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Abst ract

The arrangenents relating to adm nistrative support for the | ETF were
created nore than ten years ago. Since then, there has been

consi derabl e change in the tasks and in our own expectations. The

| ETF comuni ty has di scussed these changes and t he probl ens they
cause. The community has sone sense of the properties they expect
fromfuture arrangenents, including those related to structure,

organi zati on, personnel, and transparency.

This docunment is a product of a design team focused on providing
additional information to the community about solution options, as
wel |l as supporting analysis of the inplications of those options. To
be clear, the community is responsible for adopting any
recomendat i ons or maki ng any final deci sions.

Status of This Meno

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

Internet-Drafts are working docunments of the Internet Engineering
Task Force (IETF). Note that other groups may also distribute
wor ki ng docunments 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 nay 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.”
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This Internet-Draft will expire on April 20, 2018.
Copyright Notice

Copyright (c) 2017 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunment authors. All rights reserved.

This docunment 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. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunment. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunment nust
include Sinplified BSD License text as described in Section 4.e of
the Trust Legal Provisions and are provided without warranty as
described in the Sinplified BSD Li cense.
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1. Introduction

The arrangenents relating to adm nistrative support for the | ETF
(referred to as the "I ETF Adninistrative Support Activity" (1ASA)

[ RFC4071]) were created nore than ten years ago, when the | ETF
initially took charge of its own adm nistration. The arrangenents
have served the | ETF reasonably well, but there’ s been considerable
change in the necessary tasks, in the world around us, and our own
expectations since the creation of the | ASA. Wat admi nistrative
arrangenents best support the IETF in the next ten years?

The system has experienced various chall enges and frustrations al ong
the way, for instance around neeting arrangenents. There are al so
some bi gger questions about how the organi zations are structured, for
i nstance about the division of responsibilities between | ETF and The
Internet Society (I1SQC).

The | ETF community has di scussed and continues to di scuss these
topics, nost recently on the "I ASA 2.0" mailing Iist and BOFs at

| ETFs 98 and 99. Alissa Cooper, the Chair of the |IETF, convened a
smal | design teamto start evaluating potential options going
forward. The purpose of the design teamis to provide naterial that
informs the comunity discussion, both in terns of providing a bit
nore wor ked through solution ideas, as well as supporting anal ysis of
the inplications of those options. This information, along with al
other input provided in the discussion, hopefully helps the community
and | ETF | eadershi p deci de what next steps to take.

To be clear, the community is in charge of adopting any
recomendat i ons or maki ng any decisions. This draft, the output of
the design teanm s considerations, has no particul ar official
standing. It should also be noted that | ETF administrative matters
have been organized jointly with ISOCC, and it is inportant that |SCC
continue to be involved in | ETF s reorgani zati on
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1.

The design team seeks feedback particularly on three aspects:

o If the set of options outlined in this draft covers the options
that should be | ooked at.

o If the analysis of the inplications of the options is correct.

0 VWhich direction the conmunity would like to take the work in
evol ving | ASA

It should of course be acknow edged that there is no perfect, or even
great solution. Changing the | ETF organizational structure will not
fix every problemand may bring new problenms of its own. But it
seens that the current structure is brittle and the issues around

| ack of staff and authority, clarity, and responsibility are
sufficiently serious to warrant exploring different options.

Thi s docunent defines the goals of the |ASA 2.0 effort in terns of an
abstract adninistrative structure, called | ETFAdmi nOrg. Then, three
possi bl e i npl ementati ons of | ETFAAmi nOrg are considered in the |ight
of how they could be used to address the goals. 1In no case does

| ETFAdm nOrg have anything to do with defining, changing, or
operating the | ETF s standards process and structure (participants
(not menbers), Wss, |ESG and so on), which remain as they stand
today. In particular, none of the options lead to the | ETF beconing
a formal organisation of any sort.

As a base for this work there was a good articulation of the set of
problens we are facing in [I-D. hall-iasa20-workshops-report] and
[1-D. daigle-iasa-retrospective]. The comunity discussion seens have
i ndi cated al so sone of the outconme properties that are expected.

The next two sections (Section 2 and Section 3) describe the
background and summari ze the chall enges noted in the conmunity

di scussion. The two sections after that (Section 4 and Section 5)
describe the goals and primary options for changes. The follow ng
two sections (Section 6 and Section 7) focus on analysis of the
different options along with concl usions.

Backgr ound
Ter m nol ogy
The follow ng acronyns are used in this docunent:
0 |ASA - IETF Adninistrative Support Activity - An organi zed

activity that provides adninistrative support for the IETF, the
| AB, and the | ESG
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o |ACC - IETF Adninistrative Oversight Cormittee in the current | ASA
system- A largely |ETF-selected conmittee that oversees and
directs 1 ASA. Accountable to the | ETF community.

o |ACC conmittees - Recogni zing the need for specialized attention
for different branches of work requiring | AOC oversight, the | ACC
expanded its support by creating comrittees. Currently, the
committees do the heavy lifting on specific tasks, while the | ACC
is the one responsible for final decisions.

0 |SCC - The Internet Society - The organi zati onal home of the |ETF,
and one that in the current | ASA system assists the |ETF with
| egal, admninistrative, and funding tasks.

o |AD - IETF Administrative Director - In the current system the
sol e staff nenber responsible for carrying out the work of the
| ASA.  An | SCC enpl oyee.

o |ETF Trust - In the current system the | ETF Trust acquires,
mai ntains, and licenses intellectual and other property used in
connection with the adm nistration of the | ETF. Sane conposition
as | ACC.

Current | ASA Arrangenents

The administrative support structure is intended to be responsive to
the adnministrative needs of the | ETF technical comunity.

RFC 4071 [ RFC4071] defines the current | ETF Administrative Support
Activity (1ASA). It is an activity housed within the Internet
Society (1SOC), as is the rest of the |ETF. RFC 4071 defines the
roles and responsibilities of the | ETF Adm nistrative Oversight
Conmittee (1 AOC), the IETF Adm nistrative Director (1AD), and ISOC in
the fiscal and adm nistrative support of the | ETF standards process.
It al so defines the nenbership and sel ection rules for the | ACC

As RFC 4071 notes, |ASA is distinct fromI|ETF-rel ated technica
functions, such as the RFC Editor, the | ANA, and the | ETF standards
process itself. The I ASA has no influence on the technical decisions
of the IETF or on the technical contents of |ETF work.

Today, | ASA's activities support a nunber of functions within the
| ETF system

o Meeting planning

0 Budget and financial nmanagenent
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o Contracting with and overseeing the secretari at

0o Contracting with and overseeing the RFC Editor (together with the
| AB)

0 Contracting with and overseeing | ANA (together with the | AB)

0 Legal ownership of I ETF materials, domain names and copyri ght

0 Ownership of I ANA-rel ated donmai n nanes and copyri ght

0 Ceneral legal support (including topics beyond domains and | PR)
o The I ETF website

o I|ETF IT services

0 Tooling support, maintenance, and devel opnment (together with
vol unt eer s)

0 Meeting network support

0 Renpte attendance support

0o Comuni cations assi stance for the | ETF

0 Sponsorship and funding (together with | SCC)
3. Probl em St at enent

The purpose of this part of the docunment is to describe a few problem
areas with enough detail to allow the conparison of potential |ASA
structure updates (anong thensel ves, as well as conparison to the
status quo) that nust be addressed by IETFAdnmi nOrg. This is
intentionally illustrative, rather than an exhaustive enuneration of
all possible and perceived issues with the current structure and

i mpl ementation. Neverthel ess, the exanples are concrete and real
(For a fuller description of the perceived issues with the current

| ASA arrangenents, see [|-D.daigle-iasa-retrospective],

[1-D. hall-iasa20-workshops-report], [I-D. arkko-ietf-iasa-thoughts],
and ongoi ng di scussion on the iasa20@etf.org nailing |ist.

In general, the range of |ETF adm nistrative tasks have grown
consi derably, our organi zational structure is not as clear,
efficient, or as fully resourced as it should be, the division of
responsibilities between the I ETF and | SOC conti nues to evol ve,
expectations on transparency have changed, and we face conti nued
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chal l enges related to funding | ETF activities on a background of
i ncreasing costs and | ack of predictability in our funding streans.

3.1. Lack of darity

In general, as the | ETF has grown and aged, an increasing |ack of
clarity exists in a nunber of specific areas. W discuss four areas
where this lack of clarity is specifically acute: responsibility,
representation, authority, and oversight.

3.1.1. Responsibility

The line between the | ETF and 1 SOC is not organizationally clear-cut,
which has led to issues around transparency, allocation of staff time
and priorities, budgeting, and clarity of who is responsible for

what .

Oten, it can be unclear what part of the I ETF or I SOC is responsible
for a particular function. Things as sinple as ensuring there is a

| anyard sponsor/coordi nator, but also functions as inportant as
fundrai sing and sponsorshi p devel opnment have suffered froma | ack of
clear responsibility.

| ETFADm nOrg nust have lines of responsibility that are clear enough
for non-1ETFers to understand where responsibilities lie, and howto
make changes as necessary over tine.

3.1.2. Representation

The respective roles of ISCC, the | ETF chair, the I ACC, and the

secretariat in representing the | ETF to sponsors and donors and

communi cating with them are not clear.

Havi ng | SOC represent the | ETF to sponsors and donors:

0 creates confusion about why the | ETF does not represent itself,

0 Yyields questions about why | SOC does not instead increase its |ETF
support and how donations can be guaranteed to be dedicated to the
| ETF,

0 can result in those soliciting sponsorships and donations having a
lack of familiarity with | ETF work, and

0 creates a lack of an integrated and understandabl e representation
of the IETF. People not familiar with the | ETF (e.g., potentia
sponsors) nust be able to recognize when or how an entity speaks
for the | ETF.
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3.1.3. Authority

Anot her significant problemconcerns authority, and to what extent
can | ETF nake decisions on its own in the current structure conpared
to decisions that require | SOC approval and agreenent.

For exanple, due to |ETF s |ack of |egal status, contractua
agreenments nmust be signed by | SOC on behalf of the |ETF. There are
occasi ons when a decision that is right for the | ETF and desired by
| ETF | eadershi p cannot be executed due to constraints posed by what
| SOC can and cannot agree to itself. For exanple, when | ETF sought
to acquire a recent piece of software for business purposes, |SCC
would initially not agree to entering into an agreement with the

software provider. ldeally, |IETF could nake decisions free from
operational and other constraints inposed by its relationship with
| SCC.

| ETFAdm nOrg nust have enough and appropriate authority to carry out
the ETF s adnministrative requirenents and activities in a tinely
fashi on, and as the | ETF desires (within reason of normal business
and | egal requirenents).

3.1.4. Oversight

The ACC is the primary oversight body in the current |ASA nodel, but
there can be confusion or msmatches in roles. For exanple, to the
extent that |1SOC staff besides the | AD becone engaged in

adm nistrative work for the IETF, to whomdo they report? The | ACC
the 1AD, or their managenent at |1SOC? Even if the reporting line for
such staff were nore clear, clearly there are power dynanics in this
role that might pull an | SOC-assigned | ETF staffer in directions that
m ght not be in the best interests of |ETF, consciously or

unconsci ously.

Furt hernmore, when we’'re in a position where we need nore staff
support, it’'s not obvious what the npst appropriate path is to obtain
that support and how the 1 AOC s oversight fits into the kind of
performance revi ew and career planning that |1SOC staff would expect.
We have used a variety of nodels for acquiring staff support from
ISOC in the past, ranging fromthe IAD informally soliciting help
fromothers at 1SOC, to the | AOC establishing nore fornmal staff
relationships with | SOC personnel, to | SOC taking responsibility for
finding staff with an internal-to-1SCOC reporting chain. The role of
the 1ACC with respect to such staff is not defined, nor is the
mechani sm for reflecting the work that they do for the | ETF back to
their 1SOC nanagenent.
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| ETFAdmi nOrg’ s oversight functions nmust be conpl ete and coherent.

For exanple, it might either take on full oversight responsibility
for staff enploynent functions (including reporting structures and
career devel opnent), or the oversight role nust be limted to review
i nput submitted to the external sources responsible for enpl oynent.

3.2. Lack of Resources

| ETF faces growi ng constraints on resources essential for IETF to
function, notably in volunteers and staff.

3.2.1. Volunteers

The 1AD is the sole full-time enployee for I ETF, and the | ASA
arrangenent enconpasses a series of volunteer conmittees that help to
wor k through issues such as finance, |egal, neetings, technol ogy
managenent, requests for proposals, and sponsorship. However, it is
becomi ng close to inpossible to find qualified volunteers who are
willing to stand for open slots on the |ACC. In general, on both the
| ACC and the comrittees, the tine that committee nmenbers have to
devote to the tasks at hand falls far short of what is required to do
much of anything beyond keeping the organization afloat. At a tine
when the IETF is faced with adnministrative and financial chall enges,
barely having enough volunteers and volunteer tinme to keep the
current operation running is not a sustainabl e nodel.

| ETFADm nOrg nust rely |l ess on volunteers or be better assured of
engagenent of willing and capabl e vol unt eers.

3.2.2. Staff

| ETF faces serious constraints on staff capacity under the current

| ASA nodel. The one | AD rol e and support from contractors have been
used to assure that capacity needed is for the nost part in place.
However, it seens clear that the |AD role is overly conpl ex and
taxing for a single human at this point, necessitating measures such
as providing an administrator for the | ACC to better run that body
and their meetings. |ETFAAm nOg will require nore paid enpl oynent
support dedicated to | ETF work.

3.3. Lack of Transparency

The 1 ACC has sonetines been perceived to operate |less transparently
than what is the normfor |ETF processes and other |ETF | eadership
bodies. This can be observed, for exanple, in the failure to
publicly share agreed information in a tinely fashion. The reasons
behind this vary but can sonetimes be caused by |lack of resources to
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review and prepare material for community review, or even fear of
community reaction to potential admnistrative decisions.

Wrk to increase transparency has nmade progress, but we nust continue
to address and inprove this. At the sane tinme, a balance nust be
struck to reach the right level of transparency, so that certain
aspects of contracts, business terns, and negotiations can renmain
confidential, according to | egal and business practice norms. |t

will be inmportant for the community and any future |1 ASA function to
better define this in order to better neet well-defined, bal anced
community expectations on transparency and information sharing.

| ETFAdmi nOrg will be required to operated in a transparent fashion
per comunity expectations set as part of this | ASA 2.0 process.

3.4. Fundi ng/ Operating Mbodel M smatch and Rising Costs

Meeting fees are currently an inportant source of revenue, but the
energence of nore viable renote participation tools and other factors
are likely responsible for declining in-person neeting attendance
goi ng forward.

Wil e there has been a | ot of sponsor support for, e.g., neeting
hosting, getting support for the full costs of operating the IETF is
not easy. The costs are quite large, the value to sponsors is not

al ways obvi ous, the I ETF community is sonetinmes critical or
unappreci ati ve, and the same sponsors get tapped again and again for
many rel ated but different opportunities.

At this point we have one part-tinme contractor responsible for
sponsorshi p fundraising, and volunteers on the finance and
sponsorship conmrittees with linited cycles to spend on re-envisioning
the fundraising nodel for the IETF. They are all putting in good
efforts, but ultimtely we are unlikely to be able to nmeet the
present funding challenges if we do not have people with the cycles
avail abl e to dedicate the necessary tine to figuring out how to do

t hat .

In addition, relying heavily on neeting-based revenue is sonmewhat at
odds with the fact that nmuch of the IETF s work takes place outside
of in-person neetings.

The IETF is increasingly relying on professional services to support
its activities -- in order to nore efficiently operate the | ETF s
activities and better enable | ETF participants to contribute to the
| ETF s core technical work rather than adm nistrative and supporting
activities work -- which is al so causi ng expenses to grow.

| ETFAAm nOrg nust have appropriate authority and tools to adapt the
fundi ng nodel of the IETF to evolving realities.
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4.

CGoal s

The 1 ASA redesign effort needs to address the main issues |isted
above in Section 3. More specifically, the future organizationa
structure needs to do at |east the follow ng:

(0]

Protect the IETFs Culture and Technical Wrk: Ensure that the
future | ASA organi zati onal structure and processes preserve and
protect the I ETF s unique culture of individual contribution

cl ear separation of financial support fromtechnical work, as well
as the "rough consensus and runni ng code" approach to the

devel opnent of open Internet standards.

I mprove the | ETF s Techni cal Environnent: Undertake changes to
better enable technical contributors to focus nore on that
technical work and | ess on adm nistrative work or support
activities. This could for exanple nmean directing nore financia
resources towards the creation of new or inprovement of existing
tool s, which m ght be produced by contractors rather than solely
by volunteers. As a result, volunteers could instead focus on
devel opi ng the standards thenselves. Thus, if the core conpetency
of | ETF attendees and their reason for participating in the | ETF
is to devel op standards, then create an environnment where they can
focus exclusively on that activity and del egate to contractors,
staff, or other resources the responsibility for creating and

mai ntai ni ng tools and processes to support this activity.

Clearly Define the | ETF-1SOC Rel ati onshi p: Define the rol es of

| ETF and 1SOC in a way that hel ps the above structure be as cl ear
as possible, in terns of who does what, how are things accounted
for, and who is in charge of adjustments and control (e.g., staff
resources). This also includes consideration of a new funding
nmodel that takes into account the historical responsibility for
the IETF that 1SOC has had since its inception.

Support a Re-Envi si oned Fundi ng Moddel : Provide the staff support
and resources needed to adapt the funding nodel of the |ETF to
changes in the industry, participation, and expenses. The
structure should also allow for and be able to support new fundi ng
streans or changes to the proportion of funds from various

sour ces.

Provide darity About the | ETF-1SOC Fi nanci al Arrangenents: A
redesi gn needs to clear up anbiguities in the financial
arrangenents between | ETF and ISOCC. It nust also be clear to
peopl e outside the | ETF and | SOC or gani sations (e.g., sponsors)
what the arrangenents are and what their contributions affect and
do not affect.
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(o]

Clarify Overall Roles and Responsibilities: Ensure that all staff,
contractor, and volunteer roles are clearly docunented. This
necessarily includes docunenti ng how each of these parties may
interact or interface with one another in order to conduct and
support the business of the IETF. This also includes docunenting
key work processes, decision-making processes and authority (such
as pertaining to neeting venue selection), etc. A key objective
is to mninze anbiguity and uncertainty so that it is clear who
is responsible for what and who has the power to nake certain
deci si ons.

There al so needs to be a clear definition of what issues belong to
the ESG vs. the | ASA organisation or staff. |In nany cases that
is not clear today.

Define Support Staff Roles and Responsibilities: Cearly define
the roles of the oversight entities and staff/contractors to natch
t he expanded work scope facing the IETF. Ensure that any changes
create a structure that can adapt flexibly to future growth and

ot her changes (including changes in | ETF conmunity expectati ons,
such as increased transparency or nore rapid decision-making).

Re-Define the Role of the | ETF Community in Relation to
Adnministrative Activities: As the roles and responsibilities for
support staff and volunteer roles are clarified nore precisely,
the role of the I ETF community in relation to those staff and
vol unteer roles nust be better defined. This should acknow edge
the linmted time and availability of | ETF volunteers, better
defining expectations around oversight of and involvenent in
strategic, operational, and execution tasks within the

admi nistrative efforts.

The new design needs to ensure that volunteers are not overl oaded
in such things as |ow |l evel operational decisions, which can be
del egated to and handl ed by staff, and can instead focus on
strategi c changes, critical decisions, and so on. |In particular
this should focus on clearly docunenting the |ines between
responsibility, representation, authority, and oversight.

Define I nproved Transparency Requirenents: The general |evel of
operational transparency and information-sharing between | ETF

adm nistrative staff and groups to the | ETF conmunity nust be kept
at an acceptable level, and inproved where it nmakes sense in the
future. This includes ensuring the tineliness of sharing of

i nformati on and decisions, as well as seeking coment on
prospective decisions. At the sane tine, we need to reset
expectations around del egated authority so that once staff or an
adm ni strative support organi zati on has been del egated certain
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5.

authority it is clear that they are enpowered to proceed in a
particul ar area, so as to inprove organi zational efficiency,
reduce friction, and inprove the pace of work and deci si on- naki ng.
However, it is clear that enabling a group or staff to act within
their del egated authority depends upon a clearer definition of
roles and responsibilities, on inmproved transparency, on inproved
communi cations, and on trust (which is built upon all of those

thi ngs over tine).

o Define a Transition Plan: Determ ne what new | ASA structure we
need and define a transition plan fromthe nodel the | ETF has
today to the new structure.

Reor gani zati on Options

The design team believes that there are three general approaches to
evol ving the | ASA function. The options generally focus on the
relationship between the | ETF and | SOC. Changes to this relationship
directly affect how the | ASA function gets carried out.

The first subsection that foll ows, Section 5.1, describes each of the
three re-organi zati on options.

Section 5.2 discusses the relationship of the | ETF adninistrative
organi zation to the |ETF. Clear definition of this relationship is
particularly inmportant in the reorganization options that involve the
creation of new entities (subsidiaries or independent organizations)
to house the adnministrative functions. The next section, Section 5.3
di scusses the creation of appropriate oversight to a new entity.
Section 5.4 discusses the approach to transparency, which is largely
i ndependent of other aspects of the reorgani sation

Section 5.5 outlines the needs for | ASA staff, and Section 5.6

di scusses what short termand | ong term fundi ng arrangenent changes
are needed. Both staffing and funding arrangenents are rel evant for
all reorgani zation options, but are of course affected by the chosen
option.

It should be noted that all three options require nore adm nistrative
budget per year than what is currently allocated for | ASA functions.
In addition, they will nost likely require a nore predictable | eve

of 1SCC funding, rather than the current nodel of a base funding

I evel combined with periodic infusions to cover shortfalls.

Section 6 highlights the pros and cons and effectiveness of the
options in conparison to the goals stated earlier
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5.1. Overall Structure
5.1.1. | ASA++

In the | ASA++ option, | ETFAdm nOrg continues to be inplenented as an
activity within | SOC. Wile addressing the requirenents above, this
does nmean that |1SOC nmaintains funds and contracting authority on
behal f of the IETF, and all | ASA staff are | SOC enpl oyees.

While the relationship remains the sane, the | ETF and 1 SOC wi || nake
i mprovenents to the relationship in order to enhance the
functionality of the ETF. The following are sone potentia

i nprovenents that coul d be nade under this approach

o Provide clarity and transparency about authority, responsibility,
budgeting, and allocation of staff tinme for all |ETF-related work
and activities.

0 Add | ASA staff to better reflect the increased workload on what is
now a single staff menber.

0 Provide clarity about authority of the AOC in revi ew ng
performance of | ASA staff.

0 Re-structure the internal |ETF organi zati on and appoi nt nent
processes for the 1ACC to address current chall enges. |ETF Trust
may be separated from | ACC.

o Drive | ETF comunity consensus on roles and responsibilities for
adm ni strative decision-nmaking so it is conpletely clear what
peopl e or group has authority to nake decisions, and what type of
consultation, if any, should take place with the community in
advance so as to elimnate the current lack of clarity and
friction that exists today.

The key focus in inplenmenting this option would be sorting out the
roles and responsibilities of the | AOC and | SOC. The | ETF needs to
be able to make its own administrative decisions independent of | SCC
Havi ng a concrete separation of roles and responsibilities will allow
each organi zation to develop their own internal policies that neet
their different operational needs. It should be noted that the | ETF
needs to keep abreast of changes to | SOC policies to ensure that the
wor ki ng arrangenment remai ns snooth. Some exanples of where the | ACC
needs aut onony from | SOC policies include:

0o Contract adm nistration

0 Spending authority limts
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0 Personnel decisions, including conpensation

Sone specific changes to make these inprovenents are discussed in
Section 5.3 regarding board and staff work divisions. Wile in this
option there is no need for a fornal board, there is still a need to
redefine the role of the ACC. The necessary staff changes are

di scussed in Section 5.5.

It woul d al so be necessary to inprove | ACC transparency. 1In the

| ASA++ option, in addition to the general inprovenent needs in this
area, there is an added need to continue the inprovenents relating to
accurate accounting of resources and actions on the | SOC side. This
relates directly to the delineation of roles and responsibilities
necessary for the 1 ACC to operate independent of |ISOC. | nproved
transparency will allow the I ETF community to be nore aware of | ACC
operations and decisions. Such changes to the ACC will require
changes to [ RFC4071].

5.1.2. |1SCC Subsidiary

In this option, IETFAdmi nOrg is inplemented as an |1 SOC subsidi ary,

whi ch woul d be created as the new | egal hone of the | ETF

adm ni strative operation, simlar to how the Public Interest Registry
(PIR) is an organi zed subsidiary within | SOC. A subsidiary can have
its own bank account, by-laws, charter, board, staff, and corporate
identity. As a subsidiary of I1SCC, the | ETF and | SOC can share
overhead and resources. The IETF would likely continue to rely
heavily on contractors for nost administrative tasks.

In the subsidiary nodel, |ETFAdm nOrg would carry out the function in
ISOC s role of administratively supporting the IETF. [SCC itself
woul d no | onger undertake specific actions to that end, other than
supporting ETFAAmi nOg. In this nodel, 1SOC s role would consi st
primarily of conmitting to stable financial support for |ETFAdm nOrg.
Qutside adnministrative matters, in this nodel |1SOC nay of course
still run other |ETF-rel ated prograns, such as the | ETF journal or
the | ETF Fellows program |If this nodel is chosen, the detailed
design woul d have deci de what current activities constitute
"admi ni stration” and are noved to the subsidiary.

As a subsidiary of 1SOC, the |ETF could elimnate the | ACC and
replace it with a board (see Section 5.3). Adm nistrative deci sion-
maki ng authority would rest primarily with the adnministrative staff,
wi th oversight provided by the board (see Section 5.3 and

Section 5.5.) Exception cases could be devel oped where board
approval would be required to authorize strategic decisions.
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As | ETFAdm nOrg woul d be a subsidiary of |1SOC, |SOC would retain the
ability to shut it down and re-absorb the functions at some future
date. The foundi ng agreenents woul d need to include provisions to
clarify the steps required in order to consult with the | ETF
community, provide an opportunity for the organization to becone

i ndependent, etc.

During the transition between the current nodel and this nodel, we
woul d need to transfer all existing | ETF adm nistrative rel ati onships
fromISCOC to | ETFAdm nOrg:

0 Transfer existing |ETF-rel ated contracts between | SCC and
contractors to be between the subsidiary and contractors.

o Transfer existing | SOC funds earmarked for the IETF to the
subsidiary’s bank account(s), and have future |IETF incone held in
that subsidiary’ s bank account(s).

5.1.3. Independent Organization

In this option, a new non-profit organization (IETFAdmi norg) is
created i ndependent from|SOC as the new | egal honme of the | ETF.

| ETFAAm nOrg woul d have its own bank account, by-laws, charter
board, staff, and corporate identity. The adnministrative staff for
| ETFAdnmi nOrg could be kept lean and would likely rely on contractors
for the bulk of administrative tasks. Mnimally, the | ETFAdm nOrg
staff woul d be responsible for admi nistration, devel opnent/

fundrai sing, communications, and personnel nanagenent.

In the independent organization nodel, |ETFAdni nOrg’s continued

exi stence woul d not depend on the | SOC organi zation’s choi ces about
its future. However, |ETFAdmM nOrg would still depend on the | SOC s
support, for two reasons:

0 |ISCC s role in supporting the IETF, and

0 As a practical matter, |ETFAdminOg is not financially viable
wi t hout | SOC s support.

In order to establish this nodel, | ETFAdm nOrg and | SOC woul d need an
explicit agreenent that outlined expected |evels of financial support
going forward, both in terns of founding endownents and in terns of
ongoi ng support. These agreenents night al so cover | ETFAdnmi nOrg’ s
obligations to |1 SOC, such as the level of reporting from | ETFAdm nOrg
to I SOC, and the expected structure of any I|iaisons.
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As in the | SOC Subsidiary nodel, it would be necessary to transfer
the existing relationships to | ETFAdmi nOrg. See the previous section
for details on this.

5.2. | ETFAdni nOg and the Relationship with | ETF

As noted above, currently the business side of the IETF is basically
done by 1SOC with the only fornal entity being the I AD, which is
itself a position within ISOCC. In both the |SOC Subsidiary and the
I ndependent Organi zation nodels, we would create a new organi zation
("I ETFAAmM nOrg"), which would encapsul ate the adnministrative
responsibilities of the | ETF organization in a new business entity.
Its sole nmission would be to ensure the | ETF (standards) activities
are appropriately supported and adni ni st ered.

"The I ETF" would remain pretty nmuch just as we know it today, i.e.
the IETF at |arge would not form any new organi zati on, nor would

| ETFAdmi nOrg take over any current |ETF functions. The relationship
bet ween | ETF and | ETFAdni nOrg woul d be a nore fornalized version of
the rel ationship between I ETF and the parts of |SOC which support

| ETF.

Optionally, under the independent organization option, |ETF Trust,

hol ding I PR on behal f of the IETF, could be kept separate fromthe
operational |ETF adm nistration aspects. This would provide sone
separati on between the copyright ownership functions from other

adm ni strative functions, but both would still have to be funded from
t he same sources

o | ETFAdmM nOrg would have as its mission the adm nistrative support
of the IETF and would exist for the benefit of the |IETF.

o The I ETF woul d provi de oversight into the governance of
| ETFADmM nOrg, including seating part of the board.

o | ETFAdmi nOrg woul d not have a say over the material direction or
content of the |IETF, except insofar as |IETF Trust-related | ega
i mplications and requirenments, such as RFC boil erpl at es.

Beyond negotiation, adnministering and nanagi ng the contracts
necessary for the work to support the | ETF, |ETFAdm nOrg woul d al so
start with sponsorship and comuni cations functions. Different
functions and services m ght be needed as the | ETF evol ves. The

i mpl ement ati on woul d be determ ned by the | ETFAdm nOrg Executive
Director, but the need and direction has to be provided by the | ETF
(currently, through the I ETF Chair, but one hopes the | ETF m ght

evol ve a broader base for nmaking the kind of strategic determ nation
needed) .
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| ETFADm nOrg woul d be staffed. It would be signatory to all |ETF-
supporting contracts. It would collect financial support for the

| ETF, and administer the financial resources. |Its annual budgets
woul d be revi ewed and approved by its own Board of Trustees, which
woul d be popul ated pretty nuch as any Board of Trustees (with the
additional requirenents in the notes below). In all regards, it
woul d be a sel f-contained organi zati on, evolving to nmeet its m ssion
based on its best governance choices to evolve, staff and execute.

5.3. Oversight for |IETFAdm nOrg

Whi |l e | ASA++ coul d continue to have an oversight structure popul ated
by menbers of the I ETF community, either the Subsidiary or

I ndependent nodel s involve the creation of an | ETFAdni nOrg which
woul d need to have its governance structure defined. This structure
needs to include the involvenent of nenbers with significant
nonprofit governance experience, while also ensuring accountability
to and involvement fromthe | ETF Community.

In order to achi eve these objectives, the design team proposes a
nmodel simlar to other nonprofits, in which | ETFAdm nOrg woul d be
governed by a Board of Trustees. This board, the | ASA Board (IB)
acts to set strategic direction for IETF adm nistrative natters, sets
budgets, provides fiscal oversight, provides high-level oversight
about maj or new projects, and so on. The board is al so responsible
for hiring and assessing the performance of the Executive Director
(the highest-level staff director (see Section 5.5).

The board works with staff who is enpowered to carry out the
operations as directed by the board. The staff is responsible for
operating within the limts set by the board, and are accountable to
the board. Including being hired and fired as needed. The staff’s
responsi bilities include:

o preparing for and neki ng decisions on their agreed and budgeted
areas (for exanple, neeting venue deci sions)

0 operational execution of these decisions, including contracting
with vendors

0 comunicating with the comunity

o devel opnent of the IETF s adninistrative operation, in
consultation with the comunity

The general structure is that the board is responsible for setting

general policies about how the staff functions and naki ng deci si ons
for the organization as a whole. For instance, the board would be

Haberman, et al. Expires April 20, 2018 [ Page 18]



Internet-Draft IASA 2.0 Cct ober 2017

expected to sign off on the nmeeting | ocations and schedul e, based on
recomendations fromthe staff. For some activities, the board would
organi ze subconm ttees which would do work directly. Typica

exanpl es would be auditing, hiring, and firing. The board m ght, for
i nstance, decide neetings were so inportant that it needed nore
direct involvenent. The board is accountable to the comunity and
woul d be expected to regularly consult with the advisory council (see
bel ow) and consult with the community directly on especially

i mportant matters.

By contrast, the staff is responsible for naking day-to-day
operational decisions subject to the board s general policies.
Exanpl es here woul d be vendor selection for smaller contracts, and
hiring of lower-level staff. These decisions are of course subject
to board oversight and matters over a given size (e.g., nmoney linmt)
woul d need board approval though would likely be reconmended by the
staff. In no case would the staff or board have any input on
standards activities.

The conposition of the board needs careful attention. It is

i mportant to have regular |IETF participants in the board, but at

| east some of the board nenbers need to have skills and experience
| ess common anong | ETF participants, namely non-profit managenent,
budget experience, and ability to hel p nmake connections to raise
nmoney or provide advice about fundraising (all of which are typica
for a non-profit board).

5.3.1. Board Sel ection

Experience with selection for the | AOCC and the | SOC Board shows the
difficulty of using the nontom process to select a board with the
ki nd of business skills necessary to supervise an operation |ike

| ETFADm nOrg. These skills are not common -- though al so not non-
existent -- within the IETF comunity, which makes it hard to find
candi dates as well as reducing the chance that noncom nenbers will
have the personal contacts to identify external candidates with the
appropriate skills. For this reason, the design team does not
believe that direct nontom sel ection of the whole board will be
successful. In the |1 SOC Subsidiary nodel, |SOC m ght al so nom nate
sonme board nenbers. Below we present two alternative nechanisns for
sel ecting the remai ning board nenbers, though there are others that

woul d perhaps be successful. Regardless of the nom nation mechani sm
the entire board should be subject to confirmation by the |ETF
| eader shi p.
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5.3.1.1. Self-Perpetuating Board

One conmmon way to select board nmenmbers is to have the existing board
sel ect new nenbers. The advantage of this structure is that the

exi sting nenbers have the skills and connections to identify other
people with simlar skills. For this reason, this is a comon
structure for nonprofits. The design teamrecognizes that there are
concerns about the board drifting away fromthe | ETF Comunity
interest, but believes these concerns woul d be adequately addressed
by having sone of the board directly selected by nontom and al
menbers subject to | ETF confirmation. The details of how the initial
board is to be constituted would need to be deternined, but one
possibility would be to draw fromthe existing | ACC and | ETF-sel ected
| SOC BOT nenbers, with the board replacing itself within a short

peri od.

5.3.1.2. Nontom Sel ected Nontom

An alternative design would be to have the | ETF nonctom sel ect a
separate nom nating conmttee which would then sel ect the board
menbers. This suffers fromsone of the problens with direct noncom
sel ection, but allows us to expand the scope of the pool to anyone at
the I ETF with business skills or business contacts, not just those
who have tine to be a board nenber. As before, the output of this
process would need to be confirmed in the | ETF.

5.3.2. Advisory Counci

The board and staff are al so supported by an Advisory Council (AC
The AC provides an interface to the community on nmatters that require
assessing conmunity opinion. For instance, the current polling of
community feedback relating to potential future neeting |ocations
could be one such matter. An advisory council canvassing and pulling
for this information is expected to be a better approach than either
free-formmailing list discussion, or the relatively opaque process
that is currently used

5.3.3. Board Changes in | ASA++

| ASA++ continues to have an oversight structure popul ated by nmenbers
of the I ETF community, but as discussed previously, the current | ACC
nodel has a nunmber of weaknesses. Detailed design for this
alternative woul d have to specify how the board changes, but as a
starting point, it would be desirable to increase the nunber of board
menbers (particularly those without other roles) and re-specify the
role of the board vs. staff and other committees. Wth increased
nunber of staff, inplenentation would be nore in the hands of the
staff than today, and the role of the board would be nore on actua
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oversight, budget and hiring decisions than the detailed daily
oper ati ons.

5.4. Transparency

Regardl ess of the chosen reorgani zati on nodel, transparency deserves
attention. As discussed in Section 4, this includes inproving the
timeliness of sharing of information and decisions, seeking coment
on forthcom ng decisions, and a a "reset"” of expectations around

del egated authority.

In addition, there needs to be an agreenent between the | ETF
community and the adninistrative entity about the where to draw the
Iine between conmunity’s need for information, and the need to keep
some business (or personnel) data confidenti al

5.5. Staff Structure

The design team believes that staff resources need to increase and/or
be reorganized in order to nove fromone director to a few nore
specialized roles (see growmh in Section 3). In addition, the team
bel i eves that future organi zation for | ASA may benefit from

organi zing all resources under the nore clear and direct control of
the I ETF (see division of responsibilities in Section 3 and roles in
Section 4).

The current arrangenent involves one officially designated | ASA

enpl oyee, but there are also many supporting enpl oyees. They are

|l ess clearly assigned for the | ETF, working as contractors or at

| SCC.

Thi s docunment suggests a structure that involves the follow ng roles:

0 Executive Director. The person in this role is in charge of the

overall |ASA effort, but can rely on other staff nenbers bel ow as
well as contractors. The Executive Director is accountable to the
Boar d.

o Director of Operations. This person is responsible for neeting
arrangenents, |IT, tools, managing contracts (including RFC Editor
and | ANA), and day-to-day budget nanagenent.

o Director of Fundraising. This person is responsible for working
with | ETF s sponsors and other partners, and his or her primary
responsibility is fundraising for the | ETF.

0 Director of Conmunications. This person is responsible for
working with | ETF | eadership (including the | ETF Chair, |ESG and
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| AB) on conmuni cations matters (primarily but not exclusively
ext ernal comruni cations), assisting themin efficient
communi cati on and dealing with ongoing comruni cati ons matters.

Not e: The Executive Director likely needs to be a full-tine enpl oyee,
as is likely the case for the other Director-|evel positions.

These persons also need to rely on a nunber of contractors and
out si de specialists. For instance, a Legal Counsel, to assist the
| ASA on legal matters as well as contracting.

It should be noted that we expect to retain the secretariat on
contract for nore or less the sane responsibilities that they
presently have

5.6. Funding

This section discusses the overall changes to | ETF fundi ng sources,
the I evel of funding, and how the level of funding is agreed with

I SOC. And how the I ETF can further develop its funding strategies
over tinme.

None of the administrative arrangenents proposed in this docunent
suggest that the fundanental funding arrangenents change as a part of
reorgani zation. [1SOC will continue to support the | ETF, though
perhaps with nmeans that provide better budgetary stability. There
are also factors that affect the I evel of funding. Also, a better
adm ni strative organi zation will be nore capable of adjusting its
strategies in the future in all areas, including funding. Any
significant future changes require a capability of the | ASA to focus
on such strategic initiatives, which ASA 2.0 will help enable.

It is inportant to ensure that | ETF funding is arranged in a manner
that is satisfactory to the I ETF and | SOC comunities. Any changes
to arrangenents are sonething that should be nutually agreed with

bot h organi zations. Further comments and observations are wel cone.

5.6.1. One-tine costs

There are one tine costs associated with an administrative change,
regardl ess of which of the options discussed in this docunent are
chosen. Al the nodels in the draft will have associated costs -
e.g., to hire additional staff, cover |egal fees, etc.

Transition expenses shoul d be consi dered separately from ongoing

expenses/ funding needs. It should be noted that |1SOC has pronised to
cover those costs [Canarillo].
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5.6.2. Sources and Stability

The key sources of I ETF funding are unlikely to radically change in
the short or nediumterm This docunment suggests that |SOC conti nues
as one of our prinmary funding sources, as it has been. Qher prinary
sources of funding for an organization like the | ETF are well known,
and we are already tapping into all of the nbst common ones:
corporations, individuals, and funds derived fromthe registration of
domain nanes. It is possible that we could devel op additiona

funding sources in the future (e.g., charitable foundations), but
those will require strategic planning and staffing, for which we need
to get 1ASA 2.0 in place first.

It’s worth considering short-term (3-5 years) and | ong-term (5-10+
years) plans differently. 1In the short term we can continue to rely
on our existing funding sources regardl ess of which organizationa
nmodel we end up with for I ASA 2.0, including the independent

organi zation nodel. The role of 1SOC as providing the funding to the
| ETF and agreeing to help us if we get to trouble should stay under
all of the options, until or if a future fundi ng nodel change changes
t hat .

Whil e 1 SOC continues to support | ETF financially as they have
previously, the different reorganization options affect the |egal
contractual, and accounting related details. Wile continuing as-is
is possible, adopting a a nore predictable allocation of funding is
desirable (see Section 5.6.3), and in the subsidiary and i ndependent
options formal contracts about the funding are al so necessary. The
exact details of those contracts and contracting parties are for
further study, but they do not need to change the fundanental
arrangenent that is in place today.

More | ong-term devel opi ng a sustainable funding plan for the I ETF
will be a key project during the early nonths and years post-1ASA
2.0. Utimately a healthier funding nodel will require raising nore
funds fromthe organi zations that benefit from | ETF standards and
whose enpl oyees participate in the |ETF, and may result in |ess
reliance on | SOC funds. Such a nodel m ght incorporate neeting-based
sponsorshi ps as we have traditionally had, other kinds of
sponsorships, a fully funded endowrent, a different registration fee
structure, or other funding vehicles. But we are not in a position
at present to develop such a nodel and carry out the fundraising. W
do not have sufficient staff, skills, or resources to do it. W need
to conplete 1ASA 2.0 in order to be in a position to do it. W are
fortunate that we can rely on additional funds fromISCC in the short
termin order to bootstrap that process. As the old saying goes, you
have to spend noney to nake nbney.
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This isn’t to say that the | ETF not al ready considering how to nake
the fundi ng nodel nore sustainable. The | AOC has new sponsorship
staff this year, the the |1 AOC sponsorship commttee was recently
chartered, and it has been discussing new i deas for raising
sponsorship funds. Changes to the present nodel will be adopted as
those ideas mature. | ETF can cut some costs. But we can not expect
vol unteers and fol ks working part-time on current fundraising targets
to al so take on the additional substantial project of revanping the
entire fundi ng nodel and having the additional funds show up on short
order.

5.6. 3. Level

Qut si de the discussion of sources, the level of funding has al so been
an issue. The IETF is well supported by |ISOC who have ultimtely

al so been the backstop when incone has fallen bel ow expectations.

The I ETF is al so supported by a nunber of other sponsors, whose
significant contributions provide a big part of the incone.

However, at the sane tine there is an overall rising cost |evel that
affects the services | ETF uses, there is conmmunity desire for
supporting inportant new services, technol ogy that enables nore
participants to choose to participate renotely, and industry
pressures on optinizing their costs. As the organization natures,
and as nore of the services that | ETF provides cone from prof essi ona
sources, it becomes nore difficult to rely on significant fraction of
any individual volunteer tine. This is visible, for instance, in our
tools efforts, which have beconme nore commercially driven in the |ast
years.

It is fair to say that | ETF continues to be underfunded in the face
of these trends. |In addition, |ETF budgets have in recent years been
relatively optimstic. IETF is fortunate that |1SOC has been there to
provi de a backstop agai nst surprises and the cost trends, but

i deal |y, budgets should be realistic and exceptions nore exceptiona
than they are today.

To correct this, four things are needed:

1. Inprove the accounting of |ETF-related costs
The process that has gone on for several years to better reflect
actual I ETF-related costs in the | ETF (and |1 SOC) budget will
continue, and dependi ng on the chosen nodel, reach a nuch nore

concrete and clear structure. This will not as such, however,
change the actual anount of expenditure or incone.
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Note that the | ETF already accounts for the expenses related to
key | ETF support staff (e.g., | AD, communications, etc).

2. Ensure realismin the budget.

For a budget to be realistic, it nmust be based on correctly
anticipated i ncome and expenses. Since crystal balls are in
short supply, flexibility and responsiveness are required in the
process, as industry changes can inpact both avail abl e
contributions and nunber of participants at neetings (i.e.
registration fee incone).

Furt her deci sions nmay be necessary to be nore conservative in
future budgets, including appropriate decisions about what
services are essential for the I ETF conmunity and which are not.

Docunenti ng and di scussing the | ETF financial nodel (expectations
of sources of incone, |evels of support, as well as requirenents
for expenses and | evel s of service) has been a goal for 2018 and
will continue to be a priority going forward.

3. 1S0OC as a funder and backstop

| SOC continues to be the major | ETF funding source, as well as
t he backstop agai nst enmergencies. But a different arrangenent
regarding these two roles woul d make the situation better
manageabl e.

Dedi cated, realistically sufficient funds allocated to the | ETF
woul d al |l ow the nornal operations to be run based on that, and
woul d | eave only true energenci es such as cancell ation of
nmeetings due to | ocal energencies for the backstop

4. Appropriate funding |evel.
The | ETF operations and funding | evel obviously need to match.
The specific level is, however, not related to the 1ASA 2.0
rel ated organi zati onal changes. Those organi zational changes
only make it hopefully easier to manage both the | ETF operations
and t he funding.
6. Analysis

This section provides a basic analysis of the effects of the
different options.
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6.1.

Conparison to Coal s

In the follow ng, we analyze how the different options conpare wth
respect to goals set in Section 4:

(0]

Protect the |ETF's Culture and Techni cal Wbrk:

The changes under the | ASA++ option are small enough that they
clearly cannot have any undue effect on culture or actual |ETF
wor K.

The |1 SOC subsi diary and i ndependent organi zation nodel s are bigger
changes, but, still contained within the adninistrative support
part. To be exact, the IETF will not become an organi zati on even
if the administrative support for it may. VWhile one nmay have an
opi nion that adm nistrative functions nmay grow or acquire nore
staff over tine (and there is always sone danger of that), keeping
the | ETF out of the organization for administration does provide a
| evel of separation. This separation ensures that participant,
wor ki ng group, |ESG |ETF Chair, and other sinilar roles should
continue to operate as they are operating now.

Sonetinmes even admi nistrative decisions can inpact the nature or
culture of the IETF, such as when inprovenents in renote
attendance support are adopted. A clear interface between the
community and the | ETFAdmi nOrg is hel pful in specifying what role
the conmunity and other parts of the systemplay. The noncom
appoi nt ed board nmenbers and the Advi sory Council have clearer
role, and have a nore comunity-focused role in the new
arrangenents to ensure that the community has a strong voice

I mprove the | ETF s Techni cal Environnent:

Al'l organi zation options target inprovenents in this area. The
options may differ in how nuch freedomor organization agility
they provide. Cdearly, in the independent organization option the
| ETF has nost of these.

Clearly Define the | ETF-1SOC Rel ati onshi p:

Again, all options are forced to define this relationship in a
clearer way than it is defined today.

However, the subsidiary and i ndependent organi zati on nodel s have a
better ability to reach a clear definition. A clear definitionis
not nerely a matter of specification, it is also affected by
practical and even |legal constraints and organi zati ons’ goal s.

For instance, for obvious privacy and | egal reasons, |ETF may not
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have quite as much control and information about |SOC enpl oyees as
it would on its own adm nistrative unit’s enpl oyees.

0 Support a Re-Envisioned Fundi ng Mdel:

The changes to the funding nodel are on purpose nodest for the
reorgani zation, with the intent provide nore ability and freedom
for the ETF to adjust its nodel later. However, the subsidiary
and i ndependent organization nodels also clearly provide nore
freedomfor further evol ution.

In | ASA++, |eaving the responsibility for sponsorship fundraising
up to I SOC, as BCP 101 does, neans we will always be constrained
by however 1SOC is willing to staff and support |ETF-specific
fundraising. Wile | SOC has and wants to support the IETF, it is
often the case that know edge of what strategies work and the
direct contacts to sponsoring organisations are on the | ETF side.

In the independent organization nodel, the ability for the IETF to
rely on 1SOC in the event of budget shortfalls may be nore
limted. This is a doubl e-edged sword, however, as the current
arrangenents conplicate planning and perceptions by the sponsors.

0 Provide Clarity About the | ETF-1SOC Fi nanci al Arrangemnents:

Al'l reorganization options aimto provide clarity. But the
subsi di ary and i ndependent organi sati on options provide an
opportunity to define exactly what kind of agreenents exi st
between the | ETF and the new organi zation, in the formof a fornal
agreenment between organi zations or parts thereof. This is
important in conveying the role of different parties to potentia
sponsors, for instance.

In the | ASA++ option, there is |limted inprovenent on clarity of
the financial arrangenents.

0o Carify Overall Roles and Responsibilities:

The reorgani zation is an opportunity to rethink what staff roles
are needed, staff levels, whether to organize a function as a
staff function or as contracted service to a vendor. All options
are likely to provide clarified roles and responsibilities.

However, in | ASA++, sonme of lack of clarity may remain, as |ack of
clarity inherent in two organizations controlling resources may
remain. |In general the subsidiary and i ndependent organi sation
nodel s ensure better tha the | ETF comunity and the | ETF
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6

2

adm ni strative functions have authority to performexactly the
ki nd of adminstration they want.

The i ndependent organi zati on nodel elimnates all anbiquity about
the I ETF having authority independent from | SOC over staff, funds,
and deci si ons.

Defi ne Support Staff Roles and Responsibilities:
As above.

Re-Define the Role of the | ETF Cormunity in Relation to
Admi ni strative Activities:

Again, this is necessary in all the reorganization options. It is
particularly inportant for the discussion of transparency.

| nprove Transparency:

An i nmprovenent can be provided in any chosen option, but it wll
require (a) adopting the by default open nodel, (b) agreeing on a
Iist of exceptions, as well as obviously clear definition of

rol es.

These changes are easier on the subsidiary and i ndependent

organi sati on nodel s, however, because we can start with nore of a
fresh slate. The I ACC and conmittees have been operating with
their current structure, and, in sone cases, current vol unteers/
personnel, for a long tine. It will be harder for themto change
than to make staff-driven changes in an org with new staff.

Define a Transition Plan:

This will also be necessary in all options.

The | ASA++ option is the easiest one to get going, and m ni nal
transition cost, although of course it may not provide as nuch
value in return, creating risk that the challenges present in

current | ASA structures will not be sufficiently sol ved.

Fi nanci al | npacts

There are several different classes of financially-relevant changes.
Fundi ng-rel ated changes have been covered in Section 5.6, as have
transition costs.
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Al'l the suggested nodels inply some actual increases in expenditure
and financial resources on an ongoing basis. The follow ng applies
generally to all chosen nodel s:

The increases are due to, for instance, shifting nore work to staff
and contractors. For the staff changes, the primary position
actual ly being added is having both Executive Director and Operations
Director, instead of one |AD. W’ ve already had a Legal Counsel and
roles simlar to the Director of Fundraising and Comuni cations
Director. These chances coincide with other personnel changes in

| ASA, as the experienced, long-termI|IAD is retiring and a | ong-term

| ETF Legal Counsel is also changing.

It is also expected that the role of the Legal Counsel will also
increase, e.g., in terms of review ng contracts.

For both the subsidiary nodel or the independent organization nodel,
there can be additional and potentially significant costs. For
exanpl e, having a full-time conmuni cations director on staff means
payi ng the person’s full salary, health insurance, worker’s
compensation, sick pay, etc. In general, while under the |ISOC node
the I ETF may have been able to take a particul ar percentage of a
person’s predicted base costs, under a nore independent arrangenents
the ETF is an enployer and liable for all associated costs at 100%
Simlarly, some current contracted or volunteer roles, if turned to
staff positions, can increase costs.

Audits, payroll, HR, office space, equipnent - these are things we do
not currently account for in the | ETF budget, that we woul dn’'t have
to pay for as a subsidiary (assuning we can share overhead with | SOC,
since that's part of the point), but that we would have to pay for as
an i ndependent org.

6.3. Oher Inpacts
Dependi ng on the chosen option, volunteers are needed for either
different roles than today (the board) or for both different roles

and nore volunteers (the board and the advisory council).

It is for further study whether current |ETF | eadership (e.g., |AB
Chair) should continue to be part of these boards or councils.

7. Concl usions
While there are sone initial conclusions in the analysis in the

previous sections, clearly nore work is needed. In particular, we
request and wel cone thoughts and contributions fromthe | ETF
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community, particularly regarding any potential nmissed options or the
i nplications of options being considered here.

7.1. Transition Plan

Fol | owi ng feedback we receive before and during the | ETF-100 neeti ng,
we will develop a detailed transition plan and include that here.

The transition plan should address itenms such as the follow ng (and
we seek suggestions on areas we nay have m ssed):

0 Vol unteer organization transition plan and timefrane
0 Legal, financial, and adm nistrative actions
o Staffing actions (e.g. job descriptions)

o0 Docunentation actions (e.g. roles and responsibilities, updates to
RFCs)

0 Near-termgoals for the new board (e.g. develop and rel ease a
budget within 90 days of fornation)

o Oher
8. Acknow edgnent s

This text is the work of the design team but greatly influenced by
di scussions in the | ETF community. The teamwould in particular like
to thank Alissa Cooper, Andrew Sullivan, Ray Pelletier, Ted Hardie,
Gonzal o Camarillo, Brian Carpenter, Lucy Lynch, Stephen Farrell, Dave
Crocker, Jon Peterson, Alexa Mrris, Jonne Soininen, M chael

Ri chardson, d af Kol kman, Kathy Brown, and Melinda Shore for
interesting discussions in this probl em space.

9. Informative References

[Camarill o]
Camarillo, G, "ISOC to cover potential re-structuring
costs related to | ASA 2. 0", Septenber 2017
(https://www. ietf.org/ mail-archive/web/ietf/current/
nsg104265. html ).

[1-D.arkko-ietf-iasa-thoughts]
Arkko, J., "Thoughts on | ETF Admi ni strative Support
Activities (1ASA)", draft-arkko-ietf-iasa-thoughts-00
(work in progress), March 2017.

Haberman, et al. Expires April 20, 2018 [ Page 30]



Internet-Draft IASA 2.0 Cct ober 2017

[1-D.daigle-iasa-retrospective]
Daigle, L., "After the first decade: |ASA Retrospective"
draft-daigle-iasa-retrospective-01 (work in progress),
June 2017.

[I-D. hall-iasa20-workshops-report]
Hall, J. and J. Mahoney, "Report fromthe |ASA 2.0 Virtua
Wor kshops", draft-hall-iasa20-workshops-report-00 (work in
progress), March 2017.

[ RFC4071] Austein, R, Ed. and B. Wjnen, Ed., "Structure of the
| ETF Admini strative Support Activity (IASA)", BCP 101
RFC 4071, DO 10.17487/ RFC4071, April 2005,
<https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc4071>

Aut hors’ Addresses

Bri an Haberman (editor)
Johns Hopkins University

Emai | : brian@ nnovati onsl ab. net
Jari Arkko

Eri csson Research

Emai | : jari.arkko@i uha. net
Leslie Daigle

Thi nki ng Cat Enterprises LLC
Emai | : | dai gl e@ hi nki ngcat . com
Jason Livi ngood

Contast

Emai | : Jason_Li vi ngood@ontast . com
Joseph Lorenzo Hall

CDT

Emai |l : joe@dt.org

Haberman, et al. Expires April 20, 2018 [ Page 31]



Internet-Draft IASA 2.0 Cct ober 2017
Eric Rescorl a
RTFM I nc.

Email: ekr@tfmcom

Haberman, et al. Expires April 20, 2018 [ Page 32]



