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Abst ract

The U.S. National Tel ecommunications and I nformation Admi nistration
(NTIA) solicited a request fromthe Internet Corporation for Assigned
Nanmes and Numbers (1 CANN) to propose how the NTIA should end its
oversi ght of the Internet Assigned Nunmbers Authority (1 ANA)

functions. After broad consultations, ICANN in turn created the | ANA
St ewar dship Transition Coordination G oup. That group solicited
proposals for the three mgjor | ANA functions: nanmes, nunbers, and
protocol paraneters. This docunent contains the | ETF response to
that solicitation for protocol parameters. It was included in an
aggregate response to the NTI A al ongside those for nanmes and
nunbering resources that are being devel oped by their respective
operational comunities. A reference to that response nmay be found
in the introduction, and additional correspondence is included in the
Appendi x.

Status of This Meno

Thi s docunent is not an Internet Standards Track specification; it is
publ i shed for infornmational purposes.

Thi s docunent is a product of the Internet Engineering Task Force
(ITETF). It represents the consensus of the IETF community. It has
recei ved public review and has been approved for publication by the
Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG. Not all docunents
approved by the | ESG are a candidate for any |level of Internet

St andard; see Section 2 of RFC 7841.

I nformati on about the current status of this document, any errata,

and how to provide feedback on it nmay be obtained at
http://ww. rfc-editor.org/info/rfc7979.
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1

| ETF I ntroduction

In March of 2014, the U S. National Tel ecomuni cati ons and
Informati on Administration (NTIA) announced its intent to transition
oversi ght of Internet Assigned Nunbers Authority (1ANA) functions

[ NTI A-Announce]. In that announcenent, NTIA asked the Internet
Corporation for Assigned Nanmes and Nunmbers (I CANN) to establish a
process to deliver a proposal for transition. As part of that
process, the | ANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Goup (I1CG was
formed. The charter for the I CG can be found in Appendix A. The ICG
in turn solicited proposals regarding post-transition arrangenments
fromthe nanes, nunbers, and protocol paraneters conmmunities in order
to put forth a proposal to the NTIA. The final request for proposa
(RFP) can be found in Appendix B. The response fromthe ICGto the
NTI A may be found at [l CG Response].

VWiile there are interactions between all of the I ANA functions and

| ETF standards, this docunent specifically addresses the protoco
paranmeters registries function. Section 1 (this section) contains an
introduction that is sourced solely within the IETF. Section 2
contains the questionnaire that was witten by the 1CG and a form
response by the IETF. W have quoted questions fromthat
guestionnaire with ">>> ",  and we have prefaced answers to questions
bei ng asked with "I ETF Response:". Note that there are snall changes

to the questions asked in order to match the RFC format.

We note that the following text was stated as a footnote in the
ori gi nal RFP:

In this RFP, "I ANA" refers to the functions currently
specified in the agreenent between NTI A and | CANN
[http://ww. ntia.doc. gov/ page/iana-functions-purchase-order] as
wel | as any other functions traditionally perforned by the | ANA
functions operator. SAC 067
[https://www icann.org/en/systenifiles/files/sac-067-en. pdf]
provi des one description of the many di fferent neanings of the
term "1 ANA" and nay be useful reading in addition to the
docunents constituting the agreenment itself.
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2.

The Formal RFP Response

The entire Request for Proposals, including introduction, can be
found in Appendi x B

>>>

>>> 0. Proposal Type

>>>

>>> | dentify which category of the I ANA functions this
>>> submi ssi on proposes to address:

>>>

| ETF Response:
Pr ot ocol Paraneters

This response states the existing practice of the | ETF, and al so
represents the views of the Internet Architecture Board and the | ETF.

>>>

>>> | . Description of Community’'s Use of | ANA Functions

>>>

>>> This section should list the specific, distinct | ANA services

>>> or activities your community relies on. For each | ANA service

>>> or activity on which your comunity relies, please provide the
>>> fol | owi ng:

>>> A description of the service or activity.
>>>

| ETF Response:

Many | ETF protocols make use of conmonly defined protocol paraneters.
These paraneters are used by inplenmenters, who are the prinmary users
of the | ETF standards and ot her documents. To ensure consi stent
interpretation of these paraneter val ues by independent

i mpl enentati ons, and to pronpte universal interoperability, these

| ETF protocol specifications define and require globally avail able
regi stries containing the paraneter values and a pointer to any
associ at ed docunentation. The |IETF uses the | ANA protocol paraneters
registries to store this information in a public location. The |IETF
conmunity presently accesses the protocol paraneter registries via
ref erences based on the iana.org domain name, and makes use of the
term"I ANA" in the protocol paraneter registry processes [ RFC5226].

| CANN currently operates the . ARPA top | evel domain on behalf of the
Internet Architecture Board (1 AB). This zone is used for certain
Internet infrastructure services that are del egated beneath it. The
| ETF considers . ARPA part of the protocol paraneters registries for
pur poses of this response.
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>>>

>>> A description of the custoner(s) of the service or activity.
>>>

| ETF Response:

The | ANA protocol paraneters registries operator nmintains the
protocol paraneters registries for the IETF in conformance with al
rel evant | ETF policies, in accordance with the Menmorandum of
Under st andi ng [ RFC2860] and associ at ed suppl emental agreenents that

i nclude service | evel agreements (SLAs) established between the | ETF
and | CANN [ MOUSUP] .

The I ETF is a gl obal organization that produces vol untary standards,
whose nission is to produce high quality, relevant technical and

engi neeri ng docunents that influence the way peopl e design, use, and
manage the Internet in such a way as to make the Internet work better
[ RFC3935]. | ETF standards are published in the RFC series. The | ETF
is responsible for the key standards that are used on the Internet
today, including IP, TCP, DNS, BGP, and HTTP, to nanme but a few.

The | ETF operates in an open and transparent manner [RFC6852]. The
processes that govern the | ETF are al so published in the RFC series.
The Internet Standards Process is docunented in [ RFC2026]. That
docunent explains not only how standards are devel oped, but al so how
di sput es about decisions are resolved. RFC 2026 has been anended a
nunber of times [BCP9info]. The standards process can be amended in
the sane manner that standards are approved. That is, someone
proposes a change by submitting a tenporary docunment known as an
Internet-Draft, the community discusses it, and if rough consensus
can be found the change is approved by the Internet Engi neering
Steering Goup (IESG, who also have day-to-day responsibility for
decl aring | ETF consensus on techni cal decisions, including those that
af fect the | ANA protocol parameters registries. Anyone may propose a
change during a Last Call, and anyone may participate in the
conmuni ty di scussi on.
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>>>
>>> \What registries are involved in providing the service or
>>> activity.

>>>

| ETF Response:

The protocol paraneters registries are the product of |ETF work.
These al so include the top-level registry for the entire | P address
space and some of its sub-registries, autononous system nunber space,
and a number of special use registries with regard to donmai n namnes.
For nore detail please refer to the docunentation in the "overlaps or
i nt erdependenci es" section

Admi ni stration of the protocol parameters registries is the service
that is provided to the | ETF.

>>>

>>> A description of any overlaps or interdependenci es between your
>>> | ANA requirenents and the functions required by other custoner
>>> comuniti es.

>>>

| ETF Response:

In this context, the | ETF considers "overlap" to be where there is in
some way shared responsibility for a single registry across multiple
organi zations. In this sense, there is no overlap between

organi zati ons because responsibility for each registry is carefully
del i neated. There are, however, points of interaction between ot her
organi zations, and a few cases where the I ETF nay further define the
scope of a registry for technical purposes. This is the case with
bot h nanmes and nunbers, as described in the paragraphs below. In al
cases, the | ETF coordinates with the appropriate organizations.

It is inmportant to note that the | ETF does not have fornal
nmenbership. The term"the | ETF" includes anyone who w shes to
participate in the |ETF, and | ETF participants nay al so be nmenbers of
other communities. Staff and participants from | CANN and the

Regi onal Internet Registries (RIRs) regularly participate in | ETF
activities.

o The | ETF has specified a nunber of special use registries with
regard to domai n nanmes. These registries require coordination
with I CANN as the policy authority for the DNS root, including
conmuni ty groups that are responsible for |1 CANN policy on domain
nanes such as the Generic Nanes Supporting Organization (GNSO and
the Country Code Nanmes Supporting O ganization (ccNSO. There are
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al ready nechanisns in place to performthis coordination, and the
capacity to nodify those nechani sns to neet new conditions as they
m ght arise. [RFC6761]

o The | ETF specifies the DNS protocol. Fromtine to tine there have
been and will be updates to that protocol. As we nake changes we
will broadly consult the operational community about the inpact of

t hose changes, as we have done in the past.

o The | ETF specifies mnimumrequirements for root servers.
[ RFC2870] Those requirenents are currently under review, in
consultations with the root server comunity.

0 The routing architecture has evolved over tine, and is expected to
continue to do so. Such evolution nmay have an inpact on
appropriate | P address allocation strategies. |f and when that
happens, the IETF will consult and coordinate with the RIR
conmunity, as we have done in the past.

o The IETF is responsible for policy relating to the entire IP
address space and AS nunber space. Through the | ANA protoco
paranmeters registries, the | ETF del egates unicast | P address and
AS nunber ranges to the RIRs [ RFC7020], [ RFC7249]. Speci al address
al l ocation, such as nulticast and anycast addresses, often require
coordi nation. Another exanple of |IP addresses that are not
adnmi ni stered by the RIR systemis Unique Local Addresses (ULAs)

[ RFC4193], where local networks enploy a prefix that is not

i ntended to be routed on the public Internet. New special address
al l ocations are added, fromtine to tine, related to the evolution
of the standards. |In all cases, these special assignnments are
listed in the | ANA protocol paranters registries.

o The | ETF nmaintains sub-registries for special |1Pv4 and | Pv6
assignments. These are specified in [RFC3307], [RFC5771], and
[ RFC6890]. The | ETF coordinates such assignnents with the R Rs.

0o Changes to | ETF standards nmay have inpact on operations of RIRs
and service providers. A recent exanple is the extensions to BGP
to carry the Autononpbus System nunmbers as four-octet entities
[RFC6793]. It is inmportant to note that this change occurred out
of operational necessity, and it denpnstrated strong ali gnment
between the RIRs and the | ETF.
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>>> ||. Existing, Pre-Transition Arrangenents

>>>

>>> This section shoul d descri be how existing | ANA-rel at ed

>>> arrangenments work, prior to the transition

>>>

>>> A, Policy Sources

>>>

>>>

>>> This section should identify the specific source(s) of policy
>>> whi ch nmust be followed by the | ANA functions operator inits
>>> conduct of the services or activities described above. |f there
>>> are distinct sources of policy or policy devel opnent for

>>> different | ANA activities, then please describe these

>>> separately. For each source of policy or policy devel opnent,
>>> pl ease provide the foll ow ng:

>>>

>>> Which | ANA service or activity (identified in Sectionl) is
>>> af f ect ed.

>>>

| ETF Response:

The protocol parameters registries.

>>>

>>> A description of how policy is devel oped and established and
>>> who is involved in policy devel opment and establishment.
>>>

| ETF Response:

Policy for overall managerment of the protocol paraneters registries
is stated in [ RFC6220] and [RFC5226]. The first of these docunents
expl ains the nmodel for how the registries are to be operated, how
policy is set, and how oversi ght takes place. RFC 5226 specifies the
policies that specification witers may enpl oy when they define new
protocol registries in the "I ANA Consi derations" section of each
specification. Al policies at the | ETF begin with a proposal in the
formof an Internet-Draft. Anyone may submt such a proposal. |If
there is sufficient interest, a working group whose scope includes
the proposed work may choose to adopt it, the | ESG may choose to
create a working group, or an Area Director may choose to sponsor the
draft. |In any case, anyone nay conmment on the proposal as it
progresses. A proposal cannot be passed by the | ESG unless it enjoys
sufficient comunity support as to indicate rough consensus

[ RFC7282]. In each case, a "Last Call" is made so that there is

noti ce of any proposed change to a policy or process. Anyone nay
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comment during a Last Call. For exanple, this process is currently
bei ng used to update RFC 5226 [I|-D. | ei ba-cotton-iana-5226bi s].

>>>

>>> A description of how di sputes about policy are resol ved.
>>>

| ETF Response:

Most di sputes are handl ed at the | owest |evel through the working
group and rough consensus processes. Should anyone di sagree with any
action, Section 6.5 of [RFC2026] specifies a multi-level conflict
resol uti on and appeal s process that includes the responsible Area
Director, the IESG and the | AB. Should appeal s be upheld, an
appropriate remedy is applied. |In the case where soneone clai ns that
the procedures thenselves are insufficient or inadequate in some way
to address a circunstance, one may appeal an |AB decision to the
Internet Society Board of Trustees.

>>>
>>> References to docunentation of policy devel opnent and di spute

>>> resol ution processes.
>>>

| ETF Response:

As nentioned above, [RFC2026] Section 6.5 specifies a conflict
resol uti on and appeal s process. [RFC2418] specifies working group
procedures. Note that both of these docunents have been amended in
|ater RFCs as indicated in the [ RFC | NDEX] .

>>>

>>> B. Oversight and Accountability

>>>

>>> This section should describe all the ways in which oversight is
>>> conducted over | ANA functions operator’s provision of the

>>> services and activities listed in Section | and all the ways in
>>> whi ch | ANA functions operator is currently held accountable for
>>> the provision of those services. For each oversight or

>>> accountability mechani sm please provide as many of the

>>> foll owing as are applicable:

>>>

>>> \Which | ANA service or activity (identified in Section 1) is

>>> af f ect ed.

>>>
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| ETF Response:

The protocol paraneters registries.

>>>

>>> |f not all policy sources identified in Section Il.A are
>>> affected, identify which ones are affected.

>>>

| ETF Response:

Al policy sources relating to the protocol parameters registry are
affected

>>>
>>> A description of the entity or entities that provide oversight
>>> or perform accountability functions, including how individuals

>>> are selected or renoved fromparticipation in those entities.
>>>

| ETF Response:

The Internet Architecture Board (1AB) is an oversight body of the

| ETF whose responsibilities include, anong other things, confirmng
appoi nt nent of | ESG nenbers, nmanagi ng appeal s as di scussed above,
managenent of certain domains, including . ARPA [ RFC3172], and genera
architectural guidance to the broader comunity. The | AB nust
approve the appoi ntrent of an organi zation to act as | ANA operator on
behal f of the IETF. The IAB is also responsible for establishing
liaison relationships with other organizations on behal f of the | ETF
The 1AB's charter is to be found in [ RFC2850].

The | AB nenbers are selected and may be recall ed through a Nom nating
Conmittee (NOMCOM) process, which is described in [RFC3777] and its
updates. This process provides for selection of active nmenbers of
the community who thensel ves agree upon a slate of candidates. The
active nenbers are chosen randomy fromvolunteers with a history of
participation in the IETF, with l[inits regardi ng having too nany
active nenbers with the sane affiliation. The selection of the
active nenbers is performed in a nmanner that makes it possible for
anyone to verify that the correct procedure was followed. The slate
of candi dates selected by the active nenbers are sent to the Internet
Soci ety Board of Trustees for confirmation. |In general, nmenbers are
appointed for terns of two years. The I AB selects its own chair

The |1 AB provi des oversight of the protocol paraneters registries of

the 1ETF, and is responsible for selecting appropriate operator(s)
and rel ated per-registry arrangenents. Especially when relationships

Lear & Housl ey I nf or mati onal [ Page 10]



RFC 7979 | ANA | CG Response August 2016

anmong protocols call for it, registries are at tinmes operated by, or
in conjunction with, other bodies. Unless the |IAB or |ETF has

concl uded that special treatment is needed, the operator for
registries is currently | CANN

>>>

>>> A description of the nechanism (e.g., contract, reporting

>>> gcheme, auditing schenme, etc.). This should include a

>>> description of the consequences of the | ANA functions operator
>>> not meeting the standards established by the nechanism the
>>> extent to which the output of the nechanismis transparent and
>>> the ternms under which the nechani sm may change.

>>>

| ETF Response:

A menmor andum of under standi ng (MbU) between | CANN and the | ETF
conmunity has been in place since 2000. It can be found in

[ RFC2860]. The MU defines the work to be carried out by the | ANA
functions operator for the | ETF and the Internet Research Task Force
(I RTF), a peer organization to the | ETF that focuses on
research. [ RFC2014] Each year a service |evel agreement is negotiated
that suppl enents the MU

Day-to-day adnministration and contract nanagenent is the
responsibility of the | ETF Administrative Director (1AD). The |ETF
Admi ni strative Oversight Comrmittee (I AOC) oversees the | AD. The
menbers of the IACC are al so the trustees of the | ETF Trust, whose
mai n purpose is to hold certain intellectual property for the benefit
of the IETF as a whole. |ACC nenbers are appointed by the Internet
Soci ety Board of Trustees, the 1AB, the |ESG and the NOMCOM

[ RFC4071]. The 1 ACC works with the I ANA functions operator to
establish annual | ANA performance netrics [ METRICS] and operationa
procedures, and the resulting docunent is adopted as an supplenent to
the MoU each year [MOUSUP]. Starting from 2014, in accordance with
these suppl enents, an annual audit is perforned to ensure that
protocol paraneter requests are being processed according to the
establ i shed policies. The conclusions of this audit will be
avai l abl e for anyone in the world to review.

To date there have been no unresol vabl e di sputes or issues between
the I1ETF and the current | ANA functions operator. [RFC2860]

specifies that should a technical dispute arise, "the | ANA shall seek
and follow techni cal guidance exclusively fromthe IESG" In the
unlikely event that a nore difficult situation should arise, the | ACC
and the | AB woul d engage | CANN managenent to address the matter. The
MoU al so provides an option for either party to termnate the
arrangenent with six nonths notice. Cbviously such action would only
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be undertaken after serious consideration. In that case a new | ANA
functions operator would be sel ected, and a new agreenent wi th that
operator woul d be established.

>>>

>>> Jurisdiction(s) in which the nechani smapplies and the | ega
>>> basis on which the nmechani smrests.
>>>

| ETF Response

This mechanismis global in nature. The current agreenent does not
specify a jurisdiction

>>>| 1. Proposed Post-Transition Oversight and Accountability
>>>Ar r angenent s

>>>
>>> This section shoul d descri be what changes your comunity is
>>> proposing to the arrangenents listed in Section Il.Bin |light of

>>> the transition. |If your community is proposing to replace one or
>>> nore exi sting arrangenents with new arrangenents, that

>>> repl acement shoul d be explained and all of the elenents listed
>>> jn Section Il.B shoul d be described for the new

>>> arrangenments. Your community should provide its rationale and
>>> justification for the new arrangenents.

>>>
>>> | f your comunity’s proposal carries any inplications for

>>> exi sting policy arrangenments described in Section Il.A, those
>>> inplications should be described here.

>>>

>>> | f your comunity is not proposing changes to arrangenents

>>> |isted in Section I1.B, the rationale and justification for that
>>> choi ce shoul d be provided here.

>>>

| ETF Response:

No new organi zati ons or structures are required. Over the years
since the creation of ICANN, the IETF, | CANN, and | AB have toget her
created a system of agreenents, policies, and oversi ght nechani sns
that already cover what is needed. This system has worked well

wi t hout any operational involvenent fromthe NTIA.

| ANA protocol paraneters registry updates will continue to function

day-to-day, as they have been doing for the | ast decade or nore. The
| ETF community is very satisfied with the current arrangenment with
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| CANN. RFC 2860 renains in force and has served the | ETF comunity
very well. RFC 6220 has laid out an appropriate service description
and requirenents.

However in the absence of the NTIA contract a few new arrangenments
may be needed in order to ensure the I ETF comunity’s expectations
are net. Those expectations are the follow ng:

o The protocol paraneters registries are in the public domain. It
is the preference of the IETF community that all relevant parties
acknow edge that fact as part of the transition

o It is possible in the future that the operation of the protoco
paranmeters registries may be transitioned from | CANN to subsequent
operator(s). It is the preference of the | ETF community that, as
part of the NTIA transition, |ICANN acknow edge that it will carry
out the obligations established under C. 7.3 and |.61 of the
current | ANA functions contract between | CANN and the NTIA
[ NTIA-Contract] to achieve a snmooth transition to subsequent
operator(s), should the need arise. Furthernore, in the event of
a transition it is the expectation of the | ETF comunity that
| CANN, the |IETF, and subsequent operator(s) will work together to
m nimze disruption in the use the protocol paraneters registries
or other resources currently located at iana.org.

I n devel opi ng our response we have been m ndful of the follow ng
points that the I ETF community has di scussed over the |ast year

[ Prot oPar anEvol4] that have led to the follow ng guiding principles
for 1AB efforts that inpact | ANA protocol parameter registries.
These principles nust be taken together; their order is not
significant.

1. The I ETF protocol paraneters registries function has been and
continues to be capably provided by the Internet technical comunity.

The strength and stability of the function and its foundation wthin
the Internet technical community are both inportant given how
critical protocol paraneters are to the proper functioning of |ETF
pr ot ocol s.

We think the structures that sustain the protocol parameters
registries function need to be strong enough that they can be offered
i ndependently by the Internet technical community, without the need
for backing fromexternal parties. And we believe we largely are
there already, although the system can be strengthened further, and
conti nuous inprovenents are bei ng made.
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2. The protocol paraneters registries function requires openness,
transparency, and accountability.

Exi sting docunentati on of how the function is adm nistered and
overseen i s good [ RFC2860], [RFC6220]. Further articulation and
clarity may be beneficial. 1t is inportant that the whole Internet
conmunity can understand how the function works, and that the
processes for registering paranmeters and hol di ng those who oversee
the protocol parameters function accountable for follow ng those
processes are understood by all interested parties. W are comitted
to making inprovements here if necessary.

3. Any contenpl ated changes to the protocol paraneters registries
function should respect existing Internet comunity agreenents.

The protocol paraneters registries function is working well. The
exi sting Menorandum of Understanding in RFC 2860 defines "the
technical work to be carried out by the Internet Assigned Nunbers
Aut hority on behalf of the Internet Engineering Task Force and the
Internet Research Task Force." Any nodifications to the protoco
parameters registries function should be made using the | ETF process
to update RFC 6220 and other relevant RFCs. Put quite sinply:

evol ution, not revolution

4. The Internet architecture requires and receives capabl e service
by Internet registries.

The stability of the Internet depends on capabl e provision of not
just | ETF protocol paraneters, but |IP nunbers, domain names, and
other registries. Furthernore, DNS and |Pv4/IPv6 are | ETF-defined
protocols. Thus we expect the role of the | ETF in standards

devel opnent, architectural guidance, and allocation of certain nane/
nunber parameters to continue. |P multicast addresses and speci al -
use DNS nanes are two exanpl es where cl ose coordi nation is needed.
The 1ETF will continue to coordinate with I CANN, the RIRs, and ot her
parties that are mutually invested in the continued snooth operation
of the Internet registries. W fully understand the need to work

t oget her.

5. The IETF will continue managenent of the protocol paraneter
registry function as an integral conponent of the |ETF standards
process and the use of resulting protocols.

RFC 6220 specifies the role and function of the protocol paraneters
registry, which is critical to | ETF standards processes and | ETF
protocols. The I1AB, on behalf of the |ETF, has the responsibility to
define and manage the relationship with the protocol registry
operator role. This responsibility includes the selection and
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managenent of the protocol paraneter registry operator, as well as
managenment of the paraneter registration process and the guidelines
for paraneter allocation.

6. The protocol parameters registries are provided as a public
servi ce.

Directions for the creation of protocol paraneters registries and the
policies for subsequent additions and updates are specified in RFCs.
The protocol paraneters registries are available to everyone, and
they are published in a formthat allows their contents to be

i ncluded in other works without further perm ssion. These works

i nclude, but are not Iimted to, inplenentations of Internet
protocol s and their associ ated docunentation

These principles will guide the I AB, IACC, and the rest of the | ETF
conmmunity as they work with 1 CANN to establish future | ANA
performance netrics and operational procedures.

>>> |V Transition Inplications

>>>
>>> This section should describe what your comunity views as the
>>> jnplications of the changes it proposed in Section IIl. These

>>> jnplications may include sone or all of the follow ng, or other
>>> jnplications specific to your community:

>>>
>>> o0 Description of operational requirenents to achieve continuity
>>> of service and possi ble new service integration throughout
>>> the transition

>>> 0 Risks to operational continuity
>>> o0 Description of any | egal franework requirenments in the

>>> absence of the NTIA contract

>>> o0 Description of how you have tested or eval uated the

>>> wor kabi lity of any new technical or operational methods

>>> proposed in this docunent and how t hey conpare to established
>>> arrangenents.

>>>

| ETF Response:

No structural changes are required for the handling of protoco
paranmeters. The principles |isted above will guide |IAB, |ACC, and
the rest of the | ETF comunity as they work with | CANN to establish
future | ANA performance netrics and operational procedures, as they
have in the past.
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As no services are expected to change, no continuity issues are
anticipated, and there are no new technical or operational nethods
proposed by the IETF to test. The | ETF | eadership, |ICANN, and the
RIRs maintain an ongoing informal dialog to spot any unforeseen

i ssues that might arise as a result of other changes.

VWhat is necessary as part of transition is the conpletion of any
suppl enent al agreenent(s) necessary to achieve the requirenents

outlined in our response in Section Ill of this RFP
>>>

>>> V. NTI A Requirenents

>>>

>>> Additionally, NTIA has established that the transition proposa
>>> nust neet the following five requirenments:

>>>

>>> "Support and enhance the nultistakehol der nodel ;"

>>>

| ETF Response:

Because the IETF is open to everyone, participation is open to al

st akehol ders. | ETF processes outlined in Section | were used to
devel op this proposal. Those sanme processes have been and shall be
used to anmend governance of the protocol paraneters function. As
nmentioned previously, anyone may propose amendnents to those
processes, and anyone may take part in the decision process.

>>>

>>> "Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the
>>> |nternet DNS;"
>>>

| ETF Response:

No changes are proposed in this docunent that affect the security,
stability, and resiliency of the DNS.

>>>
>>> "Meet the needs and expectation of the gl obal customers and

>>> partners of the | ANA services;"
>>>

| ETF Response:
| mpl ementers and their users fromaround the world make use of the

| ETF standards and the associ ated | ANA protocol paraneters
registries. The current | ANA protocol paranmeters registries system
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is meeting the needs of these global custoners. This proposa
continues to neet their needs by nmaintaining the existing processes

that have served themwell in the past.

>>>

>>>

>>> "Mai ntain the openness of the Internet."
>>>

| ETF Response:

Thi s proposal nmaintains the existing open franework that all ows
anyone to participate in the devel opnent of |ETF standards, including
the | ANA protocol parameters registries policies. Further, an

i mpl enenter anywhere in the world has full access to the protoco
specification published in the RFC series and the protocol paraneters
regi stries published at iana.org. Those who require assignnments in
the 1 ANA protocol registries will continue to have their requests
satisfied, as specified by the existing policies for those
registries.

>>>

>>> "The proposal mnmust not replace the NTIArole with a

>>> government-led or an inter-governnental organization solution."
>>>

Policy oversight is perforned by the 1AB, which is neither a
government-1led or an intergovernnmental organization

>>>
>>> VI. Comunity Process

>>>

>>> This section should describe the process your comunity used for
>>> devel opi ng this proposal, including:

>>>

>>> 0 The steps that were taken to devel op the proposal and to
>>> det er m ne consensus.
>>>

| ETF Response:
The | ESG establi shed the | ANAPLAN wor ki ng group to develop this

response. Anyone was wel conme to join the discussion and participate
in the devel opment of this response. An open mailing |ist

(ianaplan@etf.org) has been associated with the working group. In
addition, IETF s | ANA practices have been di scussed in the broader
conmunity, and all input has been welconme. Nornml |ETF procedures
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[ RFC2026] [ RFC2418] were used to determ ne rough consensus. The
chairs of the working group revi ewed open issues and, after an
internal working group last call, deternmined that all had been
satisfactorily addressed, and subsequently the IESG did a forma

| ETF-wi de Last Call followed by a formal review and determ ned that
the docunent had rough consensus.

>>>
>>> Links to announcenents, agendas, mailing lists, consultations and

>>> neeting proceedi ngs.
>>>

| ETF Response:

The following list is not exhaustive, as there have been many open
di scussions about this transition within the | ETF conmmunity in the
past few nonths.

Creation of an open nmailing list to discuss the transition
http://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/nsg/ietf-announce/
Zt d2ed9U04qSx| - k9- G 80j JLXc

Announcenent of a public session on the transition
http://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/nsg/ietf-announce/
MbzVFFvTht gWwMB_f | USWAr JOc

Announcenent by the I ESG of the intent to forma working group
http://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/nsg/ietf-announce/
& vU9IgX98&2KgB18j y6Uf hwkj Xk

The wor ki ng group di scussi on:
http://ww.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/
mai | 1ist. htn

2014-10-06 Interim Meeti ng Agenda, M nutes, and presentations:
http://wwv ietf.org/proceedi ngs/interim 2014/ 10/ 06/i anapl an/
proceedi ngs. ht m

Wor ki ng group | ast call
http://mil archive.ietf.org/arch/msg/ianapl an/
EGF9r f Ixn5Q M RXnB2Qx YKYR8k

Agenda from | ETF 91 | ANAPLAN WG neeti ng:
http://ww. ietf.org/proceedi ngs/ 91/ agenda/ agenda- 91-i anapl an

M nutes of |ETF 91 | ANAPLAN W5 neeti ng:
http://wwv ietf.org/proceedi ngs/ 91/ m nut es/ m nut es- 91-i anapl an
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Shepherd write-up:
http://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-ianaplan-icg-response/
shepherdwi t eup/

| ETF |l ast call:
http://milarchive.ietf.org/arch/nsg/ietf-announce/
i 5r x6Pf ] JCRax3Lu4qZ_38P8wBg

>>>
>>> An assessment of the | evel of consensus behind your comunity’s
>>> proposal, including a description of areas of contention or

>>> di sagr eenent.

>>>

| ETF Response:

Thi s docunent has attained rough consensus of the | ETF Wrking G oup
and of the IETF community as a whole, as judged first by the working
group chairs and then by the sponsoring Area Director, and then by
the 1ESG in accordance with [ RFC2026] during the 18 Decenber 2014

| ESG tel echat. The I ESG has approved the draft, pending insertion of
this answer in this section and the | AB approval note. The |AB
approved a statenment for inclusion in the docunent on 19 Decenber
2014.

Over the course of the devel opnent of the docunent, severa
suggestions were raised that did not enjoy sufficient support to be
i ncluded. Two general areas of suggestion that generated much

di scussi on were

o A suggestion for a stronger statenment over what terns the | ACC
shoul d negoti at e.

0 A suggestion that "iana.org" and other associ ated marks be
transferred to the | ETF trust.

At the end of the working group process, although there was not

unani nous support for the results, the working group chairs concl uded
that rough consensus existed in the working group. The docunent
shepherd’s sumary of the WG consensus for this docunment can be found
her e:

https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-ianaplan-icg-response/
shepherdwi t eup/

During | ETF last call, additional people voiced support for the

docurent. There were several editorial comments that resulted in
changes, as well as sone discussion of nore substantial coments sone
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7.

7.

1

of which resulted in text changes. There was sone discussion of
conments al ready discussed earlier in the process, and but no new
objections were raised during the IETF last call. A sumary of the
| ast call comments can be found from here:

http://ww.ietf.org/ mail-archive/web/ianapl an/ current/nsg01500. ht n

New draft versions were prepared that took into account all the
agreed changes fromthe last call. The final version was then
approved by the | ESG

| ANA Consi der ati ons

This menp is a response to a request for proposals. No paraneter
al l ocations or changes are sought.

Security Considerations

Wi | e the agreenment, supplenents, policies, and procedures around the
I ANA function have shown strong resiliency, the IETF will continue to
work with all relevant parties to facilitate inproverments while

mai ntai ning availability of the I ANA registries.

| AB Not e
The | AB supports the response in this docunent.
Acknowl edgnent s

Thi s docunent describes processes that have been devel oped by many
nenbers of the comunity over many years. The initial version of
this docunment was devel oped col |l aboratively through both the 1 AB | ANA
Strategy Program and the | ETF | ANAPLAN WG,  Particul ar thanks go to
Jari Arkko, Marc Blanchet, Brian Carpenter, Alissa Cooper, John
Curran, Leslie Daigle, Heather Flanagan, Christer Hol nberg, John
Klensin, Barry Leiba, MIton Mieller, Andrei Robachevsky, Andrew

Sul l'ivan, Dave Thal er, Greg Wod, and Suzanne Wbol f.
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Appendi x A.  The Charter of the | ANA Stewardshi p Coordi nati on G oup
(1Co

Charter for the | ANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Goup V.10
(August 27, 2014)

The | ANA stewardship transition coordination group (1CG has one
deliverable: a proposal to the U S. Commerce Departnment Nationa

Tel ecommuni cations and I nformati on Admi nistration (NTIA) regarding
the transition of NTIA s stewardship of the I ANA functions to the

gl obal nulti-stakehol der comunity. The group will conduct itself
transparently, consult with a broad range of stakehol ders, and ensure
that its proposals support the security and stability of the | ANA
functions.

The group’s mssion is to coordi nate the devel opnent of a proposa
anmong the comunities affected by the | ANA functions. The | ANA
functions are divided into three nmain categories: domai n nanes,
nunber resources, and other protocol paraneters. The domai n nanes
category falls further into the country code and generic donai n nane
sub-categories. Wiile there is some overlap among all of these

cat egories, each poses distinct organizational, operational and
techni cal issues, and each tends to have distinct comunities of

i nterest and expertise. For those reasons it is best to have work on
the three categories of | ANA paraneters proceed autononmously in
paral |l el and be based in the respective communities.

The |1 ANA stewardship transition process is taking place alongside a
paral l el and rel ated process on enhancing | CANN accountability.
Wil e maintaining the accountability of Internet identifier
governance is central to both processes, this group’s scope is
focused on the arrangenments required for the continuance of | ANA
functions in an accountable and w dely accepted manner after the
expiry of the NTIA-1CANN contract. Nevertheless, the two processes
are interrelated and i nterdependent and shoul d appropriately

coordi nate their work.

The coordination group has four nain tasks:

(i) Act as liaison to all interested parties, including the three
"operational conmunities" (i.e., those with direct operationa
or service relationship with | ANA; nanely names, nunbers,
protocol paraneters). This task consists of:

a. Soliciting proposals fromthe operational communities
b. Soliciting the input of the broad group of comunities
af fected by the | ANA functions

(ii) Assess the outputs of the three operational communities for

conpatibility and interoperability
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(iii) Assenble a conplete proposal for the transition
(iv) Information sharing and public comunication
Descri bing each in nore detail
(i) Liaison
a. Solicit proposals

The |1 CG expects a plan fromthe country code and generic nane
conmunities (possibly a joint one), a plan fromthe nunbers
conmunity, and a plan fromthe protocol parameters comunity.

Menbers of the ICGw Il ensure that the communities from which they
are drawn are working on their part of the transition plans. This

i nvol ves informng them of requirenents and schedul es, tracking
progress, and highlighting the results or remaining issues. The role
of a coordination group nenber during this phase is to provide status
updat es about the progress of his or her comunity in devel opi ng
their conponent, and to coordinate which community will develop a
transition proposal for each area of overlap (e.g., special-use
registry).

Wi | e working on the devel opment of their proposals, the operationa
conmunities are expected to address conmon requirenments and i ssues

relating to the transition, in as far as they affect their parts of
the stewardship of | ANA functions.

b. Solicit broader input

The 1CG is open for input and feedback fromall interested parties.
VWile no set of formal requirements related to a transition proposa
wi Il be requested outside the operational comunities, everyone’s

input is wel cone across all topics.

The 1 CG expects that all interested parties get involved as early as
possible in the relevant community processes. Input received
directly by the 1CG may be referred to the rel evant conmunity

di scussi on.

The |1 CG nmenbers chosen froma particular conmunity are the officia
comuni cati on channel between the ICG and that comunity.

(ii) Assessnment

When the group receives output fromthe conmunities it will discuss
and assess their conpatibility and interoperability with the
proposal s of the other comunities. Each proposal should be
submitted with a clear record of how consensus has been reached for
the proposal in the community, and provide an analysis that shows the
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proposal is in practice workable. The |ICG should al so conpile the
input it has received beyond the operational conmunities, and review
the inpacts of this input.

The 1 CG might at sone point detect problems with the conponent
proposals. At that point the role of the ICGis to comunicate that
back to the relevant communities so that they (the rel evant
conmuni ti es) can address the issues. It is not in the role of the
ICG to devel op proposals or to select from anong conpeting proposals.

(iii) Assenmbling and submitting a conpl ete proposa

The assenbly effort involves taking the proposals for the different
conponents and verifying that the whole fulfills the intended scope,
neets the intended criteria, that there are no nissing parts, and
that the whole fits together. The whole al so needs to include
sufficient independent accountability mechani snms for running the | ANA
function. The ICGw Il then develop a draft final proposal that

achi eves rough consensus within the 1CGitself. The ICGw Il then
put this proposal up for public conment involving a reasonable period
of time for review ng the draft proposal, analyzing and preparing
supportive or critical comrents. The ICGwill then review these
comments and determ ne whether nodifications are required. |If no
nodi fications are needed, and the coordination group agrees, the
proposal will be submitted to NTIA

If changes are required to fix problens or to achieve broader
support, the 1CGwll work with the operational comunities in a
manner simlar to what was described in task (ii) above. Updates are
subject to the sane verification, review, and consensus processes as
the initial proposals. If, inthe ICG s opinion, broad public
support for the proposal as articulated by the NTIA is not present,
the parts of the proposal that are not supported return to the

i ai son phase.

(iv) Information sharing

The 1 CG serves as a central clearinghouse for public informtion
about the I ANA stewardship transition process. |Its secretariat
mai nt ai ns an i ndependent, publicly accessible and open website, under
its own domain, where status updates, neetings and notices are
announced, proposals are stored, the |1 CG nenbers are listed, etc. As
the devel opnent of the transition plans will take sonme tinme, it is

i mportant that information about ongoing work is distributed early
and continuously. This will enable sharing of ideas and the
detection of potential issues.
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Appendi x B. | ANA Stewardship Transition Coordi nati on Group Request for
Proposal s

| ANA St ewardshi p Transition Coordi nati on Goup Request for Proposals
8 Sept enber 2014
I ntroduction

Under the | ANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Goup (ICG
Charter, the I1CG has four main tasks:

(i) Act as liaison to all interested parties in the | ANA
stewardship transition, including the three "operationa
conmunities" (i.e., those with direct operational or service
rel ati onships with the | ANA functi ons operator; namely nanes,
nunbers, protocol paraneters). This task consists of:

a. Soliciting proposals fromthe operational comrunities
b. Soliciting the input of the broad group of comunities
af fected by the | ANA functions

(ii) Assess the outputs of the three operational communities for
conpatibility and interoperability

(iii) Assenble a conplete proposal for the transition
(iv) Information sharing and public conmmuni cation

Thi s Request for Proposals (RFP) addresses task (i) of the I1CG
Charter. This RFP does not preclude any formof input fromthe
non- operati onal conmunities.

0. Conpl ete Formal Responses

The 1 ANA Stewardship Transition Coordinati on Goup (I CG seeks

conpl ete formal responses to this RFP through processes which are to
be convened by each of the "operational communities" of | ANA (i.e.
those with direct operational or service relationships with the | ANA
functions operator, in connection wi th names, numnbers, or protoco
par anmet ers) .

Proposal s shoul d be supported by the broad range of stakehol ders
participating in the proposal devel opment process. Proposals should
be devel oped t hrough a transparent process that is open to and

i nclusive of all stakeholders interested in participating in the
devel opnent of the proposal. In order to help the ICG mintainits
light coordination role, all interested and affected parties are
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strongly encouraged to participate directly in these comunity
processes.

The followi ng |ink provides information about ongoi ng conmunity
processes and how to participate in them and that will continue to
be updated over tine:

https://ww. i cann. or g/ en/ st ewar dshi p/ conmuni ty

In this RFP, "I ANA" refers to the functions currently specified in
the agreement between NTI A and | CANN

[http://ww. ntia.doc. gov/ page/iana-functions-purchase-order] as well
as any other functions traditionally perforned by the | ANA functions
operator. SAC- 067

[https://www icann.org/en/systenifiles/files/sac-067-en. pdf]

provi des one description of the many different neanings of the term
"I ANA" and may be useful reading in addition to the docunents
constituting the agreenent itself.

Comunities are asked to adhere to open and inclusive processes in
devel opi ng their responses, so that all comunity menbers may fully
participate in and observe those processes. Comunities are also
asked to actively seek out and encourage w der participation by any
other parties with interest in their response.

A major challenge of the ICGw Il be to identify and help to
reconcile differences between submitted proposals, in order to
produce a single plan for the transition of |ANA

st ewar dshi p. Submitted Proposals should therefore focus on those

el ements that are considered to be truly essential to the transition
of their specific I ANA functions. The target deadline for al
conplete formal responses to this RFP is 15 January 2015.

I. Comments

Wiile the ICGis requesting conplete fornal proposals through
processes convened by each of the operational comunities, and that
all interested parties get involved as early as possible in the

rel evant comrunity processes, some parties may choose to provide
comments directly to the I CG about specific aspects of particul ar
proposal s, about the community processes, or about the 1CG s own
processes. Conments may be directly submtted to the 1CG any tine
via email to icg-forum@cann.org. Comments will be publicly archived
at <http://forumicann.org/lists/icg-foruni>.
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Commenters should be aware that 1CGw |l direct coments received to
the rel evant operational comunities if appropriate. The 1CG wl |
revi ew comments received as tinme and resources pernit and in
accordance with the overall tineline for the transition. That is,
comments recei ved about specific proposals may not be reviewed unti
those proposal s have been submitted to the 1CG The | CG may
establ i sh defined public coment periods about specific topics in
the future, after the conplete formal responses to the RFP have been
received.

Requi red Proposal El enents

The |1 CG encourages each comunity to submt a single proposal that
contains the elenents described in this section

Conmunities are requested to describe the elements delineated in the
sections below in as much detail possible, and according to the
suggested format/structure, to allowthe 1CGto nore easily
assimlate the results. Wile each question is narromy defined to
al l ow for conparison between answers, respondents are encouraged to
provide further information in explanatory sections, including
descriptive summaries of policies/practices and associ ated
references to source docunments of specific policies/practices. In
this way, the responses to the questionnaire will be useful at the
operational level as well as to the broader stakehol der comunities.

In the interest of conpleteness and consi stency, proposals should
cross-reference wherever appropriate the current | ANA Functions
Contract[3] when describing existing arrangenents and proposi ng
changes to existing arrangenents.

0. Proposal type

I dentify which category of the | ANA functions this subm ssion
proposes to address:

[ ] Nanmes [ ] Nunmbers [ ] Protocol Paraneters

|. Description of Comunity’'s Use of | ANA Functions
This section should list the specific, distinct | ANA functions your
community relies on. For each | ANA function on which your comunity
relies, please provide the follow ng:

o A description of the function;

o A description of the custoner(s) of the function
o What registries are involved in providing the function
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o A description of any overlaps or interdependencies between your
| ANA requirenments and the functions required by other custoner
conmuni ti es.

If your comunity relies on any other | ANA service or activity
beyond the scope of the I ANA functions contract, you may descri be
them here. In this case please al so describe how the service or
activity should be addressed by the transition plan

1. Existing, Pre-Transition Arrangenents

Thi s section should describe how existing | ANA-rel ated arrangenents
work, prior to the transition.

[3] http://www ntia.doc.gov/files/ntial
publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final _award_and_sacs. pdf

A. Policy Sources

This section should identify the specific source(s) of policy which
must be followed by the I ANA functions operator in its conduct of
the services or activities described above. If there are distinct
sources of policy or policy devel opnent for different | ANA
functions, then pl ease describe these separately. For each source of
policy or policy devel opnment, please provide the follow ng:

o Which I ANA function (identified in Section |) are affected.

0 A description of how policy is devel oped and established and who
is involved in policy devel opnment and establishnment.

o A description of how di sputes about policy are resol ved.

o References to docunentation of policy devel opnment and di spute
resol uti on processes.

B. Oversight and Accountability

This section should describe all the ways in which oversight is
conducted over the I ANA functions operator’s provision of the
services and activities listed in Section | and all the ways in

whi ch the I ANA functions operator is currently held accountable for
the provision of those services. For each oversight or
accountability nechani sm please provide as many of the follow ng as
are applicable:

Whi ch 1 ANA functions (identified in Section |I) are affected. |If the

policy sources identified in Section Il.A are affected, identify
whi ch ones are affected and explain in what way.
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o A description of the entity or entities that provi de oversight or
perform accountability functions, including how individuals are
sel ected or renoved fromparticipation in those entities.

o A description of the nmechanism (e.g., contract, reporting schene,
audi ting scheme, etc.). This should include a description of the
consequences of the | ANA functions operator not neeting the
st andards established by the nechanism the extent to which the
out put of the mechanismis transparent and the terns under which
t he mechani sm may change

o Jurisdiction(s) in which the nmechani smapplies and the | egal basis
on whi ch the mechani smrests.

I1l. Proposed Post-Transition Oversight and Accountability
Arrangenent s

Thi s section should descri be what changes your comunity is
proposing to the arrangenments listed in Section II.B in light of the
transition. |If your community is proposing to replace one or nore
exi sting arrangenents with new arrangenents, that replacenment should
be explained and all of the elenents listed in Section Il.B should
be described for the new arrangenments. Your comunity shoul d provide
its rationale and justification for the new arrangenents.

If your comunity’s proposal carries any inplications for the
interface between the | ANA functions and exi sting policy arrangenents
described in Section Il.A those inplications should be described

her e.

If your comunity is not proposing changes to arrangenents listed in
Section Il.B, the rationale and justification for that choice should
be provided here.

V. Transition Inplications

Thi s section should describe what your community views as the

i mplications of the changes it proposed in Section Il1l. These

i mplications nay include sone or all of the follow ng, or other
i mplications specific to your community:

Description of operational requirenents to achieve continuity of
service and possi ble new service integration throughout the
transition.

Ri sks to operational continuity and how they will be addressed.
Description of any | egal framework requirenents in the absence of the
NTI A contract. Description of how you have tested or eval uated the
wor kability of any new technical or operational nethods proposed in
this docunment and how they conpare to established arrangenents.
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Description of how |l ong the proposals in Section Il are expected to
take to conplete, and any internediate mlestones that may occur
bef ore they are conpl et ed.

V. NTI A Requirenents

Additionally, NTIA has established that the transition proposal nust
nmeet the followi ng five requirenents:
o Support and enhance the multistakehol der nodel;
o Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet
DNS;
o Meet the needs and expectation of the gl obal custoners and
partners of the I ANA functi ons;
0o Maintain the openness of the Internet;
o The proposal nust not replace the NTIArole with a governnent-|ed
or an inter-governmental organization sol ution.

Thi s section should explain how your comunity’s proposal neets these
requirenents and how it responds to the global interest in the | ANA
functions.

VI. Community Process

Thi s section should describe the process your conmunity used for

devel opi ng this proposal, including:
0 The steps that were taken to devel op the proposal and to determ ne
consensus.

o Links to announcenents, agendas, mailing lists, consultations and
nmeeti ng proceedi ngs.

o0 An assessnment of the | evel of consensus behind your community’s
proposal , including a description of areas of contention or
di sagr eenent .
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Appendi x C. Correspondence of the IETF to the ICG

The foll owi ng nessages were sent to the | CG

From Jari Arkko <jari.arkko@i uha. net >

Subject: Re: [Internal-cg] Question fromthe I CG

Date: 20 Feb 2015 23:46: 20 GMVI+2

To: Alissa Cooper <alissa@ooperw.in> 1CG <internal-cg@ cann. org>
Cc: lzum Okutani <izum @ic. ad.|jp>

Dear Alissa and the | CG

We refer to the question that the | CG asked the | ETF conmunity
on 9 Feb 2015

http://wwv. ietf.org/ mail-archive/web/ianapl an/ current/nsg01610. ht n

The nunbers proposal sees these changes as a requirenment of the
transition and the protocols paraneters proposal does not. |If
these aspects of the proposals are perceived as inconpatible would
the nunbers and protocol paraneters communities be willing to

nodi fy their proposals to reconcile then?

VVVVYV

We do not observe inconpatibilities between the proposals fromthe
nunbers and protocol paranmeters conmmunities. The nunbers
conmunity expresses a preference to transfer the tradenmark and
domai n, while the | ETF proposal does not oppose such transfer.
This is not an inconpatibility, it is sonething that can be
satisfied by inplenentation of both nunber and protoco

paranmeters conmunity’s proposals, as already specified.

To confirmthis, and to determnmi ne whether the transfer

of the trademark and domai n woul d be accept abl e,

we consulted the community. It is the opinion of the

| ANAPLAN wor ki ng group that they would support a

decision by the IETF Trust to hold the trademark and domain

on behalf of the Internet conmunity. For details, see

http://ww. ietf.org/ mail-archive/web/ianapl an/ current/nsg01659. ht n

The |1 ETF Trust al so | ooked at this issue. The trustees decided that
the 1ETF Trust would be willing to hold intellectual property rights
relating to the 1ANA function, including the | ANA trademark and the
| ANA. ORG donai n nane. For details, see

http://ww.ietf.org/ mail-archive/web/ianapl an/ current/nsg01664. ht n

In short, we find no inconpatibility between the proposals and no
need to nodify the protocol paraneters proposal
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Best Regards,
Jari Arkko and Russ Housl ey on behalf of the I ETF comunity and
the | ETF Trust

From Jari Arkko <jari.arkko@i uha. net >

Subject: [Internal-cg] |IETF response to the tine frame inquiry
Date: 5 Jun 2015 13:39:50 GMI+3

To: Alissa Cooper <alissa@ooperw. in>

Cc: ICG <internal -cg@ anacg. org>

This is a response to a query regarding transition finalisation and
i npl enentation tinme franes, sent to the | ANAPLAN wor ki ng

group list by the chairs of the I ANA Transition Coordi nation

Goup (ICG on My 27th.

VWiile | amcarrying this response back to the I1CG the substance
of this response has been di scussed in the | ANAPLAN wor ki ng
group and the relevant parts of |ETF | eadership. | believe this
response represents the (rough) consensus opinion that

energed in the discussion, as well as the current state

of | ANA arrangenent updates that our |eadership bodies

have been worki ng on.

The IETF is ready today to take the next steps in the

i mpl enentation of the transition of the stewardship

In our case, nobst of the necessary framework is already
in place and inplenented in preceding years.

The remaining step is an updated agreement wth

| CANN whi ch addresses two i ssues. These issues are
outlined in Section 2.11l1 in the Internet Draft
draft-ietf-ianaplan-icg-response-09.txt:

o The protocol paranmeters registries are in the public domain. It
is the preference of the IETF community that all relevant parties
acknow edge that fact as part of the transition

oIt is possible in the future that the operation of the protoco
parameters registries may be transitioned from | CANN to subsequent
operator(s). It is the preference of the | ETF community that, as
part of the NTIA transition, |ICANN acknow edge that it will carry
out the obligations established under C. 7.3 and |.61 of the
current | ANA functions contract between | CANN and the NTIA

[ NTI A-Contract] to achieve a snooth transition to subsequent
operator(s), should the need arise. Furthernore, in the event of
atransition it is the expectation of the | ETF conmunity that
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| CANN, the | ETF, and subsequent operator(s) will work together to
m nimze disruption in the use of the protocol paraneters registries
or other resources currently located at iana.org.

The | ETF Adm nistrative Oversight Commttee (I ACC) has

decided to use an update of our yearly | ETF-1CANN Service Leve
Agreenent (SLA) as the nmechanismfor this updated

agreenment. They have drafted the update and from our
perspective it could be i mediately executed. Once the updated
agreement is in place, the transition would be substantially
conplete, with only the NTIA contract |apse or term nation

as a final step.

O course, we are not alone in this process. Interactions
with other parts of the process nmay bring additiona

tasks that need to be executed either before or

after the transition. First, the 1CG the R Rs,

and | ETF have discussed the possibility of aligning

the treatnent of | ANA trademarks and domains. The

| ETF Trust has signalled that it would be willing to do this,
if asked. We are awaiting coordination on this

to conplete, but see no problemin speedy

execution once the decision is made. From our

perspective this is not a prerequisite for the transition
however .

In addition, the nanes community has proposed the

creation of a 'Post Transition IANA" (PTI). [If the existing
agreements between the I ETF and | CANN rermain in place

and the SLAs di scussed above are not affected, the | ETF
transition would take place as descri bed above. That is

our preference. |If the final details of the PTI plan require
further action fromthe | ETF, nmore work and comunity
agreement woul d be required. The tineline for that work
cannot be set until the scope is known.

Jari Arkko, |ETF Chair
(reporting his summary of the situation)

From Jari Arkko <jari.arkko@i uha. net >

Subject: [Internal-cg] Response from | ETF | ANAPLAN WG regardi ng the
| CG question on coordi nation

Date: 8 COct 2015 10:13: 07 GMIr+3

To: I ANA etc etc Coordination Goup <internal-cg@ anacg. org>

The | ANAPLAN wor ki ng group has di scussed the coordi nation
guestion fromthe 1CG |In the working group’s opinion
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i nformal coordi nation exists today and will continue, which
is consistent with the comitnent requested by the | CG

This is also consistent with an overall coordination comm tment
already indicated in the | ANAPLAN proposal. The proposal
is a consensus docunent of the IETF. Fromthe proposal:

The I1ETF will continue to coordinate with | CANN, the RIRs, and ot her
parties that are rmutually invested in the continued snmooth operation
of the Internet registries.

The coordination approach is also consistent with the

conments that were sent by the 1AB to the I CG during the

public coment period. See

https://ww. i ab. org/ docunment s/ correspondence-reports-docunent s/ 2015-
2/i ab- comment s- on-i cg- proposal /.

Jari Arkko,
| ETF Chair and the Area Director for the | ANAPLAN WG
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