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Comments supplied by ICB:

Company Name:  ICB Inc.

            [  ]        vote to approve the document.

            [  ]        vote to approve the document with comments:

            [ X ]      vote not to approve the document. 

Frost & Sullivan estimates that 90% of Americans use toll-free numbers.

The U.S. toll-free services market generated $17.28 billion in revenues

in 2000.  The growth rate from 1999 to 2000 was 11.6 percent, which

shows strong customer demand for that period.  

Consumers' reliance on personal toll free numbers is growing. The

business segment generates an estimated 95 percent of the revenues

within the toll-free service market.  Business sales have increased by

$1.7 billion as compared to 1999.

This is NOT a "unified" document, as it is recommending that U.S.

industry entrench an ENUM based on the elements detailed in the table of

contents below - architecture, policies, registry and registrar

protocols, security, authorization, verification and authentication

elements - all ignoring the U.S. Toll Free Market Marketplace:  the 90%

of Americans and 95% business segment discussed above.  

Toll Free is not outside the scope of this document.  The questions that

need to be asked simply have not been asked and answered yet for

inclusion in the document.

In addition, the very degree to which Toll Free Numbers are woven into

the U.S. marketplace fabric:

-- 90% of Americans and 95% business segment

.. demands that service integrity be an integral part of this document,

something ENUM Forum has steadfastly refused to do.

ICB votes No.
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Comments supplied by Long Distance Partnership:

Company Name: Long Distance Partnership

[ ]vote to approve the document. 

[ ]vote to approve the document with comments: 

[x]vote not to approve the document. Comments and suggested

modifications, if any, to the document that, if adopted by the

Task Group, will result in the ballot being changed to an

approval: 

Toll free isn't included in the document, and therefore isn't

included the way it should be in order to protect our interests.

[ ]vote to abstain. 

Comments supplied by AT&T:

Company Name: AT&T
> [  ]
vote to approve the document.

> [ X ]
vote to approve the document with comments:

> In general, Annex A needs to be rewritten for clarity. In addition specific editorial comments are attached. 

[Attachment:]

Comments on ENUM FORUM Working Document 6000_0_9

1. p. 8 Section 3.1.1: Close up first line. Also is this citation of the ITU Recommendation draft up to date?

2. p. 9 Section 3.1.2 last line of 4th paragraph: Change “those internet drafts” to “the protocol.” Also, IETF section does not mention DNSsec. Is that OK?

3. p. 11 Section 4.1: In the last line of the first paragraph below the Figure the reference should be to Section 10 rather than Section 12.

4. p. 12 Section 4.1: I believe we had agreement to drop this paragraph.

5. p. 14 Section 4.2.2:  In the 6th line from the end of the paragraph delete either “constitute” or “establish.”

6. p. 14 Section 4.2.3.1: Delete “do” from before “accomplish” on the second line.

7. p. 15 Section 4.3.3.2: In the third paragraph, second sentence “recommended … will be employed” should either be “recommended … employed” or simply delete “recommended.” As the whole document is a recommendation, I prefer the latter as it follows the usage in other sections where use of EPP is assumed.

8. p. 15 Section 4.2.3.3: Delete the additional period at the end of the last sentence.

9. p. 16 Section 4.2.4:  The first paragraph should refer to Figure 2 rather than Figure 1.

10. p. 20 Section 5.4: The last sentence refers to a part of  Annex C that I don’t believe exists.

11. p. 21 Section 5.5. In the last line of the second paragraph, change “WHOIS” to “ContactInfo.”

12. p. 21 Section 5.5 next to last paragraph: Who are the other potential contracting entities that might get bulk downloads? Why make things easy for the spam artists?

13. p. 24 Section 5.8: The availability spec in the last line belongs in Section 8.2.2.

14. p. 27 Section 6.5 bullet 1: Why does WWW belong here? 

15. p. 38 Section 9.1: Delete the sentence fragment, “In recognition that service providers cannot realistically prevent such abuse” or complete it.

16. p. 42 Section 9.7: In the first bullet change “procuring” to “contracting” for consistency.

17.  p. 42 Section 10.1: The reference in the third paragraph to Section 0 should be to 10.5.

18.  p. 44 Section 10.3: Change the first sentence to read, “This section lists …. requirements for the entities involved in provisioning ENUM.”

19. p. 46 Section 10.4.1.2: delete “ENUM domain name” from dashed item one of sub item (2) under the first bullet of step 1. Registrants should provide TNs, not domain names to reduce the potential for error.

20.  p. 47 Section 10.4.1.2 Step 8: Change the last bullet reference to step 10 to be to step 9.

21. p. 47 Section 10.4.1.2 Step 10: In the first sentence change “checks by the ENUM Registrar” to “checks of the ENUM Registrar” since it is the Registrar that is being validated in this step. Also change the reference in the first bullet to be to Section 14.

22. p. 51 Section 10.4.2.2 step (4a): change reference to be to Section 14 rather than Section 15.

23. p. 51 Section 10.4.2.2 step (7): Delete “if required” from the last bullet to be consistent with the Thick Registry assumption.

24. p. 51 Section 10.4.2.2 Step 8: In the first sentence change “checks by the ENUM Registrar” to “checks of the ENUM Registrar” since it is the Registrar that is being validated in this step. Also change the reference in the (a) to be to Section 14.

25.  p. 56 Section 10.4.6.2 Step 4: In the first sentence change “checks by the ENUM Registrar” to “checks of the ENUM Registrar” since it is the Registrar that is being validated in this step.

26. p. 58 Figure 7: “Registrar” is clipped from the 5th box down in the stack and “timeout” is dropped from the “Positive or” branch label off of the 6th box.

27. p. 60 Section 10.4.7.2 Step 4a bullet 1: change “modified” to “modify”. In the paragraph following step (4b)  change “indicate” to “the Registrar indicates,” and  “send” to “the Registrar sends.”

28. p. 64 Section 10.4.8.2 Step 3:  In the paragraph following the second bullet list change “indicate” to “the Registrar indicates” and  change “send” to “the Registrar sends.”

29. p. 65  Step 6 likewise in the paragraph following the second bullet list. Also, in the following paragraph change “It may inform” to “The Registrar may inform.”

30. p. 67 Section 10.4.9.2, step 1 solid bullet 1: Indent the four items under the first open bullet (Contact information through State of …). Likewise indent the 7 items following the bullet “All or certain items associated with the ENUM Registrar’s…”

31. p. 70 Section 10.4.10.2 step (2): Insert “as” between “assignment” and “defined.”

32. p. 73 Section 10.4.11.2 step (7): Registrant notification of ASPs should not be contingent on  whether their Tier 2 access is authorized. The Registrant should always notify ASPs if the registration is terminated.

33. p. 77 Section 10.4.12.2. Notification of the Registrar should be in Step 1 or Step 2 but not both. The last sentence of Step 3 is not relevant to termination and should be removed.

34. p. 79 Section 10.4.15.2.1: in the first paragraph  insert “ notified of the” before “T1 and T2.”

35. p. 81 Section 10.4.15.2.2, next to last paragraph. Change “five minutes” to “24 hours.” Per James Yu request.

36.  p. 86 Section 10.4.15.5: Should be “Tier 1 Registry will notify  the Tier 2 Provider…”. Also, should be consistent with 10.4.15.4 re who notifies Tier 2.

37. p. 88 Section 10.5.1. Delete footnote 15 for consistency with Section 9; contact information will NOT be generally available.

38. p. 90 Section 10.5.2. Reword the first sentence to make it clear that EPP will be used so the following data structures will be needed.

39. p. 91 Section 10.6 Latest date for [4] is August 22, 2002 and version is 01. Latest date for [5] is June 24, 2002 version 05.

40. p. 94 Section 11.6.2: Should read “An accreditation process, to be developed will deal with issues such as, but not limited to, security and performance.

41. p. 95 Section 11.11: Delete this section as redundant with 11.6.2.

42. p. 101 Section 12.6.3.1 Bullets 3 and 6 overlap and should be consolidated as “Billing method (purchase order # or credit card #).” In the last bullet move “person” in front of “authorized.” Both comments also apply to Section 12.6.4.1.

43. p. 102 Section 12.6.4.2: Add bullet 5 of Section 12.6.2.2 to A&A methods.

44. p. 105 Section 13.4.2 remove underlining.

45. p. 112 Section 16.1 NAPTR – Naming Authority Pointer Records

46. p. 114 Section 17 re “Available”, reference should be to section 8.2.2

47. p. 114 Section 17 re “CNNP Test” refer to 8.2.4

48. p. 114 Section 17, “ENUM Registrar” delete “and/or ENUM Tier 2 Provider”. There is not necessarily a contract or an “or” relationship between Tier 2 and the Registrar.

49. p. 115 Section 17. “ENUM Tier 1 Registry” Change to read “An entity responsible…” Any given registration will be handled by a single Tier 1 and a Registry is not a person.

50. p. 115 Section 17. “EPP” refer to Section 5 rather than 17.

51. p. 123 Section A.3.2. 1st Paragraph: Delete reference to Section 5. The Second paragraph seems to contain two unrelated thoughts and is misplaced. Delete it. A heading is needed before the third paragraph.

52. p. 125 Section A.4. Can’t find the object of the reference in the paragraph below the bullet list.

53. p. 126 Section A.4.  (i) refer to Figure A6 rather than “Figure 1”

54. p. 126 Section A.4 Text below Figure A7 is redundant with that in Section A.3

55. p. 129 Section A.6 Where is text for this section?

56. p. 132 Section B(b)(iii)(3) Appears to be more appropriate under (ii) than under (iii). Also, if this is intended to refer to Annex C it should say so.

57. p.132 Section B(c) I’m not sure the proposition in the last sentence is true of Interconnected Registries.

58. p. 134 Section C2.1.1.1 Change the reference in the last paragraph from “Appendix A” to “below”.

59. p. 135 Section C2.1.2 last sentence: Change “equally equivalent” to “equivalent”.

[end of attachment]

[  ]
vote not to approve the document. Comments and 

 suggested modifications, if any, to the document that, if 

 adopted by the Task Group, will result in the ballot being 

 changed to an approval:

Comments supplied by Cable & Wireless North America:

Company Name: Cable & Wireless


[  ]
vote to approve the document.


[ X ]
vote to approve the document with comments:

>>>>

The following comments are largely editorial, so should not bar approval of the document:

Page 12 : Text under Figure 3 should clarify that it is referring to Figure 4 (i.e. diagram on next page)

Section 4.3.2.1 : Text referring to the use of many forms of interface between the registrant and registrar conflicts with the text in the earlier Security section below Figure 4, which dictates the use of HTTPS or TLS (i.e. by default this implies a web interface).  C&W believes that the flexible

approach is correct as the nature of the interface is a business decision.  Therefore, we propose changing the second para below Figure 4 to read "...provisioning process starts with the Registrant CONTACTING the Registrar using FOR EXAMPLE the secure protocols..." (capitalisation indicates the

change of text)

Section 4.2.3.4 : Contains a typo of NATR instead of NAPTR

Page 21, final sentence reads "A Registry should exercise access to ContactInfo data retrieval, pursuant to policies concerning privacy."  This may be an issue of American english versus "English" english, but this doesn't scan particularly well.  C&W proposes substituting the word "allow" for

"exercise", and the addition of the word "only" prior to "pursuant to policies".

Page 27, final bullet : Substitute "non-exhaustive" for "incomplete"

Page 31, second bullet, contains the sentence "In the event however that there are multiple registries..."; this text more properly belongs with the first bullet.

Section 13.4.2 : Is there any reason for this entire section being underlined? (at least on the PDF version)

Section 13.4.2.1 : This analysis appears to neglect the time taken to query the .arpa then Tier 0 servers, prior to any query to the Tier 1 and Tier 2, although in practical terms this information is likely to be cached in the vast majority of cases.  To allow for this, C&W suggest a change of

wording in the middle of the paragraph to read "This to meet the IETF end to end requirement, Tier 2 would have to respond within an ABSOLUTE MAXIMUM of 700ms 95% of the time..." (capitalisaiton indicates change of text)

General : An example registration period of 2 years is mentioned frequently throughout the document.  Given this period drives how long an invalid ENUM entry could be "hanging" (i.e. the customer has ceased telephony service but not removed their ENUM entry), C&W view this as excessively long.

However, as it is given as an example period only, we are not advocating the the document be changed.

>>>>


[  ]
vote not to approve the document. Comments and suggested modifications, if any, to the document that, if adopted by the Task Group, will result in the ballot being changed to an approval:


[  ]
vote to abstain.

Comments supplied by Neustar:

Company Name:   NeuStar, Inc.

[X]
vote to approve the document with comments:

PROTOCOL COMMENTS
1. EPP

It is premature to mandate EPP as the provisioning protocol for the Enum Tier 1 registry.  The current EPP documents referenced in the Unified Document have not been approved as RFCs, and are still in the process of being modified.  In addition as of this date there has been no additional technical discussion of possible and probable modifications of the EPP specifications to accommodate the Tier 1 registry scenarios.  (There is an IETF draft that attempts to define the provisioning of NAPTR records.  However this is insufficient for the needs of a Tier 1 registry.)

The Unified Document also has considerable discussion regarding EPP/HTTPS.  While it is possible to transport EPP over HTTPS, no such mapping has been defined at the IETF.

Recommended specific document changes:  

a. Page 13, Figure 4:

   Change "EPP/HTTPS" to "EPP/TLS or SSL" in Figure 4.

b. Page 13, Figure 4:

Remove the "EPP/TLS" pointers to the interface between root and Tier 0 and the interface between Tier 0 and Tier 1 Registry in Figure 4.

c. Page 13, 2nd paragraph, 4th and 6th lines:

Change "EPP/HTTPS" to "EPP/TLS or SSL."
d. Page 13, 2nd paragraph, 8th line:

Change "supports" to "makes use of."

e. Page 15, 2nd paragraph, 2nd line:

Change "will" to "may." 

f. Page 18, Section 5.1, 3rd bullet item:

Change it to "Support the standard protocol suites adopted for the interface between the Registry and accredited Registrars.  One candidate is the EPP standards suite defined in the IETF PROVREG WG.  If EPP is adopted, a Tier 1 Registry will work with the U.S. ENUM industry to develop extensions to EPP for the purpose of supporting U.S. ENUM."

g. Page 19, Section 5.2, 5th bullet item:

Add ", if EPP is adopted" to the end of the sentence.

h. Page 25, 3rd bullet item under 2nd bullet item:

Add ", if adopted" after "EPP."

i. Page 26, Section 6.3, 2nd bullet item:

Change "Each" to "If EPP is adopted, each."

j. Page 35, Section 8.3, section title:

Change "EPP" to "Application."

k. Page 94, Section 11.7.2, last line:

Add ", if adopted" after "EPP."

l. Page 95, Section 11.10, 3rd bullet item:

Change "Registrars, as defined in the IETF EPP standard suite" to "Registrars.  One candidate is the EPP standards suite defined in the IETF PROVREG WG.

2. DNSSEC
NeuStar believes that any discussion of the use of DNSSEC in a national implementation of RFC2916 in 1.e164.arpa is premature. 

Substantial evidence exists from the IETF DNSOPS community and current discussions on the IETF ENUM WG list that the current DNSSEC standards are in a very preliminary phase and may require a substantial rewriting in the future.  No top-level domain has currently implemented DNSSec standards nor announced their intention to do so. 
Recommended specific document changes:  

a. Page 25, last paragraph:

Change "should" to "may" and append "when they become mature standards" to the end of the paragraph. 

b. Page 26, 1st bullet item:

Change "will" to "may."

c. Page 26, 2nd bullet item:

Change "shall" be "may."

3. Non-terminal NAPTR 

RFC 2916 does not support non-terminal NAPTR records.  In fact, IETF ENUM working group has consistently discouraged the use of DNAME or CNAME records to redirect queries.  Any reference to or examples of this functionality should be deleted.

Recommended specific document changes:  

a. Page 134, Section C.2.1.2:

Remove the section.

DOMAIN NAME RELATED SERVICES COMMENTS
The Unified Documents recommendations regarding Whois and Dispute Resolution do not follow the current methods used in the domain name industry.  

4. WHOIS
The recommended Whois architecture only provides the contact information of the registrar and no information pertaining to the technical and administrative contacts of the registrant.  While we understand and support the Enum Forum’s desire not to reveal PII pertaining to the registrant, we believe that there needs to be more consideration given to centralized contact information for the purposes of trouble resolution.   

5. Dispute Resolution
The recommended dispute resolution process is very different from current processes.  Instead of the registry (or the contracting entity) certifying dispute resolution providers, the recommendation is for the registry to perform the dispute resolution.  In addition it is unclear how the registry would be compensated for performing that function.  This seems to minimize the effort involved in resolving disputes.  There should be greater consideration given to the current model that takes into account the effort and expertise involved in resolving such disputes.  

EDITORIAL COMMENTS 

a. Page 9, 3rd paragraph:

Add "PROVREG Working Group" before the paragraph.

b. Page 13, 2nd paragraph, 2nd line:

Remove "or TLS."

Comments supplied by Verizon:

Verizon votes "YES" with comments on 6000_0_9.  Our comments consist

entirely of changes previously proposed and accepted during the document

6000_0_8 review in December 2002.  These changes do not appear in 6000_0_9.

Since these changes were accepted in December, Verizon's "YES" vote assumes

that they will be a part of the final version of document 6000_0.

[Attachment:  MS Word copy of 6000_0_9 with changes diff-marked. Anyone wishing a copy may contact the Vice-Chair of the ENUM Forum]
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