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1. Have the chairs personally reviewed this version of the Internet Draft (ID), and in particular, do they believe this ID is ready to forward to the IESG for publication?

Yes the document has been reviewed by the WG chairs.

2. Has the document had adequate review from both key WG members and key non-WG members? 

Yes, the document was reviewed by WG members as well as other persons. The concepts represented in this document have influence on other documents in the ENUM scene. In addition, three presentations on recent IETF meetings about the document were given.

3. Do you have any concerns about the depth or breadth of the reviews that have been performed?

There are no concerns about depth or breadth of the reviews. 

4. Do you have concerns that the document needs more review from a particular (broader) perspective (e.g., security, operational complexity, someone familiar with AAA, etc.)?

Not really. Maybe some EPP experts could have a look on the final version of this draft.

5. Do you have any specific concerns/issues with this document that you believe the ADs and/or IESG should be aware of? For example, perhaps you are uncomfortable with certain parts of the document, or have concerns whether there really is a need for it. In any event, if your issues have been discussed in the WG and the WG has indicated it that it still wishes to advance the document, detail those concerns in the write-up.

No concerns. 

6. How solid is the WG consensus behind this document? Does it represent the strong concurrence of a few individuals, with others being silent, or does the WG as a whole understand and agree with it?

The majority of the working group members have expressed their appreciation of the document. Suggestions from members have been incorporated into the document.

7. Has anyone threatened an appeal or otherwise indicated extreme discontent? If so, please summarise the areas of conflict in separate email to the Responsible Area Director.

No, there are no known threats to appeal. 

8. Have the chairs verified that the document adheres to all of the ID Checklist items ?

A NIT review was performed by the working group secretary on MMM DD, 2006. The revised document was checked again on MMM DD, 2006.

9. Is the document split into normative and informative references? Are there normative references to IDs, where the IDs are not also ready for advancement or are otherwise in an unclear state? (note here that the RFC editor will not publish an RFC with normative references to IDs, it will delay publication until all such IDs are also ready for publication as RFCs.)

References are properly split, there are no normative references to IDs.

However, there are two non-normative references to IDs:

· draft-ietf-enum-validation-arch (Publication Requested)

· draft-ietf-enum-validation-token (I-D Exists),

10. What is the intended status of the document? (e.g., Proposed Standard, Informational?)

The intended status is Proposed Standard.

11. For Standards Track and BCP documents, the IESG approval announcement includes a write-up section with the following sections: 

· Technical Summary

· Working Group Summary

· Protocol Quality

Technical Summary (Same as Abstract):

   This document describes an Extensible Provisioning Protocol (EPP)  extension framework for mapping information about the validation  process that has been applied for the E.164 number (or number range), which the E.164 Number Mapping (ENUM) domain name is based on.  Specified in the Extensible Markup Language (XML), this mapping extends the EPP domain name mapping to provide an additional feature   required for the provisioning of ENUM domain names.

Working Group Summary:

No controversial issues with the this document.

Protocol Quality:

· Are there existing implementations of the protocol?

· There is one known server implementation:

· SWITCH.ch

· There are three known client implementations:

· SWITCH.ch

· cyberenum.ch

· swissenum.ch

The Client implementations inter-operate with the server implementation in the Swiss ENUM Trial. 

· Have a significant number of vendors indicated they plan to implement the specification?

· Registrars for 1.4.e164.arpa. will have to implement this, (unless they use the toolkit Switch is providing).

· It might be, that enum.at is deciding to implement this into their ENUM server at some point in time.

· Are there any reviewers that merit special mention as having done a thorough review (i.e., that resulted in important changes or a conclusion that the document had no substantive issues)?

Alexander Mayrhofer had a thorough review and provided substantial feedback, which has been incorporated into the document. No substantive issues.

