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Summary

Eight comments were submitted to the registry-failure-report comment forum (http://forum.icann.org/lists/registry-failure-report/). Five comments were related to the .AERO registry agreement, including one response from ICANN staff. Three comments provided detailed, substantive suggestions for improvements to the registry failure report.

30 comments were submitted to the ICANN blog posting (http://blog.icann.org/?p=134) dedicated to the registry failure report. 13 comments were related to registrar issues or issues with RegisterFly or GoDaddy. 11 comments were responses from ICANN staff. Three comments were non-responsive. Two comments addressed presenting ideas to the ICANN Board and making registries, registrars and ICANN more accountable to registrants. Two comments addressed the impact of registrar failure on registries.

Analysis
The substantive comments received during the comment period and through the ICANN blog were generally positive towards ICANN’s efforts at establishing a comprehensive registry failover plan, but acknowledged that further work is required. The main themes of theses comments were that ICANN should focus on addressing technical failures, defining the criteria, best practices and technical protocols that a successor registry operator should have to meet, and defining how to handle a failed registry if no successor can be identified.

John Levine (http://forum.icann.org/lists/registry-failure-report/msg00007.html) noted that while most of the report was good, sections 6-7 are guidelines for future work with some problematic implicit assumptions. John noted that technical failures and business failures raise different issues, and ICANN’s focus should be to address technical failures. He recommended that ICANN set guidelines and require registries to publish key facts about their recovery plans so that registrants and users can make informed decisions. 

John stated that business failures raise a wide range of policy concerns, and that ICANN should be prepared to address 
· a “RegisterFly” situation at the registry level,

· the types of criteria that a successor registry would have to meet, and 

· determine how long to keep the DNS running for a failed registry if no successor can be identified.
Chuck Gomes of VeriSign (http://forum.icann.org/lists/registry-failure-report/msg00002.html) submitted detailed comments on the registry failure report, located at http://forum.icann.org/lists/registry-failure-report/doc2atjrqgAb3.doc. Chuck’s main points were:

· Continuity plans must incorporate all points of the delivery system 

· Continuity plans must be practiced

· gTLD registries have been at the forefront of registry contingency planning

· Registry failure plans are not enough, registrars must have failover plans

· ICANN must ensure compliance with the RAA data escrow requirements

· ICANN must have failover plans

· Future contractual requirements must set minimum standards of operation

· Failover plans should be prioritized according to urgency of need

· Failover plans should be based on the most current and pertinent information

· Registries, registrars and ICANN need to be held accountable for implementation of failover plans

· Best practice failover plans should scale of the gTLD registries involved
· Best practices for escrow procedures should include testing

· For registries offering IDNs, failover best practices should include escrowing of any essential IDN data such as IDN tables
· Failover plans should emphasize the need for confidentiality of critical data

Jothan Frakes (http://forum.icann.org/lists/registry-failure-report/msg00001.html) provided a comment from the registrar and consumer perspective regarding provisioning protocols and transports to be used by a successor registry operator in the transition of a TLD. Jothan also noted:

· Changes to provisioning protocols by a successor registry could impose burdens on registrars and impact services delivered to registrants of the TLD being transitioned.

· There should be a clearly defined, expedited certification process for registrars to become connected and operational with the successor registry operator.
· It should be a requirement that the losing registry operator provide technical documentation and specifications to the gaining registry operator, along with any source code typically provided to registrars for the purposes of integration [with the shared registry system for the TLD].

Of the 30 comments submitted to the ICANN blog posting (http://blog.icann.org/?p=134), two were substantively related to the Registry Failure Report. 

Mike Brown addressed presenting ideas to the ICANN Board and making registries, registrars and ICANN more accountable to registrants. 
Mark Stone suggested that ICANN consider the merits of a CircleID article written by Gavin Brown (http://www.circleid.com/posts/com_net_thick_or_thin/) concerning the thick vs thin model for registries. Gavin’s article argued that the thick registry model provided more protection for registrants than a thin registry model.
Use of this Input
ICANN would like to thank all who commented on the registry failure report.

The comments from John Levine, Chuck Gomes and Jothan Frakes were particularly useful, and will be incorporated into the development of ICANN’s Registry Failure Plan. This plan will be posted for community input prior to the ICANN meeting in Los Angeles, California. 
The issues raised by potential registry failure are complex, and will become even more important once the new gTLD process is launched in 2008.

(This summary and analysis was prepared by Patrick Jones, Registry Liaison Manager).
