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Dirección General de Política de 
Telecomunicaciones y de Radiodifusión 
Dirección General Adjunta

SECRETARIA DE CDMUNICACIONES 
y 2.1.- 6379 

TRANSPORTES 

México, D.F., a 

Sra. Fiona M. A lexander 
Administradora Asociada 
Oficina de Asuntos Internacionales 
Administración Nacional de Telecomunicaciones e Información 
Departamento de Comercio de los Estados Unidos de América 

Me refiero a la solicitud de comentarios Docket No. 110207099-1319-02 RIN 0660-XA23 
del Departamento de Comercio - Administración Nacional de Telecomunicaciones e 
Información relacionado con las funciones desempeñadas por la Autoridad para la 
Asignación de Números (IANA)_ 

Sobre el particu lar, adjunto al presente los comentarios de esta Dirección Genera l Adjunta, 
a efecto de que, de no existir inconveniente alguno, sea considerada en la consulta antes 
referida. 

Sín más por el momento, le envío un cordial saludo. 

\ --~yTAAHSPc# . 
rACIONEsEl 

:, ,:,'" - - - ""' t A ....'et'" 

Ccp- LIC , Andrés de la Cruz Vielma - Director General de Polltica de Telecomunicaciones y de Radiodifus ión, - Conocimiento, 
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ANNEX 


Response to the Department of Commerce - NationaJ Telecomffiunications and lnfonnation 
Administration [Docket No. 11 0207099-13 19-02) RIN 0660-XA23: The Internet Assigned 
N wnbers Authority (lANA) Function 

l. General View; 

We welcome the opportunity provided by the National TeJecommunications and lnformation 
Administratíon (NTIA) to continue participating in tbe deflllition process of the Draft Statement 
ofWork for the new lANA functions contract. 

We express our commitment to partlclpate in the activities fo r maintaining the security and 
stabili ty of tbe Internet. For that reason we appreciate the key new eJements provided by the 
NTJA to improve the transparency and accountability for fue contractor. incl usion the 
requirement to eJaborate a Contingency and Continuity of Operations Plan and the Customer 
Service Complaint Resolution Process. 

We believe that is necessary to have a Jong-term contractual arrangement for lANA in order to 
avoid possible interpretation that in an simple rnanner fue contractor could be changed. perhaps 
an a period oftive years be appropriate. 

11. Answers lo Q uestions 

Q1. l. Does {he language in "Provision C I. 3 " capture views on how the relevan! stakeholders 
as sources of /he polieies anJ procedures should be reJerenced in the nexf lANA funelions 
contraef. Ifnot, p lease propase specific language to capture commenfers ' view 

A l. The provision C.1.3 is cJear. however considering that the provision C. 1 .4 is complementary 
to capture views on how the relevant stakeholders should be referenced in the next lANA 
Functions contraet, we suggest a littJe addition as follow: 

C l.4 	 The Contractor, in {he pelformance ol its duties, has a need lo have clase 
constructive 'working relationships with all inferesfed cmd aJfecled parlies 
including lo ensure quality performance oJ!he lANA func/ions . The inleres/ed and 
{~[fecled parties inc!ude, bu/ are not Iimited lo. Ihe Internel Engineering Task 
Force (JETF) and lhe Internet A rchitecfure Board (lAB), regional regis/ries, 
counlry code top-level domain (ccTLD) operalors/managers. governmenlS, 
inlernaliol7al ami regional organiza/ions and (he Internel user comnmnily. 

Q2. 2. Does (he new . 'Provision el.2. 1. J " adequale/y address concerns Ihallhe lANA fimcfíons 
contracto,. should refrain ji'om deve/oping policies re/aled lo {he lANA fimcfions ? !f n%~~ pIe ase 
provide de taileJ comments and specific s/lggestionsfor improving (he language. 

A2. The provlslon C.2.2.1.1 addressed the concerns. nevertheless in sorne situations the 
participation of this staff could be necessary in order to provide more information or advise 
respect to the lANA functions, in this sense we suggest the fo llow wording: 
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C.2.2. 1.1 The Con/raCIal' shall ensure tlzal any Clnd all stafrdedicated fa execuling the 
lANA junclions rema in separate and removed (nol involved) .fi'om any policy 
deve lopment Ihal occurs relaled lo the pelformance ol {he lANA fzmclionsL 

however cOl/Id provide advice in ,he poliev deve/opmen' lI'hen ,he inleresleJ 
pa/'I iI required. 

Q3. Does (he langl.lage in "Provisions e2.2.1.2, e2.2.1.3. e2.2.1. -I, and C2.2.J.5" adequa/e/y 
address concerns Ihaf the lANA functions contrae/OtO should pel¡orm fhese services in a manner 
tha! bes! serves lhe relevanl slakeholders? /fnot. please propose defailed alternative language. 

A3. Ves, the provisions expressed adequatelv our concerns. 

Q-I. Does the language in "Pro vis ion C2.2.1.3" adequalely address concerns related fo rool 
zone managemen/? Ir no/, pIe ase suggesl derailed alterna/ive language. Are /he /imeframesfor 
implementa/ion reasonable? 

A4. Ves, the prov lslons expressed adequately our concerns and aJso we consider that thc 
tirneframes for implementation is reasonable. 

Q5. Does Ihe new . 'Provisiol1 e 2.2.1.3.2 Responsibil ity and Respec/ for Stakeholders" 
adequalely address concerns re/aled lo the 1'001 zone managemenl process in particular how Ihe 
lANA fu nctions con tractor should documen/ its decision making wifh respecllo relevant nafional 
laws oJ Ihe j ur¡sdíclion which fhe TLD regisfl:V serves, holl' Ihe TLD ref/ecls community 
consenslIS among relevanl slakeholders and/or is supporled by /he global public ¡n(ereSl. If nOI, 
please províde detailed suggestions j or capluring concerns. Are Ihe /imeframes for 
implementarían reasol1able? 

A5. The Provision C.2.2. 1.3.2 attend the major concerns, however we believe necessary to clarify 
that not all delegation req llests fo r new generic TLDS require consenslls Sllpport or supported by 
the global public in terest, also we consider importan t to refer the GAC panicipation in the publíc 
¡nterest aspects. Then we suggest the follow wording: 

e 2.2. 1.3. 2 	 Responsibility and Respecl for Slakeho/ders- The Contractor sIJall, in 
collaboralion with all relevant slakeholders for Ihis function. develop a 
processfor documenting fhe source of/he policies and procedures and how 
it has applied !he relevanl policies and procedures. sllch as RFC J591, lo 

process requests associa/ed ·wilh TLDs. /n addilion, (he ConO'aclor shall 
acl in accordance wilh Ihe relevan! na!ionallaws oJthe ¡urisdic/ion 'which 
Ihe TLD regisfry serves. For de!egafion requesls fol' new generic TLDS 
(gTLDs), lVhen [he relevan! srakeholders considered ¡ha! 's comenienf, Ihe 
Contracto!' shall include docurnenlatiol1 lo demonslrate how lhe proposed 
sll'ing has received consenslIS supporf /rom relevan! s/akeholders In (:ases 
where Ihis requiremenl could affecled Ihe entl is sllfJf3or{cd by ¡he glohGlI 
public inleresl, Ihe process require /he GAC advice. 

Q6. Does {he new "Seclion e3 Security Requirements " adequa{e!y address CO/1cerns Ihal lhe 
LANA f une/ions contractor has a secure commzmications sysfem for communicaling with service 
recipients? {f nOI, hOlV can (he language be improved? 1s Ihe limeFame for implementa/ion 
reasonable? 
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A6. Ves, lhe prOVlslOns expressed adequately ow" concems and also we consider that the 
timeframes for implementation is reasonable. 

Q7. Does the new "Provision C2.2.l.3.5 Cuslomer Service Cotnp laint Resolution Process" 
provide an adequa/e means ofaddressing cus/ome,. complaints? Does ¡he new language prol'ide 
adequale guidance lo (he lANA fimc/ions contraclor on how fo develop a clIsfomer complain/ 
reso/u/ion? ¡{not. please provide defailed commen/s and sugges/ionsfor improving /he language. 

A7. Yes, we believe tire new language provide adequate guidance to the lANA functions 
contractor, nevertheless, we consider necessary to establish some timeframe for implementation. 

Q8. Does Ihe new "Provision e 3. 6 Conlingency and Con/inuiry of Operaf ions Plan (CCOP) " 
adequately address concerns regarding conlingency planning and emergency recovely:' {{ not, 
please p rovide detailed commenls and suggestions for improving the language. Are Ihe 
limeframes fo r implemenlation reasonable? 

A8. Yeso the provls1ons expressed adequately OUT concerns and also we consider that tbe 
timeframes for implementation is reasonable. 

9. Does lhe new "See/ion C'¡ Performance Standard S Metric Requiremenls . . adequalely address 
concems regarding Iransparency in roo/ zone managemenl process. and pelformance slandards 
and metrics? Should the con tractor be required lo gather and reporl on statistics regarding 
global IPv6 and DNSSEC deploymenr? ~{ so , hOll! should fhis requiremenl be rejlecled in [he 
SOW? What s/alisties should be gathered and made public? 

A9. Yes, "Section C.4 Per[om1ance Standards Metric Requirements" adequately addresses 
concems regarding transparency in root zone management process, and performance standards 
and metrics. 

lO. Does rhe new "Sec/ion C.5 Audi! Requirements" adequa/ely address concerns regarding 
audils? fr not, p lease propose alternalive /anguage. Are {he timeframes for implementaríoll 
reasonable? 

A I0. Yes, the provlslons expressed adequate ly our concerns and also we consider that the 
timeframes for implementation is reasonable. 


