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US ENUM IMPLEMENTATION

Tier 1 Contracting Agency and Architectural Alternatives

1. Scope OF THIS DOCUMENT

· Issues to be discussed go beyond US; final analysis may not point to a solution that requires agreement of other NA countries.

· Skinny-T1 vs. no skinny T1

· Single US T1 vs. multiple T1

· Contracting options

· Consensus opinions of EF; individual members may have other ideas

· not necessarily representative of the entire industry; companies outside EF may have other ideas

2. Introduction

· Background of why

· Executive summary

· 3-dimensional issues

· vertical: skinny T1

· horizontal: single vs multiple at NPA

· depth: number of entities involved in any set of name servers for a given registry

· there are multiple functions:

· government T0 interface

· compliance

· intellectual property

· procurement

· ongoing management/oversight

· policy development

3. Terms & Definitions

· Multiple Tier 1 - talking only about horizontal component; not talking about depth component at this point.

· Skinny Tier 1 - Whether we want the delegation of CC 1 to be operated by RIPE-NCC (under separate contract) or by a North American chosen and operated entity. Separate issue from single vs. multiple T1.

· Tier 0

· RIPE-NCC

4. Tier 1 Contracting Agency Alternatives

Goals:

· Relative short implementation timeframe

· Government oversight be as light as possible

· Uniform approach

· [mirror language in NTIA letter]

· encourage open [competition] [NTIA letter]

· interfaces based on open industry standards & best practices

· uniform between registrar and registry(ies)

· stable

· interoperable

· IP owned by contracting authority for easy movement from one entity to successor

· [contracting agency] needs to certify (conformance testing) registry software

· [ICANN language?]

· Minimizing cost

· procurement

· operational

4.1. US Government (FAR)

4.1.1. Description

· Federal Acquisition Regulation (FAR) 48 C.F.R. § 1 et. seq.
· Goal of utilizing fair and open competition to supply goods and services to the Federal Government whenever possible to meet the goals of the Competition in Contracting Act (CICA)

· Federal procurement was extensively revised in mid-90s due to the Federal Acquisition Streamlining Act (FASA)

· Broad capabilities:

· Can be used to buy anything from shoelaces to tanks

· Most procurements work well, managed well, within cost, and with minimal disputes 

· Public perception is different since the well-run, well-managed procurements don’t make the evening news

· Wide array of government procurement professionals operate successfully under the FAR rules every day

4.1.2. Advantages

4.1.3. Disadvantages

4.2. Industry LLC

4.2.1. Profit Status

Description

Requires establishment of the legal entity as well as conducting the procurement

Advantages

· Likely to be well received by government since the current administration is very hands-off where industry might be able to self regulate
· Can be done relatively quickly efficiently

· Limits industry risk and liability without being wholly dependent on a government process

· Has worked successfully in the past
Disadvantages

· Initial funding and operational costs must be considered

· Can be structured so that coordination with the government can be through the LLC or through an industry consortium
4.2.2. LLC with Government Oversight

Description

[501.c.3] who contracts with T1 for benefit of members (i.e., registrars/T2)

2 organizations

one for procurement (excludes potential T1 providers)

one for ongoing oversight (could include T1s as well as others) - could this be an LLC

what advantages/disadvantages does a non-profit have over a for-profit LLC?

Advantages

Disadvantages

4.3. Summary Matrix

	
	US Gov’t
	Industry LLC

	Description
	
	

	Cost
	
	

	Advantages
	
	

	Disadvantages
	
	


4.4. ENUM Forum Recommendations

5. Tier 1 Architectural Alternatives

The ENUM Forum has not reached consensus on any particular architectural option and the text below is intended to provide information on the various issues and positions presented in the Forum.

5.1. Single Tier 1
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Figure 1: Zones for Single ENUM Tier 1 Entity for Country Code 1

5.2. Multiple Tier 1’s

5.2.1. Option A- Multiple Tier 1’s
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Figure 2: Zones for Multiple ENUM Tier 1 Entities for Country Code 1

5.2.2. Option B – Multiple Tier 1’s with a “Skinny” Tier 1 
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Figure 3: Zones for Multiple ENUM Tier 1 Entities for Country Code 1

5.3. Summary Matrix

	
	Single Tier 1
	Multiple Tier 1’s
	Skinny Tier 1

	Proponent
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	Counter 
	
	
	

	
	
	
	


5.4. ENUM Forum Recommendations

The ENUM Forums’ Specifications Document, 6000_1_0, states that it was created with the consideration that there my be a single or multiple Tier 1 registry(ies).  The decision to instantiate a single or multiple Tier 1 registry(ies) was outside the scope of the Forum.

6. Conclusions

