Final Report of the Transfer Task Force on the WLS Proposal Presented to the DNSO Names Council

Wednesday, July 24, 2002

Submitted by Marilyn Cade, Chair

On behalf of the Transfer Task Force

The Final Report of the Transfer Task on the Verisign WLS proposal is forwarded to the Names Council for discussion and vote.  The Final Report includes the following information and elements:

I.  Executive Summary

II.  Background on Recommendations and Recommendations 

III.  Report and Supporting Materials

A. Request to undertake comment/consensus on WLS, including Board request that the TF present a final report, taking into consideration Verisign’s agreement to provide substantive modifications in their request for approval for the WLS service

B. Summary of the Work of the TF which describes

1. Documentation on extent of agreement and disagreement among impacted parties

2. Outreach undertaken/input received in various public fora (including links to

3. All substantive submissions to achieve adequate representation of those likely to be impacted

4. Statement on nature and intensity of reasoned support and opposition to the proposed policy recommendation

IV.  Additional materials from Task Force:  Link to PowerPoint Presentation presented to DNSO Names Council, which offers a summary to the community, including the draft recommendations of the TF 

V. Separate statements from constituencies 

VI. Action Requested

VII. Appendices

I.  Executive Summary:

The Transfer Task Force was requested to consider and provide comments on the introduction of a wait listing service provided by SnapNames, by the Verisign Registry. Extensive discussions and outreach efforts were undertaken by the Task Force; including presentations by both SnapNames and Verisign. Extensive outreach was undertaken via various public fora; conference calls which were open to interested parties to provide input to the Task Force.  Efforts were made to document the range of comments and input received; task force members read the submissions via the various fora and reviewed the petitions posted, as well studying the extensive submissions of SnapNames providing clarification, explanation, and their views. The Task Force developed and published two recommendations – one preferred recommendation, which recommends denying the WLS service, and an alternate recommendation which describes those conditions which the Task Force recommends, should the Board approve the WLS service.  

The recommendations are forwarded to the Names Council  for their discussion and approval at their meeting on July 24, 2002. The Task Force asks that their recommendations be voted on, affirmatively, and forwarded to the Board.  The Task Force is available to respond to further questions and issues that the Council might have in order to support the Names  Council providing a final report to the Board by July 26, 2002, based on the Task Force final report. 

II.  Background on Recommendations and Recommendations 
The Task Force developed and presented two recommendations.   The vote for both Recommendations is a matter of record, and is attached in Appendix A.  The DNSO Secretariat holds the vote details.  The first Recommendation, [I.], is the preferred recommendation of the Task Force. The second recommendation [II] is presented to the Names Council, with the recommendation that both recommendations be approved, and sent to the Board, since it is the understanding of the Task Force that the Board requested advise and comment on the WLS from the Task Force.  The second recommendation notes that should the board approve the WLS request, that certain conditions should be established, and provides suggested conditions. 

The recommendations are presented here, as part of the final report. Both recommendations I and II have sub-elements. Each sub-element was voted on separately.  The Task Force is presenting the details of the vote rather than commenting individually on each outcome, letting the votes speak for themselves.  

Recommendations of the Transfer Task Force related to Verisign WLS: (Also attached as Appendix A in original form)


----------------------------------
I. Recommendation  1:  To deny the WLS:

A. RGP The ICANN board move with all haste to implement and actively enforce the
proposed Redemptions Grace Period for Deleted Names policy and practice
Yes: ccTLD, ISPCP, GA, NonC, IP, gTLD, Registrars, BC
Accepted by all

B. WLS and agreement. The ICANN Board reject Verisign's request to amend its agreement to
enable it to introduce its proposed WLS.
Yes: ccTLD, ISPCP, GA, NonC, Registrars, BC
No: IP, gTLD
6 YES          2 NO

C. WLS trial. The ICANN Board reject Verisign's request to trial the WLS for 12 months.
Yes: ccTLd, ISPCP, GA, Registrars, BC
No: gTLD
Abstain: NonC, IP
5 YES            1 NO      2 ABSTENTIONS

I.  Recommendation to deny the WLS:
Yes: ccTLD, ISPCP, GA, NonC, Registrars, BC
No: IP, gTLD
6 YES              2 NO

II. Contingency recommendations in event the Board rejects the TF prime recommendation.
Should the ICANN board not accept the policy recommendations noted above
and grant Verisign's request for a change to its agreement and a 12 month
trial of its WLS, we would alternatively recommend that WLS be approved with
conditions:

A. RGP. The introduction of WLS is dependent on the implementation and proven
(for not less than six months) practice envisaged in the proposed
Redemption Grace Period for Deleted Names policy and practice and the
establishment of a standard deletion practise.
Yes:ccTLD, ISPCP, GA, NonC, IP, Registrars, BC
No:gTLD
7 YES 1 NO

B. Deletions. Several Constituencies remain concerned that a standard deletion practise
be established and implemented. Some TF members believe that this could be
considered separately from WLS.

(CHOICE OF ONE OF THREE):

1) Standard Deletion practise should be established at same time as WLS and
implemented before WLS.
Yes: ccTLD, ISPCP, GA,  Registrars, BC
5 YES

2) Standard deletion practise should be established, but need not be in
place before
WLS is implemented.
Yes: IP, NonC
2 YES

3) Standard deletion practise should be considered separately.
Yes: gTLD
1 YES

C. Information/notice. (CHOICE OF ONE OF TWO).

C. 1. The WLS include a requirement that notice be provided by the Registry
(through the registrar) to the existing registrant of a domain name when a
WLS option is taken out against that registrant's domain name.
Yes: GA, NonC,
2 YES
                       
C. 2. Information should be available to the incumbent domain
name holder when a WLS has been put on the name.
Yes: ccTLD, ISPCP, IP, BC, .Registrars
Abstain: gTLD,
5 YES         1 Abstain

D. Transparency. The WLS include a requirement for full transparency as to who has placed
a WLS option on a domain name and the registrar that actions the option.
Yes: ccTLD, ISPCP, GA, NonC, Registrars, BC
No: IP
Abstain: gTLD
6 YES         1 NO       1 Abstain

E. Cost.  WLS should be cost based, consistent with previous considerations for
approval of Registry services by the ICANN Board.
Yes: ccTLD, ISPCP, GA, , Registrars, BC
Abstain: IP, gTLD, NonC
5 YES        3 Abstain
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

III.  Report and Supporting Materials

A.     Request to undertake comment/consensus on WLS, including Board request that the Task Force present a final report, taking into consideration the Board request that the Task Force take into account Verisign’s substantive modifications to their request for approval of the WLS.

The Status Report regarding Deletions, Solutions and WLS, dated 4 June 2002, describes the request received by the TF. The ICANN Board referred this matter to the Transfer Task Force, via the Names Council, via Resolution [02.53]. The Names Council referred this matter to the TF on 24 June 2002. Via Resolution [02.55] the Board invited public comment and established a web forum for such comment. 

After extensive examination and dialogue related to the issue of WLS, the Task Force presented a preliminary preview of its findings, and draft recommendations at the ICANN Bucharest Names Council meeting. This presentation, and draft recommendations were further presented to the public during the Public Forum, on 27 June 02. During their presentation at the Public Forum, Verisign made certain substantive statements about possible modifications in their proposal. SnapNames and other supporters made extensive statements of support to the VS/SnapNames/WLS proposal. Both before and following the meeting’s Public Forum on WLS, ICANN’s web Comment Forum on WLS received comments, which are both opposing and supporting WLS. The ICANN forum documents just over 500 comments received. 

The Task Force took note of the possible substantive changes proposed by Verisign during the Public Comment period.  In addition, the Board asked the Task Force to include its views regarding these modifications proposed by Verisign. The TF requested verification of the modifications in the Verisign proposal to ICANN. E-mail from Chuck Gomes, Verisign Registry representative, dated Tuesday, 9 July 2002, verified the statement made in his presentation, but noted that the actual offer to ICANN had not been modified, pending determination that there was receptivity to such changes. The three changes were 1) implement of an interim grace period until official is implemented 2) no favored treatment of Snap Names holders 3) pricing to be simplified by removing rebates and charging one fixed price of $24 to registrars per subscription year.

The TF met further to consider further ICANN Web Forum input, GA submissions, TF discussions and submissions to the TF itself via emails sent directly to the Chair, which were sent forward to the TF archives, Public Forum input, as well as these modifications to the VS WLS proposal. Taking into account this information, modifications were made to the TF recommendations to reflect the substantive changes, which Verisign noted it was willing to make in its request for approval. The Draft Final Report, presented in Bucharest to the Names Council and to the Public Forum, were revised, updated, and posted for an additional 8 day of comment, via the DNSO web site, with linkage from the ICANN site. Announcements were sent to all constituencies, the GA, and published by ICANN of this additional period of comment. 

Links are provided in a latter section to all substantive comments received. 

B.   Summary of the work of the Task Force, which describes:
1. Documentation of the extent of agreement and disagreement among impact parties:

Comments received, including via the conference call outreach, and in the various Public Fora can be roughly grouped as follows: 

· Responses from  registrars and others who presently offer services similar to WLS at the registrar level which are specific to the points and oppose WLS at the Verisign Registry Level

· Responses from SnapNames and Verisign, which are supportive of the WLS at the Verisign Registry Level, 
· Responses from a group of entities who specifically support the SnapNames proposal and spoke in support of WLS.

· Responses from parties who object to the WLS proposal at the Verisign Registry level which include other constituencies and GA submissions

· Response from one constituency which was neutral on WLS but supported standard redemption grace period.

· Comments included negative comments about the costs of such services or about the increase in costs to users. 

· Responses from parties who object to WLS at the Registry level, but appear to be focused on the involvement of Verisign the Registrar and negative experiences they have had related to transfers, deletions or other processes which are not related to WLS itself

· Two petitions (links provided in a later section) which are opposed to WLS at the Verisign Registry level.  Signatories are well identified in one petition; the second petition, which has over 3000 signatures, is less documented.  

· Responses contained in many of the above responses and in the constituency and GA submissions, which support the need for a uniform redemption process and a standard deletion process.  

· The gTLD constituency provided a statement challenging the “jurisdiction” of the TF and explaining that the TF report “delves into matters that are beyond the scope of any policy task force, including, 1) whether a Registry Service can be introduced by a Registry Operator; and (2) the price of a Registry Service.  It believes that such issues are related to the business of the individual registry and are more*e appropriate for the market place to regulate rather than the policy making body of ICANN. Their comments are forwarded as Appendix B in entirety.  Their comments were taken into account and discussed within the TF several times; and consultation was taken from the ICANN counsel. 
· A very few other comments from individuals who responded questioned the ICANN consideration of approval of services at the registry level, and ICANN’s role in setting costs. 

2. Documentation of Extent of Agreement and disagreement among affected parties:

Areas of disagreement: 

The Task Force found that there are significant differences between the parties most directly affected by the introduction of this service—some registrars, and providers of competitive services similar to WLS at the registrar level who do not support the WLS at the Registry level, and SnapNames, Verisign, and a group of respondents who identify themselves as being able to benefit from the certainty of obtaining a WLS at the sole source level who support WLS at the Registry level. 

Again, the gTLD constituency and a few other commenters question whether the policy making supporting organization of ICANN should be reviewing this process via a DNSO TF or should be involved at all.  

Areas of Agreement:

There is support in the community for both a uniform redemption grace period and the establishment of a standard deletions period. 

Note: Within the Task Force, specific to these two items, unanimous agreement within the Task Force exists for the need for a uniform redemption grace period.

Agreement exists for a standard deletions period, although there was disagreement within the task force about the timing of such implementation. Five task force members supported the establishment of a standard deletions period at the same time as WLS and implemented before WLS. The remaining three support the need for a standard deletions period, but two support that it need not be in place before WLS is implemented, while one supports considering it separately.

3. Outreach undertaken/input received in various public for a (including a list of links where comments are achieved)

This topic has been the topic of discussion on the GA for several months. After the formal referral to the Task Force, public forums were opened by ICANN and the Task Force held several “open conference” calls to take further input to the Task Force.  The ICANN Board further held a public forum session at the Bucharest ICANN meetings where Verisign presented, the Task Force made a short statement of its recommendations and rationale, and attendees at the meeting made several comments.   The GA, BC, IPC, Registrar and Registry Constituencies have all submitted written comments, at various stages of the comment process. Verisign and SnapNames both submitted extensive documents, which addressed many of the questions raised on the comment forums. 

4. Substantive Submissions to achieve adequate representation of those likely to be impacted

Links are provided to the various public forums.   The Task Force notes that the submissions are available for review by any interested  party. 
5. Statement on Nature and Intensity of reasoned support and opposition to the proposed policy recommendation

The Task force identified  bipolar views on the approval of the WLS at the Verisign Registry service.  

Strong support exists for the conditions of establishment of a standard redemption grace period, as described in the Recommendation II, and for the establishment of a standard deletions period.  

V.  PowerPoint Presentation Presented to the Names Council in Bucharest with draft recommendations and background and Status Report of the work of the Task Force
http://www.dnso.org/dnso/notes/20020711.TFtransfer-WLS-update.ppt
VI. Statements from Constituency/other entities  -- included as Appendix B and C

· Registry Constituency Statement

· IPC Statement

VII. Action Requested: 

The Task Force forwards the Final Report with our final recommendations, supported by the vote of the Task Force members, to the Names Council for their discussion and vote and for transmittal to the Board, supported by the vote of the Names Council. The Final Report provides the documentation needed to support the recommendations of the Task Force 

We therefore recommend to the Names Council that the recommendations receive a supporting vote by the Names Council and be forwarded to the Board.  Should any further clarification be needed, the Task Force is prepared to respond. Several members of the Task Force are Names Council members; however, the full Task Force stands ready to respond as needed to any questions.  

Appendices attached

A: Recommendations of the Task Force with Voting Results 

B: Registry Constituency Statement
C:  IPC Statement
D. Task Force Membership
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