IRTP Part B WG Recommendations – Updated 2 February 2011
	Recommendation
	Designation

	Comments

	Charter Question A - Whether a process for urgent return/resolution of a domain name should be developed, as discussed within the SSAC hijacking report

	Recommendation #1 – ETRP [To be completed]
	
	

	Recommendation #2 – The WG notes that in addition to reactive measures such as outlined in recommendation #1, proactive measures to prevent hijacking are of the utmost importance. As such, the WG strongly recommends the promotion and adoption by ALAC and other ICANN structures of the measures outlined in the recent report of the Security and Stability Advisory Committee on A Registrant's Guide to Protecting Domain Name Registration Accounts (SAC 044).
	
	The WG agreed to slightly modify the recommendation (see proposed changes in left column). In addition, the WG agreed to give further consideration to whether any specific actions for the promotion of SAC 044 could / should be included.
An email has been sent to the SSAC leadership to ask for input on what measures might be appropriate to recommend in relation to the promotion of SAC 044. 

	Charter Question B - Whether additional provisions on undoing inappropriate transfers are needed, especially with regard to disputes between a Registrant and Admin Contact (AC). The policy is clear that the Registrant can overrule the AC, but how this is implemented is currently at the discretion of the registrar

	Recommendation #3 - The WG recommends requesting an Issues Report on the requirement of ‘thick’ WHOIS for all incumbent gTLDs. The benefit would be that in a thick registry one could develop a secure method for a gaining registrar to gain access to the registrant contact information. Currently there is no means for the secure exchange of registrant details in a thin registry. In this scenario, disputes between the registrant and admin contact could be avoided, as the registrant would become the ultimate approver of a transfer. It should be noted that this recommendation does not imply that additional information collected under a thick WHOIS model needs to be publicly displayed. Such an Issue Report and possible subsequent Policy Development Process should not only consider a possible requirement of 'thick' WHOIS for all incumbent gTLDs in the context of IRTP, but should also consider any other positive and/or negative effects that are likely to occur outside of IRTP that would need to be taken into account when deciding whether a requirement of 'thick' WHOIS for all incumbent gTLDs would be desirable or not.
	Rough Consensus
	The WG agreed to change the designation from ‘unanimous’ to ‘rough’ consensus, noting that even though there was no dissent, there was no unanimous support either. It was agreed that this would need to be clarified in the report as the definition of rough consensus in the WG Charter implies disagreement. The WG also discussed that the recommendation in itself does not recommend thick WHOIS, even though it notes that it might be beneficial in an IRTP context, but recommends that a PDP be conducted to assess whether thick WHOIS is desirable from all perspectives (Note: additional clarification added which was agreed by the WG).  
The WG agreed to delete the sentence as proposed by Paul Diaz (see strikethrough in left column)

	Recommendation #4: The WG notes that the primary function of IRTP is to permit Registered Name Holders to move registrations to the Registrar of their choice, with all contact information intact.  The WG also notes that IRTP is widely used in the domain name community to affect a "change of control," moving the domain name to a new Registered Name Holder. Our discussions within the WG and with ICANN Staff have determined that there is no defined "change of control" function. Therefore, the IRTP-B

WG recommends requesting an Issue Report to examine this issue, including an investigation of how this function is currently achieved, if there are any applicable models in the country-code name space, and any associated security concerns.


	
	The WG agreed to modify recommendation #4 as proposed by James with one minor change (removal of ‘aftermarket’). Please note proposed editorial change, namely changing ‘the initiation’ to ‘requesting’ an Issue Report.



In addition, Chris provided draft language for inclusion in the Annex of the report to highlight the different scenarios explored in relation to this charter question. (WG to review proposed language)

	Recommendation #9 (NEW): The WG proposes to modify section 3 of the IRTP to require that the Registrar of Record/Losing Registrar be required to confirm notify the Registered Name Holder/Registrant of the transfer out. The Registrar of Record has access to the contact information for the Registrant and could modify their systems to automatically send out the Standardized Form for Losing Registrars ("Confirmation FOA") to the Registrant. Failure by the Registrant to respond within the 5 day pendingTransfer grace period would result in the transfer request being automatically denied or Nacked. At the time that the transfer is requested via the Gaining Registrar, the Transfer Contact that requested the transfer would be informed that positive confirmation by the Registrant is required to complete the transfer and that the Registrant will be receiving the Confirmation FOA from the Registrar of Record.
	
	An alternative proposal was suggested to address the charter question by requiring a positive confirmation of the transfer by the losing registrar (see email from Barbara: http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-irtp-b-jun09/msg00590.html). 
Most members did not agree with the proposal to allow the losing registrar to deny a transfer if no response had been received from the registrant. It was proposed instead to require the losing registrar to confirm the transfer, but not allow a non-confirmation as a reason to deny the transfer (see proposed modification in the left-side column). Rationale for this recommendation to be added to the notes of the report.

	Charter Question C - Whether special provisions are needed for a change of registrant when it occurs near the time of a change of registrar. The policy does not currently deal with change of registrant, which often figures in hijacking cases

	Recommendation #5: The WG does recognize that the current language of denial reason #6 is not clear and leaves room for interpretation especially in relation to the term ‘voluntarily’ and recommends therefore that this language is expanded and clarified to tailor it more to explicitly address registrar-specific (i.e. non-EPP) locks in order to make it clear that the registrant must give some sort of informed opt-in express consent to having such a lock applied, and the registrant must be able to have the lock removed upon reasonable notice and authentication. The WG recommends to modify denial reason #6 as follows: 




Express objection to the transfer by the Transfer Contact. 
Objection could take the form of specific request (either by paper or electronic means) by the Transfer Contact to deny a particular transfer request, or a general objection to all transfer requests received by the Registrar, either temporarily or indefinitely. In all cases, the objection must be provided with the express and informed consent of the Transfer Contact on an opt-in basis and upon request by the Transfer Contact, the Registrar must remove the lock or provide a reasonably accessible method for the Transfer Contact to remove the lock within five (5) calendar days.
	
	The WG agreed to propose a change to denial reason #6 as proposed by Barbara with the addition of ‘and upon request by the Transfer Contact, the Registrar must remove the lock or provide a reasonably accessible method for the Transfer Contact to remove the lock within five (5) calendar days ‘.


	Charter Question D - Whether standards or best practices should be implemented regarding use of a Registrar Lock status (e.g. when it may/may not, should/should not be applied)

	Recommendation #6: The WG recommends that if a review of the UDRP is conducted in the near future, the issue of requiring the locking of a domain name subject to UDRP proceedings is taken into consideration
	Unanimous Consensus
	The one WG member that initially disagreed, agreed to support this recommendation in light of additional information provided.

	Recommendation #7: The WG recommends standardizing and clarifying WHOIS status messages regarding Registrar Lock status. The goal of these changes is to clarify why the Lock has been applied and how it can be changed. Based on discussions with technical experts, the WG does not expect that such a standardization and clarification of WHOIS status messages would require significant investment or changes at the registry/registrar level. The WG recommends that ICANN staff is asked to develop an implementation plan for community consideration which ensures that a technically feasible approach is developed to implement this recommendation.
	Unanimous Consensus
	The WG agreed to add a sentence to note that the WG does not expect that the implementation of such status messages would result in significant investments that would justify price increases. Proposed language has been added and agreed by the WG. 

	Charter Question E - Whether, and if so, how best to clarify denial reason #7: A domain name was already in 'lock status' provided that the Registrar provides a readily accessible and reasonable means for the Registered Name Holder to remove the lock status.

	Recommendation #8: The WG recommends deleting denial reason #7 as a valid reason for denial under section 3 of the IRTP as it is technically not possible to initiate a transfer for a domain name that is locked, and hence cannot be denied, making this denial reason obsolete. Instead denial reason #7 should be replaced by adding a new provision in a different section of the IRTP on when and how domains may be locked or unlocked. The WG recommends that ICANN staff is asked to develop an implementation plan for community consideration including proposed changes to the IRTP to reflect this recommendation.
	Unanimous Consensus
	One member of the WG initially disagreed with this recommendation (James Bladel), but has changed his view and is now in support of this recommendation.


� As outlined in the WG Charter, the following designations may apply:


Unanimous consensus position


Rough consensus position - a position where a small minority disagrees but most agree


Strong support but significant opposition


Minority viewpoint(s)
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