	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 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).
	
	I’ve attempted to combine the consensus on survey question 10 and the WG discussions on the SSAC report. The WG may want to consider highlighting specific measures or providing suggestions on how these measures can be promoted.

	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 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.
	Unanimous Consensus
	No objections were noted in the survey to this recommendation (50% in favor, 50% no strong view either way).

	Recommendation #4: The WG notes that the IRTP is widely used to effect a change of "control" over a given registration, as opposed to simply moving the registration to a new sponsoring registrar with all contacts unchanged. While the IRTP lists both the registrant and the admin contact as authorized "transfer contacts" to change registrars, the change of control function is not defined. Therefore, the WG recommends that only the registrant can effect a change of control, while both the registrant and admin contact remain eligible to authorize a transfer that does not modify any contact information. This could be achieved by either (a) restricting the admin contact's ability to modify any contact information associated with the domain name, or (b) ensuring that any transfer reversal or change of control features are explicitly limited for use by the registrant only. In addition, the WG recommends that a new, change of control process is needed to transact registrations between registrants.
	
	1 person did not agree with this recommendation (Simonetta) and will circulate alternative language for consideration by the WG.
Furthermore, the WG should consider adding further details on how this recommendation should be worked out (e.g. creation of an implementation DT, next/new PDP)

	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. This denial reason could potentially be split into two reasons of registrant objection for denial -- (1) express objection to a particular transfer, and (2) a general indefinite request to deny all transfer requests. 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.
	
	71% supported this recommendation in response to the survey. 21% did not agree.
James to draft alternative language for this recommendation for consideration by the WG. 

	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
	
	One member of the WG disagreed with this recommendation (Mike Rodenbaugh). In his opinion the rule is clear and does not need clarification through policy development. He has requested further information from WG members that do not agree with this view. James Bladel to circulate transcript from workshop in Sydney.

	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. 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.
	
	One member of the WG disagreed with this recommendation (Paul Diaz) and has been requested to provide further information to the WG and/or an alternative proposal for consideration.

	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)





