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Note well

Any submission to the IETF intended by the Contributor for publication as all or part of an IETF
Internet-Draft or RFC and any statement made within the context of an IETF activity is considered
an "IETF Contribution". Such statements include oral statements in IETF sessions, as well as written
and electronic communications made at any time or place, which are addressed to:

. The IETF plenary session

. The IESG, or any member thereof on behalf of the IESG

. Any IETF mailing list, including the IETF list itself, any working group or design team list,
or any other list functioning under IETF auspices

. Any IETF working group or portion thereof

. The IAB or any member thereof on behalf of the IAB

. The RFC Editor or the Internet-Drafts function
All IETF Contributions are subject to the rules of RFC 5378 and RFC 3979 (updated by RFC 4879).
Statements made outside of an IETF session, mailing list or other function, that are clearly not

intended to be input to an IETF activity, group or function, are not IETF Contributions in the
context of this notice.

Please consult RFC 5378 and RFC 3979 for details.

A participant in any IETF activity is deemed to accept all IETF rules of process, as documented in
Best Current Practices RFCs and IESG Statements.

A participant in any IETF activity acknowledges that written, audio and video records of meetings
may be made and may be available to the public.
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Meeting plan

|. What we already have.
What we have proposals for

Description of problems we think we are solving.

H W N

Description of things we think we cannot
possibly do

5. Discussion: is this approximately right?
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VVhat we have today

e CNAME redirects a name itself

e DNAME redirects all the stuff underneath, but
not the name itself

* Neither of those is a canonical name (so can’t
be the target of an MX record, for instance)
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Things proposed |

e CNAME + DNAME
» relax rules about CNAME living alone

» we did it before for DNSSEC, so not
impossible

» requires signalling

» investigation needed to see if this causes big
trouble
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Things proposed 2

 BNAME

» new RRTYPE that offers functionality
equivalent to CNAME and DNAME together

» needs a synthetic CNAME for backward
compatibility

» unknown deployment barrier (DNAME is |10
years old and not universally implemented)
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Things proposed 3

e SHADOW

» support for in-zone “sugar’” to make
provisioning easier

p provisioning systems likely need support, but
invisible to end systems
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What these would
solve

 Get a way of doing aliases that many people
thing we already have

* Provide some management help for many zones
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VWWhat will not get
solved

You still get a big whack of host names

No automatic character-to-character maps (for
cases that that’s wanted)

No automatic solution to any language issues

C+DNAME or BNAME still have the “first class
citizen” problem

No suggestion for how to prove what aliases a
host known by
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Discussion

Ground rule:
We are collecting use-cases, not ruling work out.

We're not allowed to say that we “can’t” do

something, but allowed to say that something can’t
be done in the DNS. The answer could be “DNS
can’t solve this, we need something else.”
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