I ndi vi dual Submi ssi on B. Haber man, Ed.

I nternet-Draft Johns Hopki ns University
I ntended status: |nformational J. Arkko
Expi res: January 8, 2018 Eri csson Research

L. Daigle

Thi nking Cat Enterprises LLC
J. Livingood

Contast

J. Hall

CDT

E. Rescorla

RTFM I nc.

July 7, 2017

| ASA 2.0 Design Team Recommendati ons
dr aft - haber man-i asa20dt - recs- 00

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 structural and organi zati ona
changes, changes to volunteer and staff personnel resources, and
transpar ency changes.

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
recommendat i ons or naki ng any final deci sions.

Status of This Meno

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

Internet-Drafts are working docunents 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 http://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunents valid for a nmaxi num of six nonths
and nay be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
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time. It is inappropriate to use Internet-Drafts as reference
material or to cite themother than as "work in progress.”

This Internet-Draft will expire on January 8, 2018.
Copyright Notice

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

This docunent is subject to BCP 78 and the | ETF Trust’'s Lega
Provisions Relating to | ETF Docunents
(http://trustee.ietf.org/license-info) in effect on the date of
publication of this docunment. Please review these docunents
carefully, as they describe your rights and restrictions with respect
to this docunent. Code Conponents extracted fromthis docunent 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 License.
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1.

Aut hors’ Addresses . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... 22
I nt roducti on

The arrangenents relating to admnistrative support for the | ETF
(referred to as the "I ETF Adnministrative Support Activity" (1ASA)

[ RFC4071]) were created nore than ten years ago, when the | ETF
initially took charge of its own adm nistration. The arrangenments
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 adm nistrative
arrangenents best support the IETF in the next ten years?

The system has experienced various challenges and frustrati ons al ong
the way, for instance around neeting arrangenents. There are also
some bhi gger questions about how the organisations are structured, for
i nstance about the division of responsibilities between | ETF and

| SCC.

The | ETF community has di scussed and continues to discuss these
topics, nost recently on the "1 ASA20" mailing |list and BOF at | ETF98.
Ali ssa Cooper, the Chair of the | ETF, convened a small design teamto
start evaluating potential options going forward. The purpose of the
design teamis to provide nmaterial that inforns the community

di scussion, both in terms of providing a bit nore worked through
solution ideas, as well as supporting analysis of the inplications of
those options. This information, along with all other input provided
in the discussion, hopefully helps the conmunity and | ETF | eadership
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 teanis considerations, has no particular officia

st andi ng.

Once an initial version of this draft is published, the authors woul d
like to ask feedback particularly on two aspects:

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

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

Once this discussion conpletes, it beconmes feasible to discuss what
the concl usi ons or recomendati ons ought to be, and which
recomendati ons the comunity should adopt. It should al so be noted
that | ETF adninistrative matters have been organised jointly with
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ISCC, and it is inportant that |SOC be involved in the process of
| ooki ng at the reorgani sation

As a base for this work there was a good articul ation 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
scope of the solutions explored included:

0 Structural and organi zati onal changes, both externally (with |1SCC
and contractors) and internally (within the | ACC and
subcommi tt ees)

0 Changes to personnel resources, both volunteer and paid
o Transparency changes

Changes to the funding nodel are out of scope to the extent they fal
out si de the categories above.

The rest of the document is organised as follows. The next two
sections (Section 2 and Section 3) describe the background and
summari se the chall enges noted in the comunity discussion. The two
sections after that (Section 4 and Section 5) explain what categories
of changes were considered, and describe the primary options for
structural changes. The following two sections (Section 6 and
Section 7) focus on analysis of the different options along with
concl usi ons and recommendati ons.

2. Background

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 (1AOC), 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, |IASA 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.
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Today, | ASA's activities support a nunber of functions within the
| ETF system

(0]

(0]

Meet i ng pl anni ng
Budget and financial managenent
Contracting with and overseeing the secretariat

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

Contracting with and overseeing | ANA (together with the | AB)
Legal ownership of |IETF materials, domain nanes and copyri ght
Ownership of | ANA-rel ated donmai n nanes and copyri ght

General |egal support (including topics beyond donai ns and | PR)
| ETF website

| ETF I T services

Tool i ng support, maintenance, and devel opnent (together with
vol unt eer s)

Meet i ng networ k support

Renot e attendance support

Communi cati ons assi stance for the | ETF
Sponsorshi p and funding (together wth |SQOC)

Ter m nol ogy

The follow ng acronyns are used in this docunent:

(0]

| ASA - | ETF Administrative Support Activity - An organized
activity that provides adninistrative support for the IETF, the
| AB and t he | ESG

| ACC - | ETF Administrative Oversight Conmmittee in the current |ASA
system- A largely |ETF-selected conmttee that oversees and
directs I ASA. Accountable to the | ETF comrmunity.
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3.

0o |ACC committees - Recogni zing the need for specialized attention
for different branches of work requiring | AOC oversight, the I ACC
expanded its support by creating conmttees. Currently, the
conmmittees do the heavy lifting on specific tasks, while the | ACC
is the one responsible for final decisions.

0 |SCC - The Internet Society - The organi zational hone of the |ETF,
and one that in the current | ASA system assists the |ETF with
| egal , administrative, and funding tasks.

0o |AD - | ETF Administrative Director - In the current system the
sol e staff menber responsible for carrying out the work of the
| ASA.  An | SCC enpl oyee.

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

Chal | enges

Di scussion leading to this docunent has been franed by the issues

di scussed on |ETF nailing lists and docunented el sewhere

[I-D. daigle-iasa-retrospective], [I-D. hall-iasa20-workshops-report],
[1-D.arkko-ietf-iasa-thoughts]. The reader is referred to those
docunents and ongoi ng di scussion on the | ASA20@etf.org mailing |ist
for fuller details on the range of challenges facing the IETF in its
handl i ng of administrative matters.

In summary, the key areas of challenge that have shaped this work
are:

o The range of IETF adm nistrative tasks have grown considerably; we
must ensure that we have the right structure, comunity
i nvol venent and | evel of staffing to address themeffectively and
efficiently.

o0 The relationship and division of responsibilities between the |ETF
and | SOC have changed, as both organi zati ons have grown
considerably in the | ast decade.

The joint organisation that supports the | ETF has grown rather
organi cally, and woul d benefit fromre-assessnent and possible
reor gani sati on.

0 Community expectations of transparency of administrative actions
and execution fromthe adninistration could be better aligned.

Haberman, et al. Expi res January 8, 2018 [ Page 6]



Internet-Draft | ASA 2.0 July 2017

0 Lack of predictably of funding |evels conmbined with regul ar
shortfalls.

We face continued challenges related to funding I ETF activities on
a background of increasing costs. W nust properly nanage
expectations about |ocations of neetings (broadening of |ETF
engagenent, sponsor preferences) while bal anci ng agai nst
operational practicalities. And we mnmust ensure that we continue
to not be influenced by funding entities on the technical work of
the | ETF.

O the itenms above, the first two are largely to be addressed by
structural updates, while the last two groups are nore about
di scussi ng tradeoffs and updati ng docunented expectati ons.

4. Considering a Change

G ven that a change seens necessary, what mnight that change include?
There seemto be three broad categories of |ETF organisation that
will be affected:

1. overall structure
2. oversight
3. interfaces and expectations to rest of the |IETF

The overall structure also includes questions such as whether IETF is
an organisation and its relationship to | SCC.

There are some interconnections between different aspects of

reorgani sation. For instance, how | ETF defines its relationship to

I SOC wi I I have sone inplications on what kind of oversight structure
i s needed; a nore independent, free-standing organi sational nodel for
| ETF woul d i nmply new functions for the | ASA

There are a nunber of choices to nmake within the reorgani sation
effort. In particular, IETF s relationship to | SOC coul d be arranged
in a fundanentally simlar manner than it is today, but inproved,
e.g., to nake clear who is expected to control a particular part of
the operation. But the relationship could also be arranged in a
different way, for instance, as a subsidiary of 1SOC or as a nore
free-standi ng, independent organisational unit.
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4.1. Coals

The 1 ASA redesign effort needs to address the main challenges listed
above. More specifically, a new organisational structure needs to do
at least the follow ng:

0 Define the roles of IETF and ISOCC in a way that hel ps the above
structure be as clear as possible, in terms of who does what, how
are things accounted for, and who is in charge of adjustnents and
control (e.g., staff resources). A redesign needs to propose a
starting point for the financial arrangenents between | ETF and
| SOC, either as they are now or changed in sonme fashion. |t nust
al so be clear to people outside the | ETF and | SOC or gani sati on
(e.g., sponsors) what the arrangenents are and what their
contributions affect and do not affect.

o0 Define the roles of the oversight entities and staff/contractors
to match the grown size of the tasks. Ensure that we have a
structure that can adapt to future growh and ot her changes.

0 Accommodate strategic, operational, and execution tasks within the
adm nistrative efforts, and take into account the limted
availability of | ETF volunteers for perfornming adninistrative
tasks. The new design needs to ensure that overload in such
thi ngs as operational decisions does not affect the ability to
drive strategi c changes.

0 Set expectations and limts of those expectations on the different
parts of the system This includes but is not linited to
conmmuni ty expectations of transparency.

0 Ensure that future | ASA organi zational structure and processes
preserves and protects the | ETF s unique culture of individua
contribution, clear separation of financial support fromtechnica
work, as well as rough consensus and runni ng code.

5. Reorgani sation Options

5.1. Overall Structure
The design team believes that there are three general approaches to
evol ving the | ASA function. The options generally focus on the
rel ati onship between the | ETF and | SOC. Changes to this relationship
directly affect how the | ASA function gets carried out.
It should be noted that all three options require nore admnistrative

budget per year than what is currently allocated for | ASA functions.
In addition, they will nost likely require a nore predictable |eve
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of 1SCC funding, rather than the current nodel of a base funding
| evel combined with periodic infusions to cover shortfalls.

The followi ng subsections describe each option. Section 6 highlights
their pros and cons and effectiveness in conparison to the goals
stated earlier.

5.1.1. | ASA++

In the | ASA++ option, the | ETF and | SOC nmai ntain the current
structural relationship. This neans that the | ETF renai ns an
organi zed activity of I1SOC, |SOC nmaintains funds and contracting
authority on behalf of the IETF, and all |ASA staff are |1SCC
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

o0 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 and the I ETF Trust to address current
chal | enges

0 Establish | ETF community consensus about who has policy authority
for administrative decisions where there is currently a | ack of
clarity.

Sone specific changes to nmake these inprovenents are discussed in
Section 5.2 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. 3.

It woul d al so be necessary to inprove | AOC 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.
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5.

5.

1.

1.

2. 1SCC Subsidiary

In this option, an |1 SOC subsidiary would be created as the new | ega
hone of the IETF. A subsidiary can have its own bank account, by-

| aws, charter, board of directors/trustees, staff, and corporate
identity. As a subsidiary of ISOC, the |IETF and | SOC can share
overhead and resources. The IETF would likely rely heavily on
contractors for nost administrative tasks.

As a subsidiary of 1SOC, the |ETF could elimnate the | ACC and
replace it with a board of directors/trustees (see Section 5.2).

Adni ni strative deci sion-making authority would rest primarily with
the adninistrative staff, with oversight provided by the board (see
Section 5.3. Exception cases could be devel oped where board approva
woul d be required to authorize strategic decisions.

O her likely changes coul d incl ude:

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

o Miltiple options to structure community involvenent in
adm ni strative decision-nmaking (e.g., conmmttees organi zed by
subsidiary staff).

There are al so other possible changes that woul d need further
di scussi on:

o Elimnate the | ETF Trust and have the | ETF subsidiary assune
responsibility for the IETF s intellectual property rights (I1PR).
This would sinplify the overall structure, but would al so bundle
the IPRwith the rest of the | ETF operations. Note that the | ETF
Trust currently holds I PR al so on behalf of the users of | ANA

o0 Transfer existing | SOC funds earmarked for the |ETF to the
subsidiary’s bank account, and have future | ETF inconme held in
that subsidiary’ s bank account.

3. I ndependent Organization

In this option, a new non-profit organization (e.g., |ETForg) is
created i ndependent from|SOC as the new | egal hone of the |ETF.

| ETForg woul d have its own bank account, by-laws, charter, board of
directors/trustees, staff, and corporate identity. The

adm nistrative staff for I ETForg could be kept |lean and would likely
rely on contractors for the bulk of administrative tasks. Mninally,
the I ETForg staff would be responsible for adninistration

devel opnent / f undr ai si ng, conmuni cati ons, and personnel nanagenent.
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As an independent organization, the | ETF could elininate the | ACC and
replace it with a board of directors/trustees. Adnministrative (day-
t o-day) decision-making authority would rest primarily with | ETForg
staff and contractors, w th oversight provided by the board.
Exception cases coul d be devel oped where board approval woul d be
required to authorize strategic decisions. Again, further detais
regardi ng the board and staff changes are in Section 5.2 and

Section 5. 3.

O her likely changes coul d incl ude:

o Transfer existing | SOC funds earnmarked for the | ETF to | ETForg,
and have future | ETF incone held by IETForg. 1SOC would still be
| argest | ETForg sponsor, if funding is maintained at current
proj ecti ons.

0 Transfer existing |ETF-related contracts between | SOC and
contractors to be between | ETForg and contractors.

o Miltiple options to structure conmunity invol verment in
adm ni strative decision-nmaking (e.g., conmttees organi zed by
subsidiary staff).

O her possi bl e changes that may need nore di scussion woul d include
possi bl e change in the role of I ETF Trust, as discussed in
Section 5.1.2.

5.2. Oversight

Oversight is obviously affected by what we decide to do with the
relationship to I SOC. A bigger, nore independent role for the | ETF
woul d require an | ASA board to be designed for that. Nevertheless,
some change in the role of an oversight body and the work division
between it and staff is necessary in any case.

Al so, the design teambelieves the role of the conmunity nenbers
serving in the 1 ASA needs to be kept at a level appropriate for
vol unteer service (see comunity role in Section 3 and limits in
Section 4.1).

Beyond this, there are a nunber of choices in division of
responsibilities and the structure of the organisation. The key
deci sion points are:

0 \Whether the conmunity representative or board control of the | ASA
is at the level of individual admnistrative decisions (as it is
today) or at a nore traditional board | evel of control, i.e.
strategic direction, budgets, and key personnel choi ces.
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0 Whether the interface to the community is via staff or a community
representative or board function

5.2.1. Strategic Board

In this option, the current I ACC is di sbhanded and replaced by a
traditional oversight board, common in nost non-profit organisations.
This board, the | ASA Board (I1B), acts to set strategic direction for
| ETF administrative matters, sets budgets, provides fiscal oversight,
provi des high-1evel oversight about nmjor new projects, and so on
The board is also responsible for hiring and assessing the
performance of the Executive Director (the highest-level staff
director, see Section 5.3).

This option is potentially valid for all overall structure choices
outlined in Section 5. However, for the | SOC Subsidiary and

I ndependent Organi sation options, the board would have to be a fornal
board, typical of other non-profit organisations.

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
responsibilities include:

o preparing for and maki ng deci sions 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 community

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

The primary difference between this option and the current | ACC
arrangenents is that board acts at a higher decision level, and is
not involved either in detailed decisions. These are tasks reserved
for the staff, and the board’ s role is to oversee that staff perforns
appropriately in their role.

The conposition of the board needs careful attention. It is

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

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

One potential nodel for populating the board is a Nontom sel ection
for 2/3 of the board nenbers and sone other type of selection for 1/3
of the board menbers with a view for nore independent, well-networked
menbers. However, the responsibility of the board and the nanner in
whi ch board nmenbers are sel ected are separabl e design matters.

5.2.2. Strategic Board and an Advi sory Counci

In this option, there is a board and staff just like in

Section 5.2.1, but in addition, an Advisory Council (AC) provides an
interface to the community on matters that require assessing
community opinion. For instance, the current polling of conmunity
feedback relating to potential future nmeeting | ocations could be one
such natter.

An advi sory council canvassing and pulling for this information mi ght
be a better approach than either free-formmiling |list discussion

or the relatively opaque process that is currently used. Advisory
board results could be docunented in the same fashion as | ESG
docunents last call results. Some | ACC site decisions have been done
in this way, sunmarising feedback received, others with | ess

i nformation.

The advisory council would be conprised of |ETF conmunity nenbers and
sel ected by Nontom and woul d benefit from having either the | ETF
Chair or another |ESG nenber as a liaison. The advisory counci

woul d not make deci sions about how the | ETF should run, but it would
be available for the staff to consult whenever they needed a view
fromthe community, and it would al so be available to run comunity
di scussi on processes or to get input fromthe community to funne

back to the staff. The advisory council would have a well -defined
interface to the | ESG as wel |.

The separation of the board and the advisory council, with sone
overlap between them allows the allocation of people to tasks
according to their skills. W can have experienced nmanagers invol ved
in hiring, firing, and review ng the Executive Director and
overseei ng the budget, while we have experienced conmunity people

gi ving the perspective of the comunity.

5.3. Staff Structure
The design team believes that staff resources need to increase and/or

be reorganised in order to nove fromone director to a few nore
specialised roles (see growmh in Section 3). And In addition, the
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team bel i eves that future organisation for | ASA may benefit from
organising all resources under the nore clear and direct control of
the 1 ETF (see division of responsibilities in Section 3 and roles in
Section 4.1).

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 docunent suggests a structure that involves the follow ng roles

0 Executive Director. The person inthis 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 managenent.

o0 Director of Fundraising. This person is responsible for working
with | ETF' s sponsors and other partners, and his or her prinary
responsibility is fundraising for the | ETF.

o0 Director of Conmunications. This person is responsible for
working with I ETF | eadership (including the | ETF Chair, |IESG and
| AB) on conmmuni cations matters (prinmarily but not exclusively
external comruni cations), assisting themin efficient
communi cati on and dealing with ongoi ng comruni cati ons matters.

Not e: The Executive Director likely needs to be a full-tinme 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 side specialists. For instance, a Legal Counsel, to assist the
| ASA on legal matters as well as contracting.

6. Analysis

This section provides a basic analysis of the effects of the
di fferent options.

6.1. Criteria

We use the following criteria based on the goals stated earlier
(Section 4.1):
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(o]

(0]

6. 2.

6. 2.

1.

The arrangenents match the scal e of the task (SCALE)

The arrangenents are designed to evolve as situations evol ve
( EVOLVE)

Accommodat es strategi c tasks (STRAT TSK)
Accomodat es operational and execution tasks (OPS TSK)

Avoi ds overload in one class of tasks preventing progress in other
(OVERLQAD SEP)

Clarifies the relationship between | ETF and | SOC (CLEAR | SCC REL)

Al'lows direct |IETF control of resources (e.g., staff) working on a
task (DI R CONTRQOL)

Preserves | ETF cul ture and node of operation (CULTURE)

Separates | ETF technical work and adm nistrative tasks and fundi ng
(VORK SEP)

Sets expectations on what can or can not be expected from | ASA
(1 ASA EXP)

Overal |l Structure

Pros and Cons

Table 1 highlights the pros and cons of the | ASA++ option.
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oo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e oo oo - oo e e e e e e e e e e +
| Pros | Cons |
o mm e e e e e e e e e e e e o e e e e e e e e e e e e e ee o +
| Maintains famliar structures | Does not provide the IETF with [
| and rel ati onshi ps | true independence of funding or

[ | staff from|SCC [
oo e e e e e e e e e e e e e e oo oo - oo e e e e e e e e e e +

| Start-up costs limted to | Creates risk that chall enges |
| those associated with hiring | present in the current 1ASA will |
| additional staff | not actually be solved or wll [
| | re-emerge over tine |

| Does not require | egal and | Potentially requires ISCC to |
| administrative work to | cede nore authority to the | ETF |
| incorporate a new entity | comunity or increase |
[ | transparency beyond | SOC s [
| | confort zone |

| Allows IETF to continue to | Continuing confusion about |
| rely on I SOCC to somewhat | alignment between | SOC and | ETF |
| frictionlessly conmpensate for | on policy and standards matters. |
| budget shortfalls if necessary | [

Table 1: | ASA++ Pros and Cons

Table 2 highlights the pros and cons of the | SOC subsidiary option.
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Forces sone delineation of
responsibility, staff, and funds
bet ween the | ETF and | SOC

Provides the | ETF comunity with
greater authority over |ETF
adm ni stration

Can | everage existing I SCC | ega
structures and personnel to keep
adm nistrative work required to
i ncorporate subsidiary to a

m ni mum

Requires |l ess | ETF conmunity
volunteer tine commtnent to
admi ni strative matters than

current | ASA

Allows | ETF to continue to rely
on | SCC to somewhat
frictionlessly conpensate for
budget shortfalls if necessary

Allows | ETF to continue to
| everage expertise of |SCC
adm ni strative personnel

Tabl e 2:

IASA 2.0

July 2017

Leaves open sone potential for
continued lack of clarity |
about authority and fundi ng [
bet ween the | ETF and | SOC |

________________________________ +
Potentially requires 1SOC to |
cede nore authority to the [
| ETF comunity or increase |
transparency beyond | SOC s [
confort zone |

________________________________ +
Requires | egal and |
adm nistrative work to [
i ncorporate subsidiary [

I
I

________________________________ +
Vests nore deci si on-maki ng |
authority in paid staff than [
under current | ASA |

I

................................ +
Start-up costs include costs
of incorporating the |
subsidiary and re- [
organi zi ng/ hiring additi onal |
staff |

................................ +
Cont i nui ng conf usi on about |
al i gnment bet ween | SOC and |
| ETF on policy and standards
matters. |

________________________________ +

| SOC Subsi diary Pros and Cons

Table 3 highlights the pros and cons of the independent organization
option.
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| Elimnates all anbiguity about IETF | Start-up costs include [
| having authority independent from | |egal and adm nistrative |
| 1SCC over staff, funds, and | costs to incorporate a new |
I I I
I I I
| | |

deci si ons entity, hire new staff,
transfer contracts and
f unds
o m e o e e e e e e e e e e ee—aa- o o e e m e e e e e e e e oo +

| Provides the | ETF community with | 1SCC s financial support |
| potentially conplete authority over | for the IETF may be viewed |
| ITETF administration and fundi ng | as nore tenuous if the | ETF |
| | is alegally separate |
| | entity from| SOC |

| Requires less | ETF comunity | Ability for the IETF to |
| volunteer tinme commitnent to | rely on ISCC in the event |
| administrative matters than current | of budget shortfalls may be

| I ASA | nore linmted |

| Allows for direct investnment in | Vests nore decision-making |
| small nunber of professional staff | authority in paid staff |
| specifically tailored to the IETF' s | than under current |ASA |
| needs and culture, while continuing | |
| to rely heavily on contractors | |

| Provides opportunity to structure | Requires nore from board [
| board in such a way to overcone | nenbers than what is |
| current challenges with | ACC | currently required of 1ACC |
I I I
I I I

structure i nsofar as hiring and
eval uating staff
o m e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eem o o m e e e e e e e e e e +
| Renoves need for alignnent between | Requires |ETF to assune [
| 1'SCC and | ETF on policy and | legal risk currently |
| standards matters. | assunmed by |SOC |
oo e e e e e e e e e e e eaaa o o +

Tabl e 3: I ndependent Organization Pros and Cons
6.2.2. Conparison to Criteria

For the overall structure, the inplications of the current situation
and the three options are summari zed in Table 4.
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R R oo R R T R +
| Criteria | Current | TASA++ | 1SCC | I ndependent [
| | situation | | Subsidiary | Organization |
S S S S S +
| SCALE | NO | NO | YES | YES |
R R R R T R T +
| EVOLVE | NO | NO (Note | MAYBE | YES (Note 1) |
I I | 1) | (Note 1) | I
S o m e e e oo - S S S +
| STRAT TSK | NO | NO (Note | YES | YES |
I I | 1) I I I
R R R R T R T +
| OPS TSK | YES | YES | YES | YES |
B T B TS S B RS o +
| OVERLOAD | YES | YES | YES | YES |
| SEP I I I I I
R R e oo R T +
| CLEAR | NO | NO | YES | YES |
| 1SOC REL | | | | |
B T B TS S B RS o +
| DR | NO | NO | YES | YES |
| CONTRQL | I I I I
R R e oo R T +
| CULTURE | YES | YES | YES | YES |
R Fommmm i R R R R T +
| WORK SEP | YES | YES | YES | YES |
S o m e e e oo - S S S +
| 1TASA EXP | NO | MAYBE | MAYBE | MAYBE (Note 2) |
I I | (Note 2) | (Note 2) | I
R R oo R R R T +

Tabl e 4: 1ETF-1SOC Rel ationship Inplications

Note 1: Evolution in the current systemis nore difficult than if

| ETF was either clearly a subsidiary or its own organisation. This

i s because changes need agreenent fromtwo organi sations, and, in the
current nodel, the control of |ETF-dedicated resource is not as clear
as it could be. A subsidiary or independent nodel would al so ease
driving any strategy that the | ETF wants to drive, as decisions would
be nore on the | ETF side than sonething that today would require
negotiation with | SCC

Note 2: Setting expectations is difficult nerely based on an

organi sational model. Certainly a clear separation between rol es of
the board and staff helps. However, expectations are also a matter
of docunentation, which would have be created and conmuni cat ed
Finally, expectations are a cultural matter, current | AOCC
arrangenents and community views have ended up in a situation where

Haberman, et al. Expi res January 8, 2018 [ Page 19]



Internet-Draft | ASA 2.0 July 2017

6

3.

there is a lack of trust and unclear nodels for what can or cannot be
expect ed.

Oversi ght

For the internal organisation, the inplications of the current
situation vs. a strategic board nodel is sunmarised in Table 5.

S B e e e e e oo - +
| Criteria | Current Situation | Strategic Board

o e e oo e e e e o n o e e e e o - +
| SCALE | NO | YES |
o e oo Fom e e e e oo o e e e e oo - +
| EVOLVE | MAYBE (Note 1) | YES (Note 1) |
S B e e e e e oo - +
| STRAT TSK | NO | YES (Note 2) |
o e e oo e e e e o n o e e e e o - +
| OPS TSK | YES | YES (Note 2) |
o e oo Fom e e e e oo o e e e e oo - +
| OVERLOAD SEP | NO | YES (Note 2) |
S B e e e e e oo - +
| CLEAR ISCC REL | n.a | n.a [
o e e oo e e e e o n o e e e e o - +
| DIR CONTROL | n.a | n.a [
o e oo Fom e e e e oo o e e e e oo - +
| CULTURE | YES | YES |
S B e e e e e oo - +
| WORK SEP | YES | YES |
o e e oo e e e e o n o e e e e o - +
| 1ASA EXP | NO | MAYBE (Note 3) |
o e oo Fom e e e e oo o e e e e oo - +

Table 5: Internal Organization Inplications

Note 1. Gven that the I ASA is being reorgani sed, we acknow edge t hat
the current structure is capable of evolving. However, the
operational focus and overload in the current arrangenents are naking
this harder than is necessary. Change requires action from outside
of the 1ASA, rather than being a normal task within the 1ASA to

evol ve their own nodel. A strategic board that is not deeply

i nvol ved in the operations should be able to | ook at evolution nore
easily. Simlarly, a dedicated advisory council can help determne
community concerns, and might be able to do this even better than a
board. However, lines of authority between a strategic board and
advi sory council would need to be clearly delineated.

Note 2: There may be a difference between the strategic board with
and wi thout an advisory council, in how overload situations and the
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separation of different tasks goes. The existence of an advisory
council alleviates some workl oad on board or staff, particularly in
dealing with community opinion determ nation, freeing the board to do
its strategic work and staff to concentrate on operations and

executi on.

Note 3: Setting expectations is difficult nerely based on an
ogani sational nodel, see Note 2 under Section 6.2.2.

6.4. Financial I|npacts

There are two different classes of financially-relevant changes.
First, both the 1SOC interface change and staff changes will inply
changes in what is being accounted for in budgets and reports, even
in cases where the actual work or the nunber of people stays the
same. That is, depending on the chosen overall organisation nodel,
sonme itens that are currently in | SOC budget may nove to becone | ETF
budget itens, but the total amount of expenditure stays the sane.
Note that the | ETF already accounts for the expenses related to key
| ETF support staff (e.g., | AD, comunications, etc).

Secondl y,there are some actual increases in required financial
resources. W expect all the alternatives to | ead to sonewhat higher
fundi ng needs, and in fact shifting nore work to staff from
volunteers is one of the goals. For the staff changes, the primary
position actually being added is having both Executive Director and
Operations Director, instead of one |AD. W' ve already had a Lega
Counsel and roles simlar to the Director of Fundraising and

Conmruni cations Director. These chances coincide with other personne
changes in I ASA, as the experienced, long-termIAD is retiring. Even
froma learning curve point of view nore people will be needed, but
inthis case it al so makes sense to have the organi sation be |ess
dependent on one central person

G ven the learning curve effect, and a new organi sation, it is
expected that the role of the Legal Counsel will also increase, e.g.
in ternms of review ng contracts.

It is inportant to ensure that | ETF funding is arranged in a manner
that is satisfactory to the I ETF and | SOC comunities. Further
coments and observations are wel cone.

6.5. Oher Inmpacts
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).
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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 and recommendati ons

Wiile 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
community, particularly regarding any potential mssed options or the
i nplications of options being considered here.
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