Statement of the Business Constituency (BC)
RE:  Points of Clarification of the

Inter-Registrar Transfer Policy

15 February 2008

Overview

The Business Constituency supports actions which improve the security, efficiency and effectiveness of the inter-registrar domain transfer process.  We support all of these clarifications of existing policy as a useful step in the right direction.

1. Transfer can be denied for non-payment
Clause in question;


“No payment for previous registration period (including credit card charge-backs) if the domain name is past its expiration date or for previous or current registration periods if the domain name has not yet expired. In all such cases, however, the domain name must be put into "Registrar Hold" status by the Registrar of Record prior to the denial of transfer (Reason #5 in the policy).
BC Position – Support clarification
BC Impact
The Business Constituency understands that there has been confusion and varying interpretation of the terms “previous” and “current” registration periods and supports the revising the language as suggested by the Registrars Constituency response.  Namely;

“that a name be transferred after expiry, provided that payment has been received by the registrar, for the registration term immediately preceding the expiry”

It would appear, from the Registrar Constituency comments, that further clarification may be required with regard to the rules around the Auto-Renew Grace Period.  Business Constituency members would prefer to eliminate variations between registrars in this area as well.  Arguments that differing ARGP implementations between registrars bring value to customers pale in comparison to the cost and errors introduced into the process.  Thus the Business Constituency would encourage that the Auto-Renew Grace Period be implemented consistently across registrars, and that we look to other arenas (like customer service, management features, etc.) for registrars to demonstrate their virtues to end-customers in a competitive marketplace.
2. Transfer can be denied if the domain is already in “lock status”

Clause in question;


“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 (Reason #7 in the policy).”

BC Position – Support clarification
BC Impact 

The Business Constituency understands that the focus of this clarification is on “readily accessible and reasonable means” for a registrant to address locks placed on domain names by registrars.  We emphatically agree that inconsistency in this area leads to serious problems for registrants and support a uniform set of standards across registrars.  We support the proposition made by the Registrars Constituency;

"that this standard be consistent with that established for providing auth-info codes elsewhere in the current policy"

The Business Constituency also supports the idea, again raised in the Registrar Constituency comments, “that it may be reasonable for registrants to elect to have additional verification requirements before a lock is lifted in order to secure domain names and prevent domain name hijackings.”  We would encourage that the policy group consider expanding this clarification to include a consistent set of rules by which registrars would offer this option to registrants.

3. Transfer can be denied if the domain is within 60 days of the creation date of the domain name

Proposed clarification;


“A domain name is in the first 60 days of an initial registration period (Reason #8 in the policy).”

BC Position – Support – with qualifications
BC Impact  

The Business Constituency understands that there is not currently a clear definintion of “initial registration period” which has led to varying interpretations.  We support clarifying whether there is only one such period (which the domain is created), or whether there is an initial registration period that is triggered by each transfer of a domain.  We support the position that the initial registration period only refers to the 60 days following the creation of the domain, not subsequent transfers. 

In addition, the Business Constituency supports removing the restriction on transfers after initial registration.  It is the view of the Business Constituency that a number of 60-day locks (such as these and minor WHOIS changes for example) are onerous, and are used by registrars to discourage losing domains to other registrars.   To those who argue that these are needed to ensure security, we submit that there are other policies that can speak to the issues of theft and fraud, and that registrars should improve their internal processes to address this rather than applying 60-day holds across the board.
4. Transfer can be denied if the domain has been transferred within 60 days 

Proposed clarification;


“A domain name is within 60 days (or a lesser period to be determined) after being transferred (apart from being transferred back to the original Registrar in cases where both Registrars so agree and/or where a decision in the dispute resolution process so directs) (Reason #9 in the policy).”
BC Position – Support – with qualifications
BC Impact 

The Business Constituency understands that there is not currently a clear definintion of “transfer” which has led to varying interpretations.  We support clarifying whether this applies only to inter-registrar transfers or is more broad-reaching.  In keeping with our position that there are currently more 60-day locks than required (see 3 above), we support the narrower position that this provision apply to inter-registrar transfers only.   
In general, the Business Constituency is strongly in favor of improving the security of domain transfers, but does not support 60-day locks as the mechanism to accomplish this goal.  Rather, we would like to see improvements to registrar policy and process that can accomplish this.

