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Abst r act

The Agentic Intent Network (AIN) architecture defines a routing-based
coordi nation substrate for open, heterogeneous, Internet-scale nulti-
agent systens. This docunent describes applicability and depl oynent
scenarios for AN, targeting decision-makers in carrier networks,
enterprises, and network equi pnent vendors. It naps the technical
mechani sns defined in [AIN-ARCH to concrete operational contexts,
describes migration paths fromexisting infrastructure, and di scusses
the col d-start bootstrappi ng challenge i nherent to network-effect-
dependent systems. This document does not define new protocol

mechani snms; it is intended to informdepl oynent planning and expand
the AIN reader conmmunity beyond protocol engineers.

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 (I ETF). Note that other groups may also distribute

wor ki ng docunments as Internet-Drafts. The list of current Internet-
Drafts is at https://datatracker.ietf.org/drafts/current/.

Internet-Drafts are draft docunments valid for a maxi mum of six nonths
and nay be updated, replaced, or obsol eted by other docunents at any
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 3 Cctober 2026.

Copyri ght Notice

Copyright (c) 2026 | ETF Trust and the persons identified as the
docunent authors. Al rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

The AIN architecture, defined in [AINNARCH], is witten primarily for
protocol engineers and researchers. That text defines problem
drivers, architectural conponents, design invariants, and a research
agenda with the rigor required for interoperable inplenentations.

Depl oynent deci si ons, however, are often made by a different

audi ence: operators, CTO organizations, enterprise architects, and
product managers.

These stakehol ders usually ask a different first question. They do
not ask, "Wat is the exact on-wre encoding?" They ask, "Wy should
we do this now in our environnent, and what is the |owest-risk first
step?" This docunent answers that question. It maps mechani sms from
[AIN-ARCH] to concrete operational contexts and mgration paths that
begin fromcurrent infrastructure.

This style has precedent in | ETF/ I RTF I nformational publications.

[ RFC7454] and [RFC8799] translate protocol concepts into depl oynent
and operational guidance for decision-nakers. AIN benefits fromthe
same approach because adoption is shaped by migration cost, role

i ncentives, sequencing, and governance timng, not only by protoco
desi gn.

The scenarios therefore use narrative | anguage intentionally.
Deci sion makers evaluate trajectories, not just mechani snms. They
need to conpare before/after positions, identify where val ue appears

in Months 1-6, and understand where unresol ved research still exists.
This format nakes those trade-offs explicit w thout changing protoco
semant i cs.

Thi s docunent does not define new Al N packet fields, new capability
adverti senent semantics, or new nmanagenent objects. Normative
protocol behavior remains in the architecture docunent [ Al N- ARCH]
Nor mati ve | anguage here is used only for critical operationa
constraints where architecture conpliance matters directly; the rest
i s descriptive guidance for planning.

Four scenarios are included: carrier operator, enterprise, equipnent
vendor, and Al-native devel oper. Together they cover likely early
adopters and ecosystem enablers. Final sections address col d-start
bootstrapping and clarify conpatibility expectations with existing
standards, including explicit inter-donmain cautions.
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Term nol ogy and Docunent Conventi ons

Al AIN-specific terms, including Intent Router, Handler, Oiginator,
ICAD CAP, CRT, Agent Donmin, Mde A through Mbde E, and the
Foreman Pattern, are defined in [AIN-ARCH and are not redefined

her e.

The key words "MJST", "MJST NOT*, "REQU RED', "SHALL", "SHALL NOT",
"SHOULD', "SHOULD NOT", "RECOMMENDED', "NOT RECOMVENDED', "MAY", and
"OPTIONAL" in this docunent are to be interpreted as described in BCP
14 [ RFC2119] [ RFC8174] when, and only when, they appear in al
capitals, as shown here

Thi s docunent uses SHOULD where architecture conpliance is inportant.
O herwi se, it uses descriptive | anguage.

The following terns are defined for use in this docunent. They
descri be depl oynment roles, execution nodes, and coordination patterns
that are relevant to the scenarios presented here. They are

consi stent with the conponent nodel defined in [AIN-ARCH Section 5.5
and are introduced here to support deployment planning without
requiring additional conpani on docunents.

Routing and Infrastructure Qperator (RIOQ: An entity that operates
Intent Routers and Agent Dommin infrastructure, analogous to an
Internet Service Provider in |IP networking.

Intent-Aware Platform (1 AP): A platform operator that conbines RO
| evel infrastructure with val ue-added servi ces above the routing
substrate, such as capability narketplaces or nanaged Handl er
hosti ng.

Capability Provider (CP): An entity that operates one or nore |ntent
Handl ers and registers their capabilities via CAP into one or nore
Agent Donai ns.

Mode A Handler (Al-Native Handler): A Handler that natively
processes Intent Datagrans and inplenents AIN interfaces directly,
with no wapping | ayer between the AIN control plane and the
executing agent.

Mode C Handl er (Gateway Handler): A Handler that waps a | egacy or
non- AIN system translating Intent Datagrams to and from
proprietary interfaces. The wapped systemrequires no
nmodi fication; the Mode C adapter presents a single AlN-facing
interface regardl ess of internal conplexity.

Capabi lity Description Language (CDL): The vocabul ary and schena
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used to describe Handl er capabilities in CAP nessages and the I C
O D nanespace. CDL semantics determne how | GO D prefixes are
aggregated and how capability matching is perforned. CDL
specification is identified as a Phase 1 research problemin

[ ALN- ARCH] Section 7.1

Foreman Pattern: A deploynent pattern in which a single registered
Handl er (the "foreman") accepts intents on behalf of an interna
wor ker pool. Fromthe AIN routing perspective, the entire poo
appears as one CRT entry, preventing route-state growh
proportional to worker count. This pattern is especially usefu
when wor kers are nunerous, epheneral, or dynam cally scal ed.

3. Depl oynment Scenarios Overview

Scenario 1 nodels a carrier operator that already runs |large routing
infrastructure and seeks nonetizati on beyond comodity transport.
This scenario is included because carriers can start AIN at one PoP
with incremental operational risk.

Scenario 2 nodels an enterprise that is both O ginator and Handl er
provider. This scenario is included because internal integration
sinmplification can produce i medi ate val ue before any externa

peeri ng.

Scenario 3 nodel s a network equi pnent vendor. This scenario is
i ncl uded because depl oynent speed depends on software enabl ement of
exi sting hardware fleets.

Scenario 4 nodels an Al-native developer. This scenario is included

because many teans have application protocols but still lack scal able
di scovery and routing across domai ns.
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. . dom e mmemeeeemeaeeaaas +
| Scenario | Primary Role | AIN Entry Point |
o e e e e oo oo o e e e e oo oo T +
| Carrier Qperator | RO/ | AP | Single Agent Domain |
| | | at one PoP |
e e e +
| Enterprise | Originator + | I'nternal Intent |

| Handl er Provider | Router depl oynent |
o e e e e oo oo o e e e e oo oo T +
| Equi prent Vendor | Enabl er | Software nodul e on |

| | existing HW |
e e dememmemeeeeeaaaas +
| Al-Native Dev. | CP/ Originator | Handler registration |
| | | via CAP |
o e e e e oo oo o e e e e oo oo T +

Table 1: Scenari o Overview
4. Scenario 1: Carrier Network Operator
4.1. Current State and Pain Points

Consider a carrier with PoPs in multiple regions, a mature BGP full -
mesh underlay, and enterprise custoners requesting APl integration
services. Traffic grows while revenue per user declines.

The pain point is that customers increasingly want agent-to-agent

col l aboration, while the carrier can nonetize only bandwi dth. The
intent | ayer between enterprise systens remmins outside the carrier’s
servi ce nodel .

4.2. AN Entry Point

The operator upgrades edge routers at one PoP to support CAP as a
sof tware nodul e and depl oys the first Agent Donmain. AlIN does not
require new hardware categories; Intent Router forwarding and CAP
support are inplenented as software nodul es on existing router
platforns [AINNARCH . Enterprise Handlers then register to their
near est PoP.

4.3. Mgration Path

o a o o m m e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeee oo +
| Phase | Plan |
o e o m mm e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e mm e mmaa o s +
| Phase 1 | Single-domain pilot; static CRT; Mde C Gateway |
| (Months 1-6) | Execution for |egacy enterprise APls |
o a o o m e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeee e +
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| Phase 2 | OSPF-inspired intra-domain CAP propagati on; |
| (Months 6-18) | dynamic CRT; multiple PoPs connected |
o e o m mm e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e mm e mmaa o s +
| Phase 3 | I'nter-domain CAP exchange with peer carriers |
| (Mont hs | (BGP-inspired inter-domain protocol, subject to |
| 18-36) | ongoing research; see Section 7.2 of [AIN-ARCH]) |
. e +
| Phase 4 (36+ | Handl er capability marketplace portal; per-query |
| nonths) | billing anal ogous to DNS resol uti on combi ned |

| with CDN delivery |
. e N +

Table 2: Carrier Mgration Phases

| MPORTANT: Phase 3 is BGP-inspired in structure (capability prefix
aggregation, border policy filtering, and per-domain admnistrative
autonony) but is NOT a literal BGP wire-protocol extension. It
requires new protocol design currently under research. Operators
SHOULD NOT pl an Phase 3 based on [ RFC4271] wire conpatibility.

4.4. Before and After Conparison

O S S S +
| Di mension | Before AIN | After P1/P2 | After P3/P4 |
IR . I . +
| Revenue nodel | Bandwi dth | Managed | I'ntent routing |
| | only | domain fee | + marketplace |
o e e e e oo oo R S S +
| Enterprise value | Connectivity | Internal | Cross-donmain |
| proposition | only | discovery | capability |
| | | and routing | exchange

Fom e e e oo S o m e e e oo - oo o - +
| Techni cal | Famliar 1P | Added CAP | Inter-donmain |
| conplexity | operations | and CRT ops | policy and |
| | | | governance |
e . . . +
| Inter-carrier | Transit | Optional | Required for |
| coordination | peering | | ecosystem |
| | | | scale |
o e e e e oo oo R S S +

Table 3: Carrier Beforel/ After

5. Scenario 2: Enterprise (Dual Role as Oiginator and Handl er
Provi der)
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5.1. Current State and Pain Points

Consider a multinational manufacturer in five countries with SAP,
Sal esforce, ServiceNow, and proprietary MES systens. Each new
integration requires custom adapters and bil ateral naintenance.

A procurement Al assistant may need to trigger supply-chain

repl anning i n anot her business unit where APl docunentation is not
avail able. This reproduces the N(N-1)/2 integration pattern. At
N=20 systens, that is 190 pairw se integrations.

5.2. AN Entry Point

Depl oy a lightweight Intent Router on x86 servers runni ng CAP
software. Existing SAP and Sal esforce interfaces are wapped as Mde
C Handl ers using Execution Runtinme adapters. Internal Al assistants
becone Oigi nators.

Integration conplexity collapses from QCN*2) pairwise links to Q'N)
regi strations.

5.3. Mgration Path

Phase 1: Single Intent Router, internal network only. EXisting
systens wapped as Mbde C Handlers. Internal Al assistants as
Oiginators. | C OD nanespace governed by internal |IT policy.

Phase 2: Connect to carrier AN domain. Cross-BU collaboration.
I ntroduce Mode A Handlers for Al-native services. Adopt Foreman
Pattern for dynam c worker pools.

Phase 3: Selectively expose Handlers to external partners. Join AN
ecosystem as Capability Provider. Participate in inter-domain
routing.

5.4. Before and After Conparison

o m e e e oo - S S o e e e e oo oo +
| Metric | Before AIN | After Phasel | After Phase3 |
S R R o e e e e oo +
| I'ntegration | Q' N‘2) | QN inside | QN wth |
| conmplexity | customlinks | one donmain | governed exposure |
R o e e o - o e e o - o e e e oo +
| Discovery | Manual docs | Internal CRT | Cross-domain |
| overhead | and contacts | | ookup | lookup via policy |
S R R o e e e e oo +
| Cross-BU | Hurman relay | Programmatic | Routed with |
| latency | and tickets | resolution | external partners |
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. . . S RIS +
| Governance | Distributed | Central IT | Expanded trust |
| overhead | and opaque | namespace | and contracts |
| | | control | |
. . . S TRy +

Table 4: Enterprise Before/ After
6. Scenario 3: Network Equi pment Vendor
6.1. Current State and Pain Points
Consi der a mid-size vendor with routers deployed in nore than 200
carriers. BGP/OSPF business is stable but growh is slow Carriers

now ask about Al N readi ness.

The pain point is perceived hardware comoditization risk if AN
functionality is treated as software only.

6.2. Two Strategic Paths

o e m e e e e e oo oo m e e e e e e e e e e ao - +
| Path A (Defensive) | Path B (O fensive) |
o e e e e e e e e oo s o m e e e e e e e e e eee oo s +
| I'nmpl ement CAP support as | Package edge routers as "Al N |
| optional software nmodule | ready"” line and provide turnkey |
| | first Agent Domain depl oynent

o e m e e e e e oo oo m e e e e e e e e e e ao - +
| Al'l ow existing routers | Bundle hardware + software + |
| to join AN control | depl oynent services |
| plane I I
o e e e e e e oo o St +
| Do not proactively | Proactively market readi ness |
| market readiness | before standards freeze |
o m e e e aa oo s o mm e e e e e e eee oo s +
| Tineline: 6-12 nonths | Tineline: 12-18 nonths to first |
| software work | reference depl oynent |
o e e e e e e oo o St +
| Risk: Low, Cost: Low, | Risk: Higher, Cost: Higher; |
| Upside: preserves | Upside: ecosystem positioning |
| current position | before standards freeze |
o e e e e e e e e oo s o m e e e e e e e e e eee oo s +
| Downside: misses first- | Downside: |arger execution and

| nover position | market risk |
S o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e +

Table 5: Strategic Paths
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6. 3.

7.

7.

7.

7.3.

M gration Path

Regardl ess of path, Phase 1 is identical: inplenent Intent Router
forwardi ng and CAP support as software nodul es on exi sting hardware.
[ AIN-ARCH] confirms no new hardware category i s needed; |Intent Router
forwardi ng and CAP processing are software functions.

A vendor that conpletes Phase 1 can switch fromPath Ato Path B at
any tine.

Because [AIN-ARCH] Section 5.6 Invariant 1 separates forwarding from
execution, forwarding hardware retains differentiated value and the
comodity risk is lower than initially feared.

Scenario 4: Al-Native Application Devel oper
Current State and Pain Points

Teanms building with LangG aph or A2A often have good in-donmai n agent
col | aborati on but no shared di scovery nechani sm across organi zati ons.
They still negotiate bilateral APIs and maintain static endpoint
files.

A2A defines interaction format (anal ogous to HTTP) but not discovery
or routing. Endpoint know edge nust still be known in advance. At
scale this reproduces Q(N'2) coupling.

AN Entry Point

Exi sting agents regi ster as Handl ers via CAP and becone di scoverabl e
through ICAOD without requiring callers to know concrete endpoints.

A2A agent cards are candidate inputs to AIN CDL. MCP t ool
integrations can be wrapped as Mdde A Handl ers.

M gration Path

Step 1: Register existing agents as Handlers. Assign ICODs. No
change to core agent logic; add CAP registration and Intent Datagram
i ngestion adapter.

Step 2: Replace static endpoint config with Intent Router | ookup.
Oiginators emt Intent Datagrans; routing resolves Handl er |ocation
dynani cal | y.

Step 3: Use Foreman Pattern for dynam c worker pools. Worker
lifecycle events do not force CRT churn.
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Step 4: Enabl e cross-donmain di scovery when inter-donmain routing is
avai l abl e (Phase 3 prerequisite; see Section 4.3).

Key insight: AINis not a replacenent for A2A or MCP. A2A defines
handshake semantics; AIN provides discovery and routing so handshake
can happen without prior endpoint know edge.

8. The Cold-Start Probl em and Bootstrap Strategies
8.1. The Network Effect Dependency

AN val ue grows with network effects; nore Handl ers make routing
useful to nore Originators. First deployers therefore begin with a
thin ecosystem

This is not a design flaw. It is the sane bootstrap challenge faced
by routing infrastructures in their early phases, including the
commercial Internet.

8.2. Recommended Boot strap Sequence

1. Start closed. Deploy first within one enterprise or one PoP
Prove internal value before external connectivity. Stage 1 value
(Q(N*2) to ON) integration) is reachable with zero externa
parti ci pants.

2. Use Mdde C as the entry ranp. Mde C (Gateway Execution), as
defined in Section 2 of this docunment and consistent with the
Application Entities nodel in [AINARCH Section 5.5, lets |egacy
systens participate with nminiml code change. A full SAP
envi ronment can be exposed via a single Mbde C adapter without
changes to SAP itself.

3. Build internal proof before seeking peers. Collect 6-12 nonths
of latency, reliability, and integration-cost evidence before
ext ernal onboardi ng.

4. Seed the capability directory. Pre-populate 1CGAD classes for
internal capabilities before opening the domain externally.

8.3. Role of Mbdde C (Gateway Execution)
Mode Cis central to cold-start because it turns | egacy complexity

into routable capability while keeping rewites out of the critica
pat h.
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A Mode C Handl er presents one AIN-facing interface while it
orchestrates many | egacy internals. Fromrouting perspective, a
| arge SAP estate with many transacti on types can appear as one
regi stered Handl er under wel | -defined I C O Ds.

This is the Foreman Pattern at the integration boundary: worker
complexity stays local while routing-state growh remai ns controll ed.

Rel ati onship to Existing Standards and Protocols

Pr ot ocol Reuse and New Desi gn
Al N reuses protocol structures where semantics transfer exactly. It
i ntroduces new nechani sns where |C-AO D identifier semantics diverge

from topol ogi cal 1P addressing.

Qperators can use the conpatibility table below to plan tool-chain
investment and identify lowfriction reuse points.

Conpatibility Table
o e e e e e e oo R TS o e e e e oo +
| Existing Technol ogy | AI'N Usage | Reuse | Notes |
o oo s S o e e oo +
| OSPF Opaque LSA | Intra-domain | Structural| New |
| ([ RFC5250]) | CAP | anal ogy | convergence |
| | propagation | | theory |
| | | | required |
e oo s S o e e e oo +

BGP MP Ext ensi ons | Inter-domain |Structural| Not wre- |
| ([RFCA760]) | CAP exchange | anal ogy | compat.; New |
| | | | protocol |
o e e e e o e e - TS o e e e oo +
| NETCONF/ YANG | AN | Di rect | Managenent |
| ([ RFC6241]/[ RFC7950]) | nmnagenent | reuse | plane |
I | plane I I I
o o e e o - S o +
| SNVMP O D format | 1CGAD | Structural| Different |
| | structure | anal ogy | governance |
I I I | nodel I
e oo s S o e e e oo +
| DNS resolution | 1GAD | Structural| DA not in |
| | Registry | anal ogy | forwarding |
| | governance | | path |
o e e e e o e e - TS o e e e oo +
| A2A agent cards | CDL | Candi date | Under |
| ([ A2A2025]) | capability | reuse | eval uation |
I I I

description | |
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10.

11.

12.

T . I dememmememeeaaaas +
| MCP tool spec | Handl er | Candi date | Wappabl e as |
| ([ MCP2024]) | execution | wr apper | Mode A |
| | runtine | | Handl er |
O . Focmmnaaann +
| IPTTL / hop limt | Datagram hop | Exact | I'dentical |
| | count | reuse | semantics |
Tt S Fomm oo - o e e e e oo - +

Tabl e 6: Existing Technol ogy Conpatibility

Qperators with existing NETCONF/ YANG i nfrastructure can reuse it
directly for AN managenent-plane functions. This is likely the
| owest -cost integration point for experienced operators.

Security Considerations

Thi s docunent does not define new protocol nechani sns and therefore
i ntroduces no security considerations beyond those in [ Al N ARCH|

Depl oyment scenarios that use Mdde C (Gateway Execution) shoul d
account for access-control boundaries when | egacy systens are w apped
as AN Handl ers. Existing ACL and authentication controls on wapped
systens remain in effect and are not bypassed by AIN routing.

Operators should validate that exposing a | egacy capability through a
Mode C interface does not unintentionally broaden privilege scope.
Least-privil ege role mappi ngs, credential hygi ene, and auditable |ogs
shoul d be part of initial deploynent readi ness checks.

In multi-tenant depl oynents, operators should al so ensure that tenant
boundaries in | egacy back-end systenms are preserved at the Handl er
boundary, especially when one Mbde C gateway fronts nultiple interna
services. Adm ssion control, request attribution, and repl ay-

resi stant authentication are inportant conpani on controls for
production rollout. None of these controls are replaced by AN
routing; they remain | ocal obligations of the wapped execution

envi ronnent .

| ANA Consi der ati ons
Thi s docunent has no | ANA acti ons.

Nor mat i ve Ref erences
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