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1.
Background

An Information Document submitted by the TSB to the World Telecommunication Standardization Assembly (WTSA) contained some useful references to background information on ENUM and the Internet Domain Name System.  Those references are:

Domain Name System (DNS)


http://www.itu.int/md/meetingdoc.asp?type=sitems&lang=e&parent=S02-PP-INF-0006 


http://www.itu.int/itudoc/itu-t/com2/infodocs/001.html 


http://www.itu.int/itudoc/itu-t/com2/infodocs/012r1.html 


http://www.itu.int/itudoc/itu-t/com2/infodocs/023.html 

ENUM


http://www.itu.int/ITU-T/inr/enum/index.html 

It is assumed that readers of this contribution are familiar with the issues covered in the documents referenced above.

2.
Discussion

WTSA Resolution 49 on ENUM (originally proposed by the Arab States) notes that there are current unresolved issues concerning administrative control of the highest level Internet domain which will be used for ENUM, and instructs Study Group 2 to study how ITU could have administrative control over changes that could relate to the international telecommunication resources (including naming, numbering, addressing, and routing) used for ENUM.

In order to address this issue, it is important to understand what are the changes that could relate to the international telecommunication resources used for ENUM.  To begin with, we should agree what those resources are.  It is suggested that those resources are the E.164 geographic country codes that are entered into the Internet Domain Name System (DNS), for example “41” for Switzerland (see also ITU Plenipotentiary Resolution 133 of Marrakesh, 2002).

2.1
Issues related to “e164.arpa”

At present, the highest level Internet domain which is used for ENUM is “e164.arpa”.  All changes to the entries under “e164.arpa” are controlled by the organization to whom “e164.arpa” is delegated.

As can be seen from:


http://www.iana.org/arpa-dom/e164.htm 

the domain “e164.arpa” is delegated to:

Internet Architecture Board (IAB)
c/o IETF Secretariat
Corporation for National Research Initiatives (CNRI)
1895 Preston White Drive
Suite 100
Reston, Virginia 20191-5434

The IAB has no legal personality of its own, nor does the IETF.  So it would appear that the legal entity which can control changes to the entries under “e164.arpa” is the Corporation for National Research Initiatives (CNRI).

Therefore, it could not be said that ITU has administrative control over changes that could relate to the international telecommunication resources used for ENUM unless CNRI were willing and able to make a formal agreement with ITU, recognizing that ITU would have administrative control over all changes.

It should be noted that there is some question regarding whether or not CNRI will continue to act as the secretariat for IETF; there are ongoing discussions in IETF on that topic, see for example:


http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-malamud-consultant-report-01.txt 


http://www.ietf.org/internet-drafts/draft-ietf-iasa-bcp-05.txt 


http://www.alvestrand.no/ietf/adminrest/plan.html 

The fact that the IAB has, at present, delegated control over the operation and administration of “e164.arpa” to RIPE NCC, and that RIPE NCC has undertaken, by exchange of letters, to recognize ITU’s administrative control, is clearly not sufficient, since IAB (and/or perhaps CNRI or its successor) could, at any time, change the delegation, that is, replace RIPE NCC by some other organization that might not recognize ITU’s role.

The fact that IETF RFC 3761 states that “IAB is to coordinate with ITU-T TSB if the technical contact for the domain e164.arpa is to change” is also clearly not sufficient, because (1) IETF has no legal personality, (2) IETF could change that RFC at any time and (3) “coordination” is not the same as “administrative control”.

2.2
Issues related to “.arpa”

But there are deeper problems.  The domain “arpa” is delegated to IANA, as can be seen from:


http://www.iana.org/root-whois/arpa.htm 

But IANA does not have an independent legal personality. also it is in fact an operating unit of ICANN.

As a consequence, ICANN could change the entity to whom “e164.arpa” is delegated and this could result in loss of ITU’s administrative control.

It might be argued that IANA/ICANN would not make any changes unless instructed to do so by IAB, but it should be noted that IANA/ICANN does not, according to IAB itself, always follow instructions from IAB.  See:


http://www.iab.org/documents/correspondence/2004-09-27-iana-concerns.html 

So it is at least conceivable that IANA/ICANN may make changes without being instructed to do so by IAB.

This issue could be solved if ICANN will make a formal agreement with ITU, recognizing that ITU has the administrative control over changes that could relate to the international telecommunication resources used for ENUM.

2.3
Issues related to root server entries

The final problem is more serious.  ICANN cannot, on its own, make changes in the root server system.  ICANN proposes changes, which are approved by the United States Department of Commerce (DoC).  Once the change is approved, DoC transmits it to Verisign, who implements the change in what is commonly called the “hidden root server” (located within the United States and under US jurisdiction).  The change is then automatically propagated to all other root servers around the world.

Thus, DoC could change the entity to whom “arpa” is delegated, and this could result in loss of ITU’s administrative control.

A possible solution could be a formal bilateral agreement between the USA, a Sovereign State, and the ITU.

It might be possible also to envisage a formal agreement between ITU Member States which could address the issue of administrative control over changes to the delegation of “arpa” that could relate to the international telecommunication resources used for ENUM.  Conceivably, such a formal agreement could take the form of a Memorandum of Understanding and, conceivably, the Secretary-General of ITU acting as depositary for such a Memorandum of Understanding under the terms of Plenipotentiary Resolution 100 and the related Council decisions.

Alternatively, it might be possible to envisage a formal agreement between Verisign (as a subcontractor of ITU, and at no cost) and ITU regarding administrative control over changes to the delegation of “arpa” that could relate to the international telecommunication resources used for ENUM.

Indeed, such an arrangement is consistent with the further invites of WTSA Resolution 49, which invites Member States to take appropriate steps within their national legal frameworks to ensure proper implementation of the Resolution. 

3.
Conclusion

The purpose of this contribution is to point out the issues and to lay a basis for constructive discussions that would lead to mutually agreed solutions.
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