Summary of March 23-24, 2005 CCI ENUM LLC

Technical Advisory Committee Meeting

Florham Park, NJ

Hosted by AT&T

The major topics addressed at the meeting were:

Infrastructure ENUM

Contact Info Requirements

Tier 1A Requirements

Tier 1B DNS Security

Registrar to Registry Interface Requirements

Carrier/Infrastructure ENUM

The TAC discussed ETSI’s infrastructure ENUM plans with the assistance of a presentation made by Mark McFadden.  Tom Creighton reviewed his February 10 HINFO/TXT record contribution and introduced a new contribution describing the use of a new DNS resource record type (CNAPTR) for carrier/infrastructure ENUM.  Penn Pfautz presented a contribution describing the motivation and requirements for infrastructure or carrier ENUM.  

After a lengthy discussion, the TAC reached a consensus that the CNAPTR concept merits further consideration as a mechanism to support carrier ENUM, and that it would be useful for interested individuals to pursue a CNAPTR-style Resource Record through the IETF process.  

Agreement was not unanimous, and two participants provided statements of their concerns to be included in this meeting summary.  

Statement of Robert Schafer, MCI:

“MCI identified several concerns that need to be addressed with Comcast's CNAPTR/NAPTR proposal, and opposed the inclusion of conflicting routing URIs created by carriers which potentially interfere or circumvent ENUM end user routing URIs (w/opt-in) for like services. MCI also objected to the endorsement of any carrier trial testing of this proposal until it is determined whether it is consistent with government principles and end user choices, and that it does not interfere with either end user or carrier ENUM functionality.”

Statement of Richard Stastny, OEFEG, Austria:

“I just read the presentation from Comcast and as a result I fully support Roberts concerns.  The proposal is flawed in many ways, basically it is not consistent with DDDS, ENUM and regexp.”

Contact Info

Richard Shockey presented a contribution co-authored with Andrew Newton and Kevin McCandless.  The paper described the requirements for a contact information database and query-response function for the ENUM Tier 1B.  The contribution recommended the use of an IETF IRIS protocol extension being developed specifically for ENUM.  

After discussion, the TAC agreed that the US Tier 1B should use a “Thick” Registry database model, maintaining complete Registrant information obtained from the ENUM Registrars.  In addition the group agreed that the IRIS-EREG protocol specified in draft-ietf-enum-iris-ereg-00 should be used, contingent on its being published as a proposed standard RFC.  

The group further agreed that the Contact Info Requirements document should more formally map out which fields should be:  a) publicly available to all (presumably registrar contact data at the least), b) private (not to be disclosed except to authorized entities), and c) optional data (availability to be based on a defined policy).  Finally, the authors of the Contact Info draft sought input from other TAC participants regarding necessary data elements.  

Tier 1A

Tim Denton led a review of his latest Tier 1A draft.  The group made good progress.  Tim committed to distribute a new version reflecting the agreed changes in time for the April 4 TAC conference call. 

Tier 1B DNS Security

Bernie Ku presented an SBC contribution suggesting alternative security mechanisms that could be applied to Tier 1B ENUM query & response traffic prior to the general availability of DNSSEC.  In particular, the contribution discussed the use of IPSec and VPNs.  Comments included suggestions about the local use of Tier 1B zone file copies to eliminate external transmission of ENUM query-response packets.  

Registry-Registrar Interface

Tim Ruiz presented a new Tier 1B Registry-Registrar Interface Requirements document.  The contribution identified requirements for a Shared Registration System (SRS) using the IETF’s Extensible Provisioning Protocol (EPP) suite of RFCs.  During the discussion, two issues were raised.  One was the applicability of draft-ietf-enum-epp164-08.  The other was a suggestion that many EPP users might prefer SOAP binding over pure EPP.  

TAC Timeline and Meetings:

4/4
TAC call regarding Tier 1A and Contact Info

4/11
TAC call regarding Tier 1A

4/20-21
TAC meeting in Denver

5/25-26
TAC meeting in Ottawa

