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28 Mar 2011
Fiona M. Alexander

Associate Administrator

Office of International Affairs

National Telecommunications and Information Administration

1401 Constitution Ave NW

Washington, DC  20230

Re: 
Docket #110207099-1099-01


Request for Comments on the IANA Functions

Ms. Alexander:

Please accept the following comments in response to the Notice of Inquiry regarding IANA functions.1 Go Daddy reserves the right to future comments on this issue and our positions include, but are not necessarily limited to, the text herein. 
Overview

In general, we are satisfied with the current procurement of IANA functions and the incumbent operator.  We would, however, encourage the NTIA to consider additional enhancements to IANA functions, as described below.  


Additionally, we do not believe there are dependencies that require all IANA functions to be provided by a single operator, nor are there compelling reasons to divide these functions.  This arrangement is purely a matter of NTIA policy and community consensus.

Furthermore, we do not believe that any significant changes, such as separating IANA functions, changes to the procurement process, selecting a new IANA operator, or permanent assignment of the IANA contract should be undertaken so early in the Affirmation of Commitments lifecycle.  The reviews prescribed in the AoC could inform such changes, and completing this work is therefore critical before any substantial changes are considered.  

Enhancing Root Zone Management
The IANA Operator’s management of Root Server operators can be characterized as good, but inconsistent.  Because the Root Server System is critical to the operation of the Internet, we encourage the IANA operator to formalize its relationships with Root Server operators. All operators should be transitioned to a standard agreement, which includes a Service Level Agreement (SLA).  Additionally, we note that Root Server operators are in a position to collect and aggregate traffic statistics that may have significant commercial value.  Root Server operator agreements should prohibit this practice.

The ongoing deployment of DNSSEC is a technically and operationally complex project, and we believe that the IANA operator has functioned well in its role.  We anticipate expanded DNSSEC deployment and adoption going forward. 

Number Resources Assignments

In this functional area, the primary topic is the transition from IPv4 to IPv6.  The IANA operator has performed satisfactorily in this area, but we note with concern that the increased scarcity of IPv4 address space is creating a market for unused blocks.  We would prefer to see these returned to the Regional Internet Registry (RIR). 
Management of .ARPA and .INT

Ideally, the IANA operator would not be engaged, either temporarily or indefinitely, in the direct management of any TLDs.  The two existing examples of this, however, do not present any immediate concerns.  However, with the expectation that dozens or hundreds of new gTLDs will be delegated in the next 1-2 years, we would caution against contingency planning that involves direct management of failed gTLDs by the IANA operator.

Conclusion
In most cases, we support the existing procurement arrangement, and would like to see some specific enhancements in the areas mentioned above.  And while we have numerous concerns with ICANN, and do not believe that the IANA contract should be assigned to them on a permanent basis, we do support private sector leadership and maintain that it is the most appropriate IANA Contract operator.  We appreciate the opportunity to share our thoughts on this procurement process, and will continue to work within the larger community to improve and enhance the critical functions of the Internet.

Sincerely, 

GoDaddy.com, Inc. 

Tim Ruiz 

Vice President 

Corporate Development and Policy 

GoDaddy.com, Inc. 

1. http://www.ntia.doc.gov/frnotices/2011/fr_ianafunctionsnoi_02252011.pdf
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