Zone File Access Concept Paper Comments from Chuck Gomes 6 Mar 10
Reference:  CONCEPT PAPER gTLD ZONE FILE ACCESS IN THE PRESENCE OF LARGE NUMBERS OF TLDS: 
http://www.icann.org/en/topics/new-gtlds/zfa-concept-paper-18feb10-en.pdf 
The Proxy Model (pp.14-15)
I asked the following questions remotely on 6 March as part of the GNSO New gTLD session:

1. Does the Proxy Model assume that zone files are updated in near real time?  

· Mikey O’Connor said that the assumption was once-a-day updates to the zone files; it probably would be good to clarify that in the document.
· One reason this is important is that some registry operators

2. Are the files sent from the Registry Operator to the ZFAPP and from ZFAPP to the user requesting access or directly from the Registry Operator to the user?

· My memory is a little hazy on this, but I don’t believe Mikey answered this.

· He did say that the Advisory Group was still working on issues like this and agreed that both questions needed to be addressed.

ZFA Model Comparison Table (Section 7.2, pp.17-18)
Regarding the ZFA Agreement, the table says that there would be a separate agreement for each registry in both the case of the Current ZFA Practice and the Enhanced Bi-Lateral approach.  What does ‘separate agreement’ mean?  Does it mean ‘not universal’ as with the other two approaches?  If so, wouldn’t it be possible to have a universal agreement in the Current ZFA Practice and the Enhanced Bi-Lateral approach?

From an operational point of view, it seems to me that the ZFAPP Proxy approach would be the most costly because the Registry transfers zone files to ZFAPP and ZFAPP transfers zones in real times to consumers.  Do you agree with that or am I missing something?
Regarding the ZFAPP Repository and ZFAPP Proxy approaches, it appears to me that it might be an expensive proposition for a third party provider to offer 7x24 customer service just for zone file access unless that service was combined with customer service for other areas.  In comparison, most registry operators, if not all, have a customer service team already in place that supports ZFA without adding incremental costs.  Does that make sense?

Four ZFA Models: Advantages and Disadvantages (Table 7.3, p.19)
An advantage stated for the ZFAPP Proxy approach is ‘Lower costs to consumer and provider of zone file data’.  It may indeed be lower costs to registry operators, the providers of zone file data, but it is not obvious that it would necessarily result in less costs to users who want access because it seems like it would be the highest cost option for the third party provider.
A disadvantage of the Enhanced Bi-Lateral model is ‘Cost model does not change from current ZFA practice’.  Why not?

Consistent with what I said above, in my opinion, the ZFAPP Repository option would be more expensive to operate than the first two models or the current ZFA Practice and the ZFAPP Proxy model would be the most expensive option.  Do you agree with that?

Cost Models for Alternative Zone File Access Strategies (Section 7.4, p.20)
The cost model only estimates costs of the current ZFA system with a limited number of gTLDs to the current system with greatly increased numbers of gTLDs.  To more accurately evaluate each of the four new models, the cost model should be extended to cover those four models.

Funding Models for gTLD Zone File Access (Section 7.5, pp.20-22)

In the ‘Low/No fee’ scenario in Section 7.5.1, who would determine who pays and who doesn’t?

The second paragraph of Section 7.5.3 says, “As an example, registry fees (that are lower as a result of the ZFAPP operation) could be used to fund the operations of the ZFAPP.”  The problem with this idea is that it would likely require registry operators to open their books for inspection and expose proprietary data.  This seems like something that we would want to avoid; it is especially problematic for publicly traded companies.

