Informational: The Current Issues in IPv6 Policy
1.Background

The current IPv6 policy was implemented in July 2002 as the common policy throughout the world.
“IPv6 Address Allocation and Assignment Policy”
http://www.apnic.net/docs/policy/ipv6-address-policy.html
Since then, the policy review has been discussed in the global, as well as the Japanese community. JPNIC has summarized these issues based on discussions in the global IPv6 ML, LIR meeting, JPOPM (JPNIC Open Policy meeting), and a questionnaire to LIRs in Japan. We have also submitted a list of the issues to the editorial team to manage and keep an eye on the issues.

This presentation seeks to have discussions on the issues introduced, but does not aim to reach a consensus about a particular issue.
2.Types of Issues

We have categorized the issues as follows:

1. Allocation Criteria

2. Other Resource Services Related Criteria

3. Special Cases

4. Wording Problem

2-1.Allocation Criteria

Regarding the allocation criteria for both initial and subsequent allocations, one is able to observe two types of issues:

· Some are skeptical about the figures specified in the criteria, e.g., whether “200”*/48s in “2” years is an appropriate figure for the initial allocation criteria, “0.8” is an appropriate HD ratio value for the subsequent allocation, etc.

· Others raise a question about the criteria itself, e.g, if evaluation based on the number of /48s is appropriate, if allocations restricted to LIRs is fair, if it is appropriate to calculate utilization based on HD Ratio, etc.

It is difficult to address either type of issues unless more specific information is provided. Currently, no specific examples are given regarding the first type, i.e., those regarding the figures set in the criteria. For the second type, there are substantially specific information regarding the initial allocation, but not for the subsequent allocation. We will therefore focus on the issue regarding the initial allocation. 

Regarding the initial allocation criteria, there are comments suggesting a specific alternative criterion, as well as those pointing out the psychological barrier against potential requestors. The latter may be implying a change in the current criteria as well, but no alternative criteria are proposed so far. We will first look into the psychological barrier against potential requestors.

According to my understanding, the initial allocation criteria intends to allow allocations to most LIRs that plan to transfer their existing IPv4 networks into IPv6. However, some people point out that the initial allocation criteria are creating a psychological barrier against potential requestors who should be eligible to receive allocations based on the original intention.

The following are some examples: 

· Some mobile phone, CATV, ADSL service providers believe they do not qualify an allocation, as their services do not require customer assignments. Regardless of the size, it is difficult for such ISPs to meet 200*/48 criteria.

· Some fear for penalties if they do not reach the 200 assignments for unexpected reasons

This is largely due to misunderstanding of the original intention of the policy and interpreting the policy too rigidly. The psychological barrier can therefore be addressed by explaining its intention and providing more practical information for requestors. For example, by supplementing the intention of the policy, providing examples of the scale of networks that qualify an allocation, describing special cases such as CATV, ADSL networks, etc. Since it will be too cumbersome to put them all in the policy, JPNIC proposes to develop the guidelines document to put this information into writing. Please refer to a separate proposal “Developing an IPv6 Policy Guidelines Document” for the details.

There are also people who go one step further and propose alternative criterion, based on the number of customers in IPv4 for CATV/xDSL services, in order to accommodate allocations for such ISPs. Assuming that most LIRs in IPv4 should be eligible to receive an IPv6 allocation, the number of customers in IPv4 service can be a guideline in judging the scale of such networks. It was argued that if a provider has the equal number of customers as the minimum allocation size in IPv4 (4,096), and plans to provide IPv6 service for those customers, it should be able to receive an allocation.

I believe that the psychological barrier can be largely addressed by developing a guidelines document, but a review of the criteria may be necessary as a long-term solution. Further discussions are necessary before undertaking the review.

2-2.Other Resource Services Related Criteria

For resource services outside allocations, there are also issues regarding second opinion requests and reverse DNS delegations as follows:

2-2-1.Second Opinion Request

The documentation required for the second opinion request is not clear

2-2.2.Reverse DNS

The reverse DNS delegation should not be compulsory, as it would put too much workload on ISPs to configure servers for PCs with global address 

Clarifying the documentation for the second opinion request would certainly be necessary in the future, but there are no urgent needs at the moment. Reverse DNS issue can also wait until the needs get substantial.

2-3.Special Cases

There are also special cases, which are not common enough to change the general criteria but certainly needs to be recognized. Portable assignments, allocations to transit providers, and address for closed networks are such cases.

2-3-1.Portable Assignments

The current IPv6 policy does not accommodate portable assignments except for critical infrastructure networks. However, needs for such assignments are claimed for the multi-homed networks and large-scale multinational enterprises.

There are requests to accommodate portable assignments in IPv6 policy for multi-homed networks that do not meet the allocation criteria, just like in IPv4. The needs for multi-homing come from technical reasons as well as those for business. For example, business-critical networks such as online game, banking, etc, have strong needs to be multi-homed as a risk-hedge. There was also a suggestion that networks holding ASNs should be eligible to receive portable assignments.

Another needs for portable assignments are for large multinational enterprises that have several branches across different geographical regions. Each branch has its own system administrator, but their routing policy is aggregated in one. Under the current policy, enterprises that meet 200*/48 criteria are excluded from networks subject to allocations as they are not LIRs. It may be appropriate to review the allocation criteria rather than accommodating portable assignments for this case

In considering the needs for portable assignments, one must also consider the impact to the global routing table by allowing such assignments. We need further discussions on their requirements as well as the impacts of implementation. 

2-3-2.Special allocations for transit providers

Transit providers have ISP as their customer. Since major ISPs receive their own allocations, it is extremely difficult for transit providers to meet 200*/48s criteria. Furthermore, they are unable to receive an assignment from LIRs either, as transit providers are the upstream in terms of routing, 

At least in Japan, there are no providers that only provide the transit service to ISPs, and there are no strong needs for the special allocation so far. Need further discussion on the requirements.

2-3-3.Address for closed networks

There are networks, which plan to be connected to the global Internet in the future, but are currently unconnected. There are a few cases in Japan where an organization would like to first test the environment within a closed network before making a decision to establish a global connection. An assignment of global addresses is desirable to avoid renumbering, but it is ambiguous if this is acceptable for networks that have no fixed plan of the global connection.

Another needs are for a globally unique address to accommodate intra-networks, where each networks are managed by different entities. Regardless of the connection, globally unique addresses are required to avoid duplicates within such networks. There is a particular network in Japan that applies to such a case.

Further discussions are necessary for both cases. 

Wording Problem

Some people point out that unlike IPv4 policy, there is no description on the address transfers nor address returns. Unless it was intentional, it may be helpful to put the policies into writing.

Timeframe and Priority of the Issues
Some issues need a high priority and others don’t. Some issues need further discussion or collect more cases and others don’t. To help consider future actions, I have categorized them into a list. This was also submitted to the editorial team fro the issue management. Please refer to the excel sheet “The list of IPv6 Policy Issues”.

Summary

· The issues with substantially specific cases are those regarding the initial allocation, portable assignments, and address for closed networks. Other issues are not specific enough for further discussions.

· The following issues have specific needs but further discussions before implementation:

(Portable assignments, allocations for transit providers, review of the initial allocation criteria, and address for closed networks

· The following issues can wait to be addressed until specific problem comes up

(Review of subsequent allocation criteria, review of figures in allocation criteria, documentation for second opinion, reverse DNS delegations

· Wording problem can be discussed by the editorial team

· Welcome comments in IPv6 ML.
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