	6. Role of ICANN
	 
	 View of the WG
	 If/How/Where to incorporate in Final Report


	6.a
	Encouraging, tracking, and publishing reports of registrars who are slow to act on abusive domains and should be more aggressive on dealing with registrars who generate large number of complaints
	RAS
	Additional measures to mitigate malicious registrations may help to reduce attacks in general; however, the development of policy and agreements that deal with malicious registrations is outside the scope of the fast flux WG. FF hosting is but one technique used to support attacks, just as malicious registrations provide the domain names and hooks into TLD zone files to exploit the DNS. Specifically, the FF WG is not addressing matters of policy and agreements dealing with malicious registrations in general. The FF WG is focused on the FF hosting technique and its uses or abuses.The FF WG will forward this comment to the GNSO Registration Abuse Policies WG.
	 

	6.b
	Formulating a best practicepolicy for domain registries / registrars and/or ISPs to fight against the use of fast flux in illegal activities
	Bonnie Chun
	This seems to be answered quite conclusively by the answer to question 10 (starting line 299). There is a link to the APWG best practices as well as a reference to SAC 035. The discussion of adding the Mannheim formula and supporting text as well as the netflow discussion, would add to the report's best practices content. So while noting that we may add some more content around FF identification, the report answers this already. See also answer to 4h.
	 

	6.c
	Gaterhing and disseminating information regarding fast flux hosting and developing best practices for registries and registrars
	IPC Constituency
	This seems to be answered quite conclusively by the answer to question 10 (starting line 299). There is a link to the APWG best practices as well as a reference to SAC 035. The discussion of adding the Mannheim formula and supporting text as well as the netflow discussion, would add to the report's best practices content. So while noting that we may add some more content around FF identification, the report answers this already. See also answer to 4h.
	 

	6.d
	ICANN should consider as a first step rapid implementation of the suggestions already called out within the report along with the establishment of an Advisory Board on how to continually improve these suggestions
	Jon Orbeton
	The possible next steps section (starting line 2056) recommends a further review which would satisfy the immediate desire for disseminating suggestions. The text under "Explore other means to address the issue instead of a Policy Development Process" (beginning Line 2083), suggests investigating alternatives to the PDP. Recommending an advisory board specifically, for FF in particular, would not be overly useful. This is especially the case given the overlap with other abuse areas. That is not to say ongoing review of abuse policies should not occur, rather it should not be carried out by a FF specific group. Since there is already quite a lot of text in the report about both the short comings of the PDP and recommendations for further investigation (including with external bodies),  this seems to be answered already.
	 

	6.e
	Promoting consistent standards and contractual arrangements
	Richard Clayton
	Richard Claytons comments about contractual arrangements and arranging compensation would fall outside the scope of the FF WG into the more broad coverage of the Registration Abuse WG.
	 

	6.f
	Establishing guidelines and principles, and arranging compensation for any innocent domains caught in the cross-fire would be a useful role for an ICANN report
	Richard Clayton
	This seems to be answered quite conclusively by the answer to question 10 (starting line 299). There is a link to the APWG best practices as well as a reference to SAC 035. The discussion of adding the Mannheim formula and supporting text as well as the netflow discussion, would add to the report's best practices content. So while noting that we may add some more content around FF identification, the report answers this already. See also answer to 4h.
	 

	6.g
	To provide leadership and guidance in developng policies and guidelines to distinguish good and bad use of the Internet.
	Alan Murphy
	This seems to be answered quite conclusively by the answer to question 10 (starting line 299). There is a link to the APWG best practices as well as a reference to SAC 035. The discussion of adding the Mannheim formula and supporting text as well as the netflow discussion, would add to the report's best practices content. So while noting that we may add some more content around FF identification, the report answers this already. See also answer to 4h.
	 


