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During the ENUM Forum conference call on October 1, 2003, there was considerable discussion surrounding the Considerations section text dealing with the Tier 1 alternatives. Following the call, the chair and vice-chair decided to conduct a straw poll
 in order to get a sense as to where the members stood on this issue. The text of the straw poll was as follows:

1. Do you support:


[ ] a. Single US Tier 1


[ ] b. Multiple US Tier 1s


[ ] c. abstain

2. Rational for selection (other than (c)) - including any contraints that would support your selection:

3. Are there any conditions that would allow you to live with the other alternative:

There were 11 “votes” returned by various members; of these, three were abstentions. Of the eight remaining “votes,” 4 members preferred a single US Tier 1 (see figure 2 in 6001_0_6) and 4 members preferred multiple US Tier 1s (see figure 4 in 6001_0_6). 

Of those supporting a single US Tier 1, the following rationale was expressed:

· Competition should occur at the Tier-2 level;
· A Single Tier 1 simplifies the network architecture and interface requirements for Tier 2s and registrars, and provides more efficient performance through its simplified structure; "Multiple Tier 1s" require more work for the industry with no real benefit.
Of those supporting multiple US Tier 1s, the following rationale was expressed:

· Increased business opportunities;

· Provides impetus for highly standardized interfaces between the Tier 1 Registries and the Registrars;

· Reduces potential risk of relying upon a single business entity for Tier 1, including proprietary interfaces;
· Allows for the appropriate delegation of Non-geographic numbers and for the Non-geographic numbers to be entered in Tier 0 once agreements within the NANP have been obtained.
At least one member, who supported multiple Tier 1s, indicated that they could support a single Tier 1 “if such standard interfaces were required by the RFP. The standard would have to be defined by an IETF RFC, or if there were US-specific requirements beyond the RFC, that they be formally adopted by the ENUM Forum.”
� This was not a formal vote as defined by the ENUM Forum’s Policies and Procedures document. 





