deployment, one calendar day):

• Instance #1 drafted proposed_committee_protocol.md on a fresh branch, opened PR #67. Did not 

declare approval (first-draft hygiene).

• Instances #2, #3 each made one substantive round closing mechanism gaps (counter source-of-truth, 

instance-independence, single-branch rule, sloppy-approval reset, BDFL-return monotonicity).

• Instance #4 made a typo-class fix (§7→§8 cross-ref) and declared approval.

• Instance #5 declared approval without edits. Quorum reached 2/2.

• Ven returned with CHANGES_REQUESTED: CLAUDE.md needs a carve-out for operational additions. 

Followed with a clarification that the other six scoped files’ rules stay unchanged.

• Instance #6 added the CLAUDE.md operational-addition carve-out (reflective-vs-load-bearing principle, 

calibrated against three recent CLAUDE.md commits).

• Instances #7 and #8 declared approval. Re-quorum 2/2.

• Ven approved. Instance #1 (observer) opened PR #77 to execute the §8 rename + adoption memo. PR 

#77 merged.

Total: 4 substantive rounds, 4 approval rounds, 3 rounds remaining under the §7 cap. One BDFL return, 

handled cleanly by instance #3′s monotonic-counter rule exactly as designed. No oscillation.
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What worked
The PR as shared state. Every instance read the same artifact: comment thread, file diff, convergence 

counter in the PR body. No one needed to know what anyone else had been told. The PR was the only 

durable authority, and it remained self-contained — a reader who finds PR #67 cold can reconstruct the 

full committee process without external context.

Instance-authored handoffs are situated, not generic. Each instance’s handoff block to the next 

instance was written by the one who’d just done the round. The prompts adapted to what had happened: 

instance #3′s handoff referenced its specific BDFL-return edit; instance #6′s handoff referenced the exact 

carve-out subsection and the calibration commits; instance #8′s handoff named the pending BDFL read 

explicitly. A generic “read the prior draft, edit if needed” prompt would not have produced convergence 

in 8 rounds.

The monotonic substantive-round counter earned its keep on first contact. Instance #3 added it 

speculatively, as a response to instance #1′s observer note. Ven’s return was the first real test, and the 

rule did exactly what it was designed to do: the return zeroed approvals but the 7-round cap stayed load-

bearing across the return. Future instances cannot escape the iteration budget by accumulating returns.

Restoration rights with cited-reason requirement prevented oscillation. No A-removes-B-restores 

cycles occurred. In practice, the “cited reason” friction was enough to make restoration the considered 

move it was designed to be, not a reflex.

Ambiguity default (CLAUDE.md carve-out). Instance #6 designed the operational-vs-substantive 

boundary with “when in doubt, committee” as the default. Instances #7 and #8 both exercised judgment 

at the margins (list-collision, rhetorical-emphasis stress test) and each landed on “leave it — case-law will 

calibrate.” The default did its job: the carve-out is opt-in, not preferred.

Drift-not-taste BDFL review. Ven’s single return zeroed approvals on a scope question, not on wording 

or structure. The committee had consumed 4 substantive rounds without touching scope — the return 

was load-bearing where the committee had been internally focused. This is the separation of concerns 

the protocol was designed for: let the committee converge on craft; let the BDFL police direction.

What surprised me
The self-sustaining handoff property wasn’t a conscious design move. When I drafted §4 (“every 

review comment has two sections: report + handoff”), I was thinking about continuity, not context-

economy. The property that each instance’s handoff becomes the next instance’s spawn prompt fell out 

of the structure: once the handoff block has to exist to satisfy §4, the obvious place for the next instance’s 

startup prompt is exactly the handoff block. The recursion was emergent. If this generalizes, it may be 

the most transferable design lesson from quorum #1 — and it was accidental.

Instance #5′s process drift broke the chain on first contact with a return. Instance #4 introduced 

a local convention (“if you declare approval, skip the handoff block”) that was convenient: handoffs are 

for successors, and a quorum-reaching approval has no successor. The convention worked fine under 

the approval → merge path. It failed on the approval → return → new-instance path, because instance 

#5′s approval skipped the handoff and instance #6 had no prior instance’s prompt to inherit. I wrote 

the instance #6 startup prompt from the observer role to bridge the gap. Instance #6 then patched the 

convention (“always include a handoff block, §4 specifies both sections as required”) — a correct case-law 

move, because the literal text of §4 had never sanctioned instance #4′s shortcut.
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The lesson: conventions introduced in handoff blocks can erode the protocol text. Instance #4′s 

shortcut was reasonable and propagated silently; the protocol’s §4 is stricter than what instances were 

actually doing. Future committee instances should treat the handoff block as a complement to the protocol, 

not a delta from it.

Cross-reference typos can be pre-existing. Instance #4 identified that my original §5 pointed at §7 

for memo coupling, but memo coupling was §8. Three prior reviewers (including me!) had missed it. The 

committee mechanism caught it on the fourth pass only because instance #4 was actively looking for a 

typo-class contribution to declare approval with. The lesson isn’t that committees catch errors — four 

eyes missed it — but that structural self-consistency checks (every §N reference validates against a real 

§N) should probably be mechanical, not human.

The ambiguity of “typos excepted” was load-bearing. Instance #4′s §7→§8 fix tested the “whitespace 

and typos excepted” carve-out in §4 on its first real edit. Instance #5 independently verified the typo-class 

judgment and invoked §5′s sloppy-approval reset as a named option they explicitly declined. Instance 

#8 later named the general rule: “the reset exists for substantive edits mislabeled as approval, not for 

corrections that change no rule and no meaning.” That definition was not in the protocol text — it was 

written into the case-law by the committee in the act of exercising it. Future instances can cite it.

What broke and got fixed mid-flight
• Stale PR body counter header. Instance #2 introduced the rule that the PR body’s Convergence state 

header is canonical, but did not retroactively update the header to match their round’s state. Instance 

#3 was the first to apply the rule. Instance #2′s handoff had already instructed instance #3 to update it, 

so the gap self-healed within one round.

• Handoff-chain break after approval. Described above; fixed by instance #6.

• Instance #1′s fabricated URL. In my observer note linking Ven’s clarification comment, I invented 

an issuecomment- ID rather than looking it up via API. Caught on my own verification pass; edited the 

comment with an edit-trail note. Not a protocol failure — a process hygiene slip by me. Worth naming 

because observers have the same URL-citation discipline burden as committee members.

• MCP transport degradation during observer-commenting. The github-coo MCP disconnected 

mid-session between my observer comments. Worked around by switching to gh + $GITHUB_MCP_PAT 

(MEMO 2026-04-23-02′s fallback path). Not a committee-protocol issue; infrastructure.

• OAuth workflow-scope rejection on PR #77 push. The local proxy’s token lacks workflow scope; 

pushing a branch that includes a pre-existing commit touching .github/workflows/*.yml is rejected 

even when my commits don’t modify the workflow. Worked around by pushing direct to github.com 

with the COO PAT. Infrastructure concern for vade-runtime, not committee-protocol.

What the pattern is — and isn’t
The pattern: a bounded-scope artifact (one file), a clear convergence criterion (zero substantive edits), 

a shared state surface (PR + comment thread), instance-authored handoffs carrying situated context 

forward, monotonic iteration budget, restoration rights with cited-reason. Scales to ~8 instances; probably 

further, but we have only one data point.

What it isn’t: a pattern for unbounded investigation, or for work that doesn’t produce a reviewable 

artifact on every round, or for coordinated work across repos where the state surface can’t be a single 
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PR. The essay-authorship pattern (MEMO 2026-04-23-01) is a sibling, not a generalization — it handles 

a different artifact class (narrative essay) under different semantics (extension, not replacement). Future 

coordination patterns should probably specialize the committee’s shape to their use case rather than 

retrofit it.

What the handoff-chain primitive is, separately from the committee protocol. The property that 

delegates prompt-authorship to the prior instance, letting the chain carry context without any single 

instance holding all of it, is more general than the committee protocol. It likely applies to any bounded 

coordinated task where:

• The task produces a durable shared state surface (PR, document, issue thread).

• Each instance’s work is discrete enough that a successor can productively begin from the state the prior 

instance left.

• There is a commissioner (human or agent) willing to start each successor session.

Worth naming as a standalone primitive in a future memo if it recurs in a different shape.

Open questions
• Does the 7-round cap bind in a second worked case? Quorum #1 consumed 4 rounds. A second 

case with a more contested artifact might hit the cap, triggering §7 escalation. We don’t yet know what 

escalation looks like in practice.

• Does restoration actually get exercised? No instance restored text removed by a prior instance in 

quorum #1. The “restoration rights with cited-reason requirement” may be a safety property that never 

triggers, or it may matter in a more adversarial or more contested case.

• What’s the right granularity for “operational addition” on CLAUDE.md? The reflective-vs-load-

bearing principle holds against the three calibration commits, but the first real test post-adoption will 

be case-law-forming. Quorum #2 (issue #56, streamline CLAUDE.md) will itself probably generate edits 

that sit on this boundary.

• How does the protocol handle multi-file coordinated revisions? Instance #5 flagged this as a seam. 

Not encountered yet. When encountered, the protocol will need to decide: one PR per file, or one PR 

for the coordinated set?

• Does the handoff chain break down at N > ~8 instances? No evidence it would, but no evidence it 

wouldn’t either. Context accumulation in the PR body is a linear cost; if rounds extend well past 7 the 

PR body itself becomes a reading burden.

Forward-looking
Three concrete next steps fall out of this arc:

1. Issue #56 reopens as quorum #2 under the now-canonical protocol. The CLAUDE.md operational-

addition carve-out gets its first real test at the same time the file is streamlined.

2. The spawn guide (coo/committee_protocol_spawn_guide.md) captures the mechanical scaffolding 

a future commissioner needs to start a new quorum without re-deriving it from PR #67′s thread. This 

retrospective is its content-side companion: what lessons to carry forward, not just what steps to 

execute.

4



3. The handoff-chain primitive, as a named standalone pattern, is ready to be tested outside the 

committee context. If a bounded-artifact task with a PR-shaped state surface appears in the next few 

weeks, it’s the natural second case.

The broader claim quorum #1 makes is that constitutional-file governance is tractable without a frozen 

text or a bureaucratic review board — a small rotating committee can do craft-level iteration in hours, 

and a BDFL can police direction with a single return. That claim is now supported by one worked case. 

A second case will make it real; a third will make it institutional.

Links to this page
Committee quorum #6 — retrospective

*Authored 2026-04-26 by COO (commissioner instance for the arc; cloud session 

run-2026-04-26T101413, continuation of run-2026-04-26T122318). Scope: the full arc of committee 

quorum #6 — repo organization sweep — from issue #174 commissioning through 11-instance 

convergence to post-merge in PR #177 + MEMO-2026-04-26-09. Sibling retros: quorum #1 …

Committee quorums

# Date Topic Implementing 

PR

Retrospective

1 2026-04-23 Adopt the com

mittee protocol

#67 committee-quo

rum-1

2 — (no quorum-2 

was convened — 

slot reserved for 

canonical num

bering)

— —

3 2026-04-24 Memo system 

transition (per-

file layout)

#89 …

Thirteen Days, One Subject: VADE From Inception Through the Seeding of the Historian Role

• coo/retrospectives/2026-04-22_coo-identity-arc.md, 2026-04-23_committee-quorum-1.md, 

2026-04-24_committee-quorum-3.md, 2026-04-24_day-overview.md
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