CHARTER QUESTION B
Understand why we’re looking at this question – what problems are we trying to solve

· Review Issue Report [Done]
· Are these questions still valid, given other measures that have been taken in the intervening time [Majority of respondents to data gathering survey felt that FOAs should be time-limited, majority already impose a time limit]
Identify use-cases and scenarios

· Current practices [Data gathering survey asked respondents about current practices – majority already impose time limit]
· Current policy [No time constraints identified for FOA by WG to date]
Understand issues and concerns

[Mixed result based on data gathering survey - Most respondents felt time limit on FoA would improve security but vast majority of respondents had not experienced or heard of problems from current non-time limited FoAs. At the same time, the expected scope of effort to time limit FoAs was considered “minimal” to “some]

Determine whether such a policy is even appropriate for ICANN to consider

[Not specifically considered, but no indications so far that this would not be appropriate to consider]

Draft changes to existing (or new) policy

[To be completed]

Draft educational materials / explanations

[Can only be done once recommendations are final]
AuthInfo codes vs FOA

[Has been discussed extensively on the mailing list, incl. definitions. However, not included in the Initial Report. Consider adding?]
CHARTER QUESTION C
Get input from registries prior to starting
[Registries provided input in the form of an RySG statement and three registry members are participants in the WG]

Understand why we’re looking at this issue – what problems are we trying to solve
· Review Issue Report [Done]
· Are these questions still valid, given other measures that have been taken in the intervening time [Based on data gathering survey - Majority hadn’t experienced problems from use of proprietary registrar IDs, while at the same time majority felt standardization of IANA IDs would simplify domain transfers]
· Identify justification, benefits and costs and how we demonstrate them [Would be part of impact statement]
· Identify impacts/harms to registrars in addition to registries [Data gathering survey includes comments to this end as well as input from WG members]
· Explore security questions / issues [None identified to date – further discussion needed?]
· Look for reasons why not to do this -- include in the instructions for stakeholder feedback [RySG statement provided insight as to why IANA IDs are not used by all registries] 
· Why aren't they being used, level of effort required to change. [Data gathering survey included question asking effort required to change - Majority felt effort to standardize on IANA IDs would be “minimal” to “some”]
Look to feedback from stakeholder groups and constituencies for initial information
[RySG statement received, outreach to others]

Explore timing issues -- this may become a bigger issue when the number of registries goes up w/new gTLDs
[WG has discussed this issue and might feed into recommendation – some suggested that requiring IANA IDs should only apply to new gTLDs and/or possible transition period for incumbents]
Determine whether such a policy is even appropriate for ICANN to consider
[No indications that this would not be appropriate to consider – ICANN has indicated in the Issue Report that it would support use of only IANA IDs]

Draft changes to existing (or new) policy

[To be completed]

Draft educational materials / explanations

[Can only be done once recommendations are final]

