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Dear Paul:

I am writing to state the position of Name Intelligence on the matter of the process of re-bidding the .NET Generic Top Level Domain (GTLD).  

With ICANN’s focus on security and stability, our common goal of ensuring the stability of .NET as a vital core infrastructure resource depends absolutely upon uptime, availability and service levels no lower than those currently seen. 

The position of Name Intelligence is: that it is not an appropriate time to change the vendor servicing the .NET GTLD without creating adverse impact to what is currently a stable and predictable resource, and that it might be a more responsible, pragmatic, and appropriate course of action to reconsider the vendor at the next contact renewal option.

Name Intelligence operates many business endeavors, with a precise focus on the information economy which has grown around domain name registration.  We have been in the domain name industry since 1999, and we have staff experts who have operated root listed registries, with more than a decade of experience specific to the industry.
One of our primary operations, “Whois Source” (http://www.whois.sc) is used daily by the general public, intellectual property attorneys, system administrators, domain registrants, law enforcement, and other members of the public internet community that ICANN serves for domain industry research.

Our company is also sought for its technical leadership in the enterprise field of name suggestion technology for ICANN accredited registrars.  We have strong relationships with ccTLD and GTLD registries and registry operators, registrars, and the general internet community.
In our daily process of the research and development of the tools that our company provides, we depend upon the availability of the resources of domain registries, and their stability.  We, and those we serve through our portals, depend daily upon these registries meeting or exceeding service levels that they have committed to with ICANN.
In our work, we have great visibility into the ability of current GTLD administrators’ ability to operate their Registry systems.  I can state that the availability of zone files, Whois data, and other registry data are required to be available within expected timeframes, and that we take great notice when they are not updated or if there are problems / delays in the accuracy or timeliness.
With the introduction and re-distribution of registry operations that has evolved over the course of ICANN’s existence, we have seen .EDU re-delegated to former ICANN President Roberts’ EDUCASE.

We  have observed the creation of new Top Level Domains, most notably the .BIZ and .INFO TLDs, and have tracked their relative success.
We have observed the trusteeship for the operation .US top level domain shift from Verisign to NeuLevel and the subsequent conversion of the .US namespace into more of a GTLD.
We have experienced, for better or for worse, the .ORG transition to the Internet Society’s PIR, which ultimately is run by the amalgamation of industry stakeholders called Afilias.
In the space of GTLD distribution, we recognize ICANN’s accomplishments.  Where there was once a single immense GTLD registry operator, Verisign, there are now three immense GTLD registry operators, Verisign, and the nascent competitors Afilias, and NeuLevel.

These three entities, along with two additional contenders now vie for the operation of the .NET GTLD in the bid process.  Two other entities, Core++ and Denic also contend in the process.
It is not an appropriate time to alter the vendor servicing the .NET registry.   It is paramount to clearly and pragmatically focus on what noticeable benefit is derived to the internet community that ICANN serves would be derived to offset the hazards or adverse impacts of changing vendors.
We feel strongly that the status quo performance of Verisign in servicing the .NET GTLD is at very least a baseline to contrast potential vendors against.  We also discourage emotional or political agendas from creating consequence to the internet community in the disruption that would potentially arise from a vendor transition.

All of the competitive bids are illustrative of quite nascent companies or affiliations, with little or no proven synchronous registration system with a capacity for service or track record anywhere comparable to the experience that Verisign has illustrated during their stewardship. 

I’d like to share some of the experiences and observations that Name Intelligence has made.  The following are summaries, perspectives, supporting arguments, and notes on our experiences with the bidding entities. 
Afilias

As I draft this letter, we are in the midst of experiencing total outage of availability of the ability to process any SRS transactions in .ORG along with significantly degraded performance from the .INFO SRS system.  

This level of performance has not been experienced during the entirety of our operation with the current .NET service provider, and would  be simply unacceptable for the .NET TLD.  The .NET GTLD

The transition of .ORG was not a graceful transition from our external perspective.  Our experience was a significant drop in service levels as result of the transition.  Our systems were blocked from looking up Whois information, and we were directed to become an ICANN accredited registrar -- ultimately to regain what proved to be a fraction of the service levels and abilities available to us when .ORG was under Verisign’s management.  

Of greater concern is that outage and service level reports to ICANN by the registry operator fail to reflect the service levels seen by the registrar or internet community.

I direct you to compare the registration .info monthly report to ICANN for August [http://www.icann.org/tlds/monthly-reports/info/afilias-200408.pdf] and September [http://www.icann.org/tlds/monthly-reports/info/afilias-200409.pdf].  There is a registrar called Sipence that added 970,000 domains between these reports.
This registration event occurred within a 24 hour period, and the resulting overload on the SRS at Afilias created a very significant outage window.  While outages, both planned and unplanned are events that can occur at registries, what I call attention to is that this particular event is not appropriately reflected in the report to ICANN to match the reports to the registrar community by Afilias themselves.
CORE++

Core++ has experience in operating the nascent .MUSEUM and .AERO TLDs, and has involvement from the well established .BR and the Korean organization sponsoring .KR’s operator.  While this is an impressive amalgamation of industry stakeholders, there is concern for the ability of such a nascent partnership to match or meet the current levels of service present in .NET. Unfortunately, aside from information provided within the bid, no empirical information or statistics for us to corroborate their proposed service level performance. 
DENIC

Denic, as a registry operator, is the only bidder, aside from Verisign, who clearly has experience with operation of a TLD where the registry operator claims to have registration quantities that meet or exceed the number of registrations present within .NET.   It is not possible for our organization to directly validate the registration numbers, as DENIC admittedly has a policy to not provide zone file access, because it is restricted from doing so by German law.
This raises concerns for us, as our business and our ability to serve the Internet community that both we and ICANN serve, depends upon no less than the current availability of the zone file and access to public Whois in bulk.  The .NET data policies appear to be specifically restricted within the DENIC RFP response.
While I can state that there are concerns over the availability of this information from the perspective of my business, I would clearly be presenting a bias, so I refer to specific attention being called to this matter, as voiced by Michael Heltzer of the International Trademark Association regarding Denic’s proposed Whois data practices [http://forum.icann.org/lists/net-rfp-general/msg00016.html].
Do these restrictions arise from German or EU law policy?  If so, we strongly encourage review of all alternate vendor RFPs to determine if the re-bidding process exposes .NET to laws of geographic regions in other ways that are not readily apparent.

From what information is publicly available information about the performance of the operation of .DE, we are able to see statistics on the operation of the name service supporting the .DE delegation through the public monitoring tools at RIPE [http://dnsmon.ripe.net].

From the metrics present at the RIPE website, it appears that .DE was recently switched over to dynamic updates in January of 2005.  DNS Changes apparent in .DE in January of 2005 show that an abrupt cutover from 11 name servers (with a rolling outage of approximately 10 minutes each indicative of zone updates) to 6 name servers with smaller outages (indicating the introduction of dynamic updates).

While the events of the introduction of the Wildcard/Sitefinder service within the .NET and .COM zones by Verisign are passionately and vigorously argued as detractors by those critical of Verisign’s continued operation of .NET, it is important to note the abrupt cutover to dynamic updates for .DE in January of 2005.  

While the Sitefinder introduction was also an abrupt cutover in the behavior of a TLD, it is key to acknowledge that such rapid and large scale DNS changes may not prove to be unique practice.

With regard to resolution services, we acknowledge Denic’s many years of experience and track record dates back an impressive 11 years.  It appears that the recent conversion to the current DNS operations to service dynamic updates proves to be a very nascent level of operation, put in place just prior to the bid submissions.

In the matter of registration capability, Denic clearly has 11 years of  processing Asynchronous registrations, where registrations are submitted to .DE, and subsequently validated by Denic to ensure that name service is appropriately configured before activating a name.  This process can take from 1 hour to 48 hours.
The SRS currently used by registrars to provision and manage .NET is a real time, synchronous operation, with service levels not to exceed 5 seconds.  The ability to provide a proven system for the synchronous registration of .NET domains is a vital component of any bid, and there is simply no empirical data to illustrate Denic’s vast experience from their asynchronous registration capabilities.  Denic’s synchronous registration system is something newly created for the purposes of the bidding for .NET, and as such we would have to place faith in an unproven SRS system in contrast to Afilias, Sentan, and Verisign.
Sentan

Sentan is in essence NeuLevel and .JP.  My company has direct interaction and integration with NeuLevel on a daily basis, as they are the operators of .BIZ and .US.  

We have compiled daily data on their performance from January of 2003 to date arising from the impacts of an unavailable or non-updated zone file in either .US, .BIZ, or in many cases, both zones. 

[image: image1]
The above graph reflects the number of events per month where we have seen the TLD zone snapshot files not update. [https://www.neulevel.biz/zonefile/].  Upon  incedent report, it has been our experience that correcting this takes more than 24 hours.
During this same timeframe, we have not experienced difficulty in retrieving .NET zone snapshot files from the incumbent vendor.

We were delighted to discover that NeuLevel, in accordance with their accreditation agreements, offered an advanced whois search [http://www.dnso.org/clubpublic/nc-whois/Arc00/doc00049.doc], which was named “WhoBIZ”.  We were subsequently disappointed to see it closed down shortly afterwards.
While NeuLevel’s operation of .BIZ and .US can be illustrative of capabilities to basically operate a registry, these TLDs have nowhere near the quantity of domain names as are present within .NET.  

The ability for Sentan, as a multi-stakeholder entity, to work with synergy is also unproven. I have concerns that the higher orders of magnitude in synchronous registration volume would prove to vastly exceed NeuLevel’s current capabilities.  Unfortunately, the consequences of this fall on the larger internet community that depends on .NET.  
Verisign
Name Intelligence has not experienced a single technical issue with Verisign’s operation of .NET to indicate any amount of hesitance or concern over their basic ability to service the contract.

We have seen, instead, Verisign continue to make improvements in the support of their systems, such as their ATLAS resolution system, as noted in ICANN’s Proof of Concept Report on innovation.

We have seen advancements for the betterment of the community in the provisioning technologies driven by Verisign’s engineers, such as Scott Hollenbeck’s RFCs on both RRP and EPP.  

There is absolutely no technical reason to alter vendors at this point, and we do not want to see this important internet resource disrupted as result of selection of a vendor who falls short of the service levels, in any manner, than those we have enjoyed during Verisign’s operation of .NET.

My company’s strong industry relationships present a double-edged sword for us in stating our position on the current .NET re-bid process, as many of the companies that we depend upon as vendors or customers have submitted bids to operate the .NET GTLD.

Despite the potential consequences of identifying the issues at hand, it is our responsibility to the Internet community to focus on the larger picture, and what the consequences of not speaking up might be.
I hope that these statements are taken under advisement, and will help in the process of determination of the .NET vendor, so ICANN may deliver on its mandate to ensure the security and stability of the Internet. 
Thank you for your time and consideration on this important topic.

Sincerely,
Jay Westerdal
President / CEO
Count of Zonefile Snapshot Distribution Errors Per Month





NeuLevel (.US, .BIZ, or Both) 





0





1





2





3





4





5





6





7





1





2





3





4





5





6





7





8





9





10





11





12





1





2





3





4





5





6





7





8





9





10





11





12





1





2003





2004





2005





Count of Outage





Event Year





Event Mo








