GNSO gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group Statement

Issue:  Draft Statement of ICANN's Role and Remit in Security, Stability and Resiliency of the Internet's Unique Identifier Systems

Date:  30 August 2012

Issue Document URL: http://www.icann.org/en/news/public-comment/draft-ssr-role-remit-17may12-en.htm 

This statement on the issue noted above is submitted on behalf of the gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG) in reply to various comments submitted during the initial comment period.  The statement represents a consensus position of the RySG as further detailed at the end of the document. The RySG statement was arrived at through a combination of RySG email list discussion and RySG meetings (including teleconference meetings).

As requested, the RySG reply comments focus particularly on Recommendations 1 and 3
 of the Draft Statement of ICANN’s SSR Role and Remit with respect to the Internet’s unique identifier systems: 
· ‘Recommendation 1 of the draft report from the SSR RT states that ICANN should "publish a single, clear and consistent statement of its SSR remit and limited technical mission." (15 Mar 2012).’
· ‘Recommendation 3 states "ICANN should document and clearly define the nature of the SSR relationships it has within the ICANN community in order to provide a single focal point for understanding the interdependencies within the organizations."’
We commend ICANN’s Security Team on its active solicitation of the ICANN community for views on these items through both this announcement and other forums. In preparing this submission, the RySG examined comments submitted in response to the announcement,
 materials posted by Patrick Jones of the ICANN Security staff in the comments section of this proceeding and in a blog post,
 the Final Report, and other documents.

As stated above, the RySG reviewed submitted comments, and notes with specific approval the documents submitted by the At Large Advisory Committee (ALAC)
 and the ISP and Connectivity Providers Constituency (ISPCP).
 We agree in particular with their references to the Phase 1 Report of the ICANN Joint DNS Security and Stability Analysis Working Group (DSSA WG).
 The document represents two years of study concerning ICANN security and stability issues by a very broad cross-section of ICANN constituencies. As discussed by the ALAC on page 3 of its comment and by the ISPCP throughout its submission, both in general and with specifics, its constructs and diagrams provide significant guidance in addressing issues presented by the Draft Report Recommendations 1 and 3. 
The RySG also concurs with the ISPCP comments concerning specific questions related to root server operations and attack responsibilities that are raised by the Request for Comments under Recommendation 3. Questions with such specificity require a broad based discussion among interested parties.

The RySG does not see a value in repeating in its own words analyses that already have been placed on the record. However, the RySG would like to add its thoughts to the record. 
The Final SSR report contains 28 specific recommendations. While it may be useful to present lists of distinct items for initial clarity, separations can create problems because analysis of individual recommendations can stovepipe discussions. This problem is exacerbated when specific items are removed for discussion from the rest, as the request for comments on items 1 and 3 does. The ALAC suggestion to add Recommendation 5 of the Draft Report as part of remit analysis is an example of the problem of trying to analyze items apart from an overall picture. Therefore, while preliminary discussions of ICANN’s role and remit in security, stability, and resiliency are valuable to help frame analyses, any conclusions will have to include detailed analysis of all recommendations in the overall report.

In addition, and more importantly, we will borrow the ISPCP approach of questioning how an issue is presented.
 The discussion should not be limited by terms that frame the discussions. Rather, the discussions should frame terminology. Recommendation 1 of the SSR RT report states that “ICANN should publish a single, clear and consistent statement of its SSR remit and limited technical mission." What is “technical?” What does “limited” mean and can its use influence the extent to which Recommendation 1 and related items in the Draft SSR Report are considered? 
The Final SSR Report discusses ICANN’s technical mission.
 However, the RySG believes that the word “limited,” which is inserted without definition or discussion, may be interpreted to be overly restrictive. The Report lists coordination of the Internet’s unique identifier system, preservation and enhancement of their SSR, maintenance of the L-Root nameserver, and management of ICANN’s own internal systems. 
This list is not sufficient, as the request for comments recognized with an expanded list. The items in the Draft Report and the added responsibilities of collaboration in technical protocol development and in posting informational materials are well-presented in the following graphic:

[image: image1.png]Collaboratingin
technical protocol
‘development

Maintaining &
operatingL-root
as asteward

facilitating SSR &
‘policyof these

systems

Managing ICANN's
operations &
internalsystems

allocation of

: on these unct
Internet’s unique Technical

for the greater
identifiersystems

S0 Tnternet
Mission





This list may be limited in terms of the number of items but it is not limited in its scope. Coordination of the unique identifier system and maintenance of the L-root name server are essential to operation of the Internet as currently structured. Preservation and enhancement of the SSR obviously also are critical and, as noted in the draft DSSA WG Phase 1 Report, can include a broad range of responsibilities and activities. Thus, while use of the term “limited” may be dictated by prior debates within the ICANN community, its use may limit an objective discussion of ICANN’s appropriate role and remit in security, stability, and resilience of the Internet’s unique identifier system.

Finally, the RySG believes that ICANN should not take such a narrow view of the activities that might be included in support of its limited technical role and remit in security, stability, and resiliency whereby the result is nothing more than posting public information when it comes to fulfilling a technical remit. For example, DNSSEC is valuable in preservation of the security, stability, and resilience of the Internet. While ICANN may not have been the right organization overall[
0] for development of the protocol extensions, its programs such as DNSSEC workshops at ICANN meetings are valuable in educating the public, fostering its adoption, and thereby enhancing the security, stability, and resilience of the unique identifier system. As an additional example, publications such as ICANN Security and Stability Advisory Committee documents, as well as targeted educational efforts, should be seen as within the scope of ICANN’s remit as a technical coordinator. 

To summarize, the RySG believes that issues presented for comment have been addressed well by prior submissions. However, in order for adequate answers to questions concerning ICANN’s role and remit as stated in Recommendations 1 and 3 of the Draft Final Report, the RySG believes that the breadth of the discussion needs take into consideration in the practical sense how use of the word “limited” relates to the word “technical” towards the goal of concisely defining ICANN’s mission.
RySG Level of Support

1. Level of Support of Active Members:   Supermajority
1.1. # of Members in Favor:  11
1.2. # of Members Opposed:  0
1.3. # of Members that Abstained:   0 

1.4. # of Members that did not vote:  3
2. Minority Position(s):  N/A
General RySG Information

· Total # of eligible RySG Members
:  14

· Total # of RySG Members:  14


· Total # of Active RySG Members
:  14
· Minimum requirement for supermajority of Active Members:  10
· Minimum requirement for majority of Active Members:  8
· # of Members that participated in this process:  14
· Names of Members that participated in this process:

1. Afilias (.info, .mobi & .pro)

2. DotAsia Organisation (.asia)

3. DotCooperation (.coop)

4. Employ Media (.jobs)

5. Fundació puntCAT (.cat)

6. ICM, Inc. (.xxx)

7. Museum Domain Management Association – MuseDoma (.museum)

8. NeuStar (.biz)

9. Public Interest Registry - PIR (.org)

10. Societe Internationale de Telecommunication Aeronautiques – SITA (.aero)

11. Telnic (.tel)

12. Tralliance Registry Management Company (TRMC) (.travel)

13. Universal Postal Union (.post)

14. VeriSign (.com, .name, & .net)


· Names & email addresses for points of contact

· Chair:
David Maher, dmaher@pir.org
· Vice Chair:  Keith Drazek, kdrazek@verisign.com
· Secretariat:  Cherie Stubbs, Cherstubbs@aol.com
· RySG representative for this statement:  Don Blumenthal, dblumenthal@pir.org 
� Item 3 in the Draft Report is Item 4 in the Final Report published on 20 June 2012, http://� HYPERLINK "http://www.icann.org/en/about/aoc-review/ssr/final-report-20jun12-en.pdf" ��www.icann.org/en/about/aoc-review/ssr/final-report-20jun12-en.pdf�. The language of Draft Report Item 3 and Final Report Item 4 are identical.


� � HYPERLINK "http://forum.icann.org/lists/draft-ssr-role-remit/" ��http://forum.icann.org/lists/draft-ssr-role-remit/�


� � HYPERLINK "http://blog.icann.org/2012/08/we-want-to-hear-from-you-on-icanns-ssr-role-and-remit/" ��http://blog.icann.org/2012/08/we-want-to-hear-from-you-on-icanns-ssr-role-and-remit/� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://forum.icann.org/lists/draft-ssr-role-remit/msg00003.html" �http://forum.icann.org/lists/draft-ssr-role-remit/msg00003.html� 


� � HYPERLINK "http://forum.icann.org/lists/draft-ssr-role-remit/msg00001.html" �http://forum.icann.org/lists/draft-ssr-role-remit/msg00001.html�


� � HYPERLINK "http://www.icann.org/en/news/announcements/announcement-14aug12-en.htm" ��http://www.icann.org/en/news/announcements/announcement-14aug12-en.htm�


� ISPCP Comment, page 2.


� Final SSR Report at page 13.


� From Jones blog, supra


[1] However, the RySG notes that IETF, which does have a mandate for protocol development, is listed in the ICANN organizational chart on page 17 of the Final SSR Report.


� All top-level domain sponsors or registry operators that have agreements with ICANN to provide Registry Services in support of one or more gTLDs are eligible for membership upon the “effective date” set forth in the operator’s or sponsor’s agreement (RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec. A). The RySG Charter can be found at http://www.gtldregistries.org/sites/gtldregistries.org/files/Charter_for_RySG_6_July_2011_FINAL.pdf


� Per the RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec.D: Members shall be classified as “Active” or “Inactive”. An active member must meet eligibility requirements, must be current on dues, and must be a regular participant in RySG activities. A member shall be classified as Active unless it is classified as Inactive pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph. Members become Inactive by failing to participate in three consecutively scheduled RySG meetings or voting processes or both. An Inactive member shall continue to have membership rights and duties except being counted as present or absent in the determination of a quorum. An Inactive member immediately resumes Active status at any time by participating in a RySG meeting or by voting.





