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US ENUM IMPLEMENTATION

Tier 1 Contracting Agency and Architectural Alternatives

1. Scope OF THIS DOCUMENT

This document outlines the issues that need to be addressed when evaluating the various alternative solutions for a US implementation of the DNS infrastructure to support ENUM. In some cases the issues to be discussed impact other countries within the North American numbering plan. The final analysis, however, may not point to a solution that requires the agreement of other North American countries. The scope of this document is limited to the Tier 1 level within the ENUM zone hierarchy.

This document discusses three major issues to be solved before a US implementation process can begin. These issues are:

1. Whether or not a zone should be implemented for all of country code 1 and operated by an entity within North America. This is known as a “skinny Tier 1.”

2. Whether the zone for all NPAs within the United States should be operated by a single company or whether multiple companies should share the operation.

3. Whether the contacting agency for the Tier 1 entity(ies) should be run by the US government or by the industries affected by and interested in a US ENUM implementation.

This report represents a consensus opinion of the ENUM Forum. The individual members, while supporting the consensus opinion, may have individual company positions on the issues discussed. In addition, while membership in the ENUM Forum is open to any company or organization who is interested in the subject, there may be other companies or organizations outside of the ENUM Forum that may have other ideas on these issues.

2. Introduction

In February 2003, the ENUM Forum approved its baseline specification for the US implementation of ENUM (Document 6000_1_0). This document was presented to a set of agencies (principally NTIA within the Department of Commerce, Department of State and the Federal Communications Commission) at a meeting on February 13th. During that meeting, the ENUM Forum was asked to explore the various alternatives for such a US implementation that had not been discussed within the baseline specification. The ENUM Forum agreed to present the various alternatives and discuss the issues while not promising to be able to come up with a single recommendation on any one alternative. This document discusses those alternatives and issues.

3. Terms & Definitions

4. Tier 1 Contracting Agency Alternatives

Whatever option is selected for the Tier 1 implementation in the US, the ENUM Forum has identified the following attributes:

· There should be a short implementation timeframe

· Government oversight should be as light as possible

· Competition should be viable at all levels 

· All interfaces should be based on open industry standards & best practices and that they be stable, interoperable and uniform between the registrar and registry(ies)

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

· The cost for procurement and operational cost should be minimal 

The members of the ENUM Forum wants to reconfirm its supports of the principles described in NTIA’s letter and has specifically addressed some of these concerns in the recently approved specifications document; 6000_0_1, as indicated below:  

· Preserve national sovereignty: 

· Section 4.1 details an architecture that allows the US to manage its assigned numbering resources while allowing the other countries in the NANP to determine their own ENUM implementation.

· Support competition: 
· In Section 4.2, the proposed architecture allows for competitive selection of one or more providers for the necessary cooperative infrastructure (Tier 1 Registry) while supporting open competition among Tier 2 providers, ENUM Registrars, and Application Service Providers.
· Promote innovation: 

· Although the ENUM Forum has focused on detailing the ENUM infrastructure rather than its applications, the common effort was motivated by a belief that ENUM will support innovation by the open competition at Tier 2 and by allowing the easy identification of parties’ communication capabilities and reachability.
· Protect users' security and privacy: 

· Sections 9 and 12 detail, respectively, how ENUM should be implemented to protect users’ privacy, and provides authentication and authorization mechanisms to ensure that telephone number assignees control how and whether their numbers are provisioned into ENUM.
· Minimize regulation: 
· The ENUM Forum supports a minimalist regulatory model and believes the current arrangements, as discussed in Sections 1-4, accord to international bodies only the necessary coordination functions to ensure interoperability.  Likewise the current arrangements require little more USG involvement than ensuring a fair and open selection of provider(s) of the Tier 1 Registry, much as would be the case for any other domain a national government would sponsor.
· Preserve opportunity for alternative deployments: 
· The ENUM Forum has recognized this principle since its inception and sees no obstacles in its proposals that restrict or inhibit the implementation of ENUM alternatives.
· Allow for interoperability: 

· Annex B discusses some of the ways in which interoperability might be achieved.
· Preserve stability and security: 
· Section 8, for example, details suggested performance requirements for the Tier 1 Registry.  The remainder of the specifications are in line with industry best practices.
Although individual participants within the ENUM Forum have been proponents for each of the various alternatives described in this document, it is agreed that the member companies could not reach consensus on any particular alternative.  However, the member companies agree that US government is required to ensure a fair and open selection of provider(s) of the Tier 1 Registry, much as would be the case for any other domain a national government would sponsor and the member companies are willing to acknowledge and accept the architectural decision by the US government.  

Regarding the issue of contracting model, there are multiple functions that also need to be considered: 

· The interface that the US government must manage with the Tier 0 administration.

· The actual procurement process for the selection of the Tier 1 entity(ies).

· The ownership of the intellectual property involved in the operation of the Tier 1 Registry(ies).

· The oversight of [or is it “by”] the Tier 1 Registry(ies) to ensure compliance with ….

· The ongoing management and oversight of the Tier 1 Registry(ies) to ensure its/their smooth ongoing operation.

· The development of policy that will impact the initial procurement and ongoing operation of the US ENUM implementation.

5.3 Summary

The architectural issues should be thought of as part of a 3-dimensional space.  The vertical component is the skinny Tier 1 issue of how many registries should be managed within North America; note that the name servers that make up the Tier 2 level are not considered “registries” and are not within the scope of this document. The original baseline specification made the assumption that the US Tier 1 would only contain the US NPAs and that the delegation from Tier 0 would be made at 1+NPA (e.g., for the domain name 3.7.9.1.e164.arpa for the 973 NPA). There may be reasons why an entity within North America should operate a registry containing a delegation for all of country code 1 that would further delegate only those NPAs for countries that choose to participate in ENUM.

The horizontal component is the issue of how many registries should operate for those NPAs within the US. Should a single registry be implemented that would contain the telephone number delegations for all NPAs or should a reasonable number of registries be created that would share the telephone number delegations for a given subset of the US NPAs. The latter raises the issues of what is a reasonable number of registries and how should the NPAs be divided.

The depth component is the issue of whether any given registry be managed by one entity or whether the responsibility for operating the secondary name servers for that registry be operated by multiple entities. This latter here raises the issue of how should the secondary entities be chosen: by the contracting agency or by the given Tier 1 registry operator.

