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Nam ng Rights in | ETF Protocols
Status of This Meno

This meno provides information for the Internet conmunity. |t does
not specify an Internet standard of any kind. Distribution of this
meno is unlimted.

Abstract

Thi s docunent proposes a new revenue source for the I ETF to support
standardi zation activities: protocol field namng rights, i.e., the
associ ati on of comercial brands with protocol fields. This nmenp
descri bes a process for assignment of rights and explores sonme of the
i ssues associated with the process. Individuals or organizations
that wish to purchase naning rights for one or nore protocol fields
are expected to follow this process.

1. Introduction

Nor mal engi neering practice involves assigning nanes to fields in
network protocols. These nanmes are generally carefully chosen to
reflect the function of the field, for exanple, the |Pv4 Destination
Address field.

As protocol designers engage in their work, many becone intensely

i nvolved with these protocol fields. Sone of the nost intense

di scussions within the | ETF have been over details about such fields.
In fact, it is an advantage to the continued viability of the |IETF
that dueling is outlawed in the countries in which it neets.

But the financial realities of funding the Internet engineering and
st andar di zati on processes may dictate that the | ETF nust consi der
whet her nanmes associated with such protocol fields represent an asset
capabl e of responsible nmonetization. This notion nay be offensive to
some protocol purists; however, we believe the exigencies of the
situati on nmake the proposal bel ow worthy of consideration

Fal k & Bradner I nf or mat i onal [ Page 1]



RFC 5241 Nam ng Ri ghts 1 April 2008

Thi s docunent describes a process and sonme issues associated with
managi ng the sal e of conmercial branding rights (or naming rights)
for | ETF protocol fields. The authors believe that this nobdest
proposal may serve as a source of revenue capabl e of supporting | ETF
standardi zation activities for years to cone.

Thi s proposal arose fromthe realization that the sports industry has
made energetic and successful use of naming rights, for stadiunms in
particular, e.g., the Staples Center in Los Angel es (basketball),

Qual comm Stadiumin San Diego (football), Mnute Maid Park in Houston
(basebal | ), and the Aaron’s "Lucky Dog" get-a-Iap-back (car racing).

The I nternet has enabled a new online econony that, even in the wake
of the burst bubble in early 2000, is generating astoundi ng growth

and new services. It is clear that many ol d- econony conpani es woul d
pl ace hi gh val ue on being associated with the new online econony and
would be willing to pay for the privilege. |Internet protocols are

used around the world in nyriad operating systens and devices. To be
part of the Internet protocols is to be part of the engine that is
revol utioni zi ng how cormerce is done. Many protocol fields are

di spl ayed in popul ar user applications either as key aspects of the
@J or in error or diagnostic nmessages. By requiring the use of the
branded protocol field, the |ETF is in a position to put client
conpany brands in front of not only the thousands of software

devel opers who build with these protocols but also the hundreds of
mllions of users who benefit fromthem Finally, those who |icense

and brand a protocol field will be able to use that field in their
other marketing and claim truthfully, that they are "in the
net wor k" .

This proposal includes creating a prinmary name val ue for each
protocol field in the ANA registry and setting up a process whereby
an organi zation or an individual can license the right to record a
nane of their choice in that field.

Thi s docunent nmekes the case for the need for additional revenue for
the | ETF (Section 2), followed by an introduction of the concept of
branding in I ETF protocols (Section 3). Several rules and
constraints necessary to make such a revenue stream practical are

t hen explored (Sections 4-14). Finally, this nmeno concludes with an
initial assessnent of the changes required by the | ANA and RFC Editor
to support such a service (Sections 15-17).

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT", "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",

"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMVENDED', "MAY", and "OPTIONAL" in this
docunent are to be interpreted as described in [ RFC2119].
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2.

3.

3.

3.

Revenue Needs

Running the I ETF is not inexpensive. It was reported at the 71st

| ETF neeting in Philadel phia, PA, USA that the 2008 budget [ BUDGET]
for the | ETF had surpassed US$4.5 M up from $4.1 Min 2007. About
US$3 M of revenue in this budget flows directly fromI|ETF activities,
i ncludi ng neeting fees and sponsorships, and the remainder flows from
the Internet Society (1SOC). Over the last few years the | ETF has
had to raise neeting fees repeatedly in order to keep this budget

bal ance reasonabl e.

Rai sing an additional US$1 Mfromthe rental of nam ng rights could
significantly change the budget dynanmics. Perhaps neeting fees could
be reduced for all attendees or special subsidies could be provided
to needy students, researchers, or job seekers. Oher options for
the use of the increased revenue could be sizing the break cookies

| arge enough to feed a fanily of geeks for a week rather than the
nmere day and a half as was the case at the 71st | ETF, or renting out
a bar for the working group chairs social rather than having to put
up with the rowdy |l ocals. There are nany other equally deserving
ways that the | ETF coul d spend the resources generated by this
proposal. It should be noted that any such benefits may have to be
del ayed for a few years to pay for the startup costs noted bel ow

How Are Branded Protocol Fields Used?
1. Wthin the | ETF

When a protocol field nane is licensed fromthe IETF, all future IETF
activities, and docunentation for products claimng to conformto

| ETF standards, MJST use the conpl ete branded name. The output from
protocol inplenentations, and associ ated docunentation, MJST be

consi dered non-conformant if the conplete branded nane is not used.

2. Externally

The official |IETF name for a purchased field is the conplete branded
nane. Thus, all externally generated docunentation that references
t he protocol nust be considered inconplete unless it used the

conpl ete branded name where one exists. The |ETF leaves it to the
licensee to enforce the use of conplete branded nanes in non-IETF
docunent s.
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4.

1.

Names Must Be in Good Taste

The conbi nati on of brand names and protocol field nanmes nust avoid
uses that nay be considered of fensive by sonme part of the Internet
communi ty. Nane purchases shall be reviewed for taste. Prospective
purchasers nust prepare a proposal for how the branded protocol nane
will be used in advertising or other nmedia. (Note that a well-

devel oped taste-revi ew process nay prove useful for other |ETF
activities, for exanple, |IETF working group nanes, T-shirts, and host
presentations.)

Wthin the limts of taste, the branded protocol field my be used
for any purpose.

When Nanes Change

As has been discovered in other areas where naming rights are sold or
| eased, conmercial realities and devel opnents nean that a brand name
can suddenly go out of favor or even cease to denote an existing
entity. In addition, branding is leased (i.e., sold to be used over
alimted tine) and the branding for a particular field nay change
when the lease is up. Thus, there nust be a nechani smto change
brandi ng when needed. See the | ANA Consi derations, RFC Editor

Consi derations, and Tools Considerations sections for nore

i nformati on.

Exanpl e Nanes

The nost effective nanmes are those that pair the semantics of a field
with a characteristic desirable to a sponsor. The follow ng exanples
of good and bad pairings illustrate how an appropriate pairing can be
appeal i ng.

Accept abl e Taste-Wse

IP: Garmin GPS Destination Address

IP:. Wiite & Day Mortuary Tinme-to-live
TCP: Princess Cruise Lines Port Number
ARP: Springfield Preschool Tinmeout

BGP: Sharpie Marker field

TFRC. Travel er’s | nsurance Loss Period
SCTP: Hershey’s Chunk {type]|flags|I ength}
SMIP: eHar nony HELO
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6. 2.

6. 3.

Fal

Prot ocol nanes appear within the fields of other protocols;
therefore, the protocols thensel ves may be candi dates for branding:

BEEP: AAA BEEP
SOAP: Downey SOAP
PPP: Fl oMax PPP

There is no requirenment for branding to be linited to conpany nanes
or other tradenarked terns. For exanple, a publisher could decide to
honor one of their authors:

The Thomas Wl fe Source Address Field
In Bad Taste

SI P: Seagrans Vodka SIP Event
SIP: Calvin Klein Event Package
I P: Viagra Total Length

Conf usi ng Nanes

Pl aces where the brand could interfere with the understanding of the
prot ocol are prohibited:

SMIP: US Postal Service Mail command
| Pv6: ITU-T Protocol field
| KE: RSA Vendor |ID

Val i d Nanes

In order to be printed in the ASCII-only Real -RFC (described in
Section 16) all brands nust include an ASCII form The ASCI| name
MUST conformto the requirements in RFC 2223 [RFC2233]. The brand
MAY optionally include a UTF-8 version for use in non-ASClI
representations. See RFC 3629 [ RFC3629].

Who Can Buy Naming Ri ghts?

Any organi zation or individual can purchase the right to brand a
protocol field. The IETF will not undertake to ensure that the
purchasi ng organi zation has the right to use the nane they choose to
use. All purchasing organizati ons MJST i ndemmify the | ETF agai nst
any challenges to the authority of the purchasing organi zation to use
t he nane.
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8.

10.

11.

Scope of Naming Applicability

Because the application of |IETF protocols is not controlled in a way
that corresponds to legal jurisdictions, it is difficult to restrict
nam ng rights to include just those places where a particul ar
tradenmark may be registered. The process described in this neno does
not include the use of geographic or geopolitical boundaries on the
use of branded fields. The design teamis working on a proposal to
overconme this issue. |If the design teamis successful, the sane
proposal should find application in a nunber of areas of

i nt ernational diplonacy.

Who Can Sell Nam ng R ghts?

The | ETF SHALL retain the sole right to permt branded protocol nanes
to be used within | ETF protocols. The |IETF MAY sell rights for
external use of branded protocol nanes if the protocols have been
devel oped within the | ETF process and if the protocol field has not

al ready been branded by soneone el se using the sanme process.

Pricing
Mul tiple pricing strategies for the naming rights to protocol fields
will likely be used over tinme. The primary objective of pricing is
to enabl e the greatest possible revenue for the IETF. Initially,
prices will be set by negotiation between the party wishing to

purchase the naming right and the Internet Auction Board (I AB)
representative. However, we strongly suggest nigrating to an all pay
auction (also known as a Tullock auction) for finding the optinal
price when there are nultiple bidders [ KOVENOCK]. Alternatively,
open-outcry auctions [EKLOR], perhaps with a secret reserve price,
could be held at | ETF neetings using a BoF session, pernmitting taste
review and brand assignnent (sale) to be conducted concurrently and
with open participation. See [MLGROV for information on various
auction styles.

Time of Ownership

The design team could not cone to consensus on a default termof a

| ease of the authority to name a protocol field. It was split
between a termthat would best represent the half-life of an Internet
startup (1 or 2 years) and a termthat woul d best represent the
half-1ife of a product offered by a nature Internet conpany (8 to 10
years). The idea of terns any |onger than 10 years, for exanple,

| eases that would terninate when a protocol advanced on the standards
track (i.e., roughly infinite), was di scussed but generally discarded
because so few conpani es survive in any recogni zable formfor that
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12.

13.

14.

15.

length of tine in the Internet space. |In the end, the design team
concl uded that the | ease term should be part of the negotiation
between the | ETF and t he purchasi ng organi zati on.

How Are Nam ng Ri ghts Purchased?

The right to nane a protocol field is purchased using the foll ow ng
process: licensees conplete an application where they identify the
protocol field they wish to use and the particular RFC in which it
appears (Internet-Draft tags are available for short termlease). At
that tine, they identify their brand and present their proposal for
external use and length of ownership. The next step is a taste
review foll owed by an auction or | AB negotiation. The purchase
concludes with the | ANA updating their protocol field name mapping
dat abase.

Di spute Resol utions

Al'l disputes arising fromthis process MIST be resol ved using the

| CANN Uni f or m Domai n- Narme Di sput e- Resol ution Policy [UDRP]. Wile
the protocol fields are not domai n nanmes, branding them presents the
same types of issues and we feel that it’'s better to make use of an
exi sting process rather than to invent a new one.

Fut ure Expansi ons

If this proposal proves successful, it can be easily expanded to
i ncl ude other protocol features such as options and paraneters. For
exanpl e:

| Pv6: The Hernman Mel ville Junbogram option
| ANA Consi der ati ons

Upon the adoption of this proposal the | ANA SHALL set up a protocol
field-to-brand-nanme database (the "IETF Protocol Branding Catal og")
that includes all protocol fields in | ETF-devel oped or -nuaintained
protocols. This database can be bootstrapped fromthe existing
protocol registries database [ PROTREG, but this list will have to be
augmented to include all fields in all | ETF protocols, even the ones
in which no | ANA assignnents are nade.

The two brand nanme fields associated with each protocol field (the
ASCI| field and the optional UTF-8 field) are initialized as NULL.
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16.

Whenever the | ETF | eases a protocol field, the | ANA SHALL enter the
brand nane(s) into the brand-naned fields associated with the
protocol field and SHALL set the |ease ternination date to the proper
val ue.

In addition, the I ANA SHALL regularly scan the database to | ook for

| eases terminating within the next 30 days and informthe | ETF of any
such | eases so that the | AB can approach the | easehol der to sign up
for an additional term The | ANA SHALL renove any brand nanes from

t heir database when the | ease expires.

RFC Editor Consi derations
Upon the adoption of this proposal the RFC Editor SHALL create XM
versions of all IETF RFCs. The XM. nust be such that a perfect copy
of the original RFC can be produced using a tool such as xm 2rfc
[ XML2RFC]. The XM versions of RFCs nust identify all individua
protocol fields using an XM protocol field elenment of the form
<pfield name="1Pv4 Destination Address"/>
(Doing this for all existing RFCs may invol ve sone work.)

As the XML RFCs are conpleted, the RFC Editor SHALL then create an
ASCI | version of the RFC fromthe XM file using the nam ng

convention of "Real _RFCxxxx.txt". During the translation, each
protocol field is |ooked up in the I ANA protocol field-to-brand nane
dat abase. If there is an ASCI|I brand name associated with the

protocol field, the word "the" and the brand name are prepended to
the I ETF nane for the field (unl ess the nanme appears in ASCI| art
where changing the length of the nane would distort the art). For
exanmple, if the protocol field is "Destination Address" and the brand
nane in the | ANA database is "Garmn GPS', the string "the Garnmin GPS
Destinati on Address” would be used in the Real _RFC. Changing the

| engt hs of such nanes may require adjusting the other details of the
docunent such as page nunbering in the Table of Contents. The
software to do some of the formatting mght be a bit tricky.

The RFC Editor may optionally produce other non-normative versions of
Real RFCs. For exanple, a non-normative Portabl e Docunment Format
(PDF) version may be created in addition to the ASCI1 Real _RFC
version. The RFC Editor may use the UTF-8 brand, if present, in such
al ternate versions.

The Real _RFC SHALL be used for all normal purposes within the |IETF
and el sewhere with the original version being reserved as an archiva
ref erence.
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17.

18.

19.

The RFC Editor SHALL rebuild all the Real RFCs on a regular basis to
create up-to-date Real RFCs that reflect the current status of the
protocol field |icenses.

The RFC Editor SHALL provide a list of un-leased field names to the
| ANA for inclusion in the I ETF Protocol Branding Catal og.

Tool Buil der Consi derations

Upon the adoption of this proposal, the maintainer of the official
xm 2rfc tool SHALL update the tool to support the protocol field

el enent and to consult the | ANA database when being used to produce
Real RFCs (or Real IDs). Upon the adoption of this proposal,
docunent authors will be required to transmt the raw XML i nput file
for the xm 2rfc tool to the RFC Editor when the docunent is approved
for publication.

Security Considerations

The fact that the ETF will not undertake to ensure that the
purchasi ng organi zation has the right to use the nane they choose to
use can lead to mischief. For exanple, a Mcrosoft conpetitor could
purchase the right to nanme the | Pv4 Header Security Flag [ RFC3514]
"the Mcrosoft Evil bit".

Concl usi on

The di scussi on above has introduced the concept of branding | ETF
protocols and the associated inplications. Clearly there are non-
trivial costs to starting up and nmintaining such a revenue stream
However, advertising has a | ong and distinguished history of
supporting val uable community services such as free broadcast

tel evision and Googl e.

As branded protocols becone established, new protocols will be

devel oped wi th names conducive to branding. In fact, |icensees may
initiate new | ETF work just to see an appropriate field established.
So, besides the economc benefits to the IETF, this initiative may in
fact help ensure the | ETF is never without work and, thus, self-
sustai ni ng and sel f - per petuati ng.
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Ful I Copyright Statenent
Copyright (C) The I ETF Trust (2008).

This docunent is subject to the rights, licenses and restrictions
contained in BCP 78, and except as set forth therein, the authors
retain all their rights.

Thi s docunent and the information contained herein are provided on an
"AS | S" basis and THE CONTRI BUTOR, THE ORGANI ZATI ON HE/ SHE REPRESENTS
OR IS SPONSORED BY (IF ANY), THE I NTERNET SOCI ETY, THE | ETF TRUST AND
THE | NTERNET ENG NEERI NG TASK FORCE DI SCLAI M ALL WARRANTI ES, EXPRESS
OR | MPLI ED, | NCLUDI NG BUT NOT LI M TED TO ANY WARRANTY THAT THE USE OF
THE | NFORMATI ON HEREI N W LL NOT | NFRI NGE ANY RI GHTS OR ANY | MPLI ED
WARRANTI ES OF MERCHANTABI LI TY OR FI TNESS FOR A PARTI CULAR PURPCSE.

Intell ectual Property

The | ETF takes no position regarding the validity or scope of any
Intell ectual Property Rights or other rights that m ght be clained to
pertain to the inplenentation or use of the technol ogy described in
this docunent or the extent to which any |icense under such rights

m ght or might not be available; nor does it represent that it has
made any independent effort to identify any such rights. |Information
on the procedures with respect to rights in RFC docunents can be
found in BCP 78 and BCP 79.

Copi es of IPR disclosures nmade to the | ETF Secretariat and any
assurances of licenses to be nmade available, or the result of an
attenpt nmade to obtain a general |icense or permission for the use of
such proprietary rights by inplenmenters or users of this

speci fication can be obtained fromthe | ETF on-line |IPR repository at
http://ww.ietf.org/ipr.

The IETF invites any interested party to bring to its attention any
copyrights, patents or patent applications, or other proprietary
rights that nmay cover technol ogy that nay be required to inplenment
this standard. Please address the information to the |IETF at
ietf-ipr@etf.org.
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