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OPERATOR:  This conference is being recorded for Marilyn Cade, conference ID B like bravo, M as in Marilyn, C as in Cade, 9453.



MARILYN CADE:  Thanks, Bob.



OPERATOR:  Pardon the interruption.



CADE:  OK.



OPERATOR:  This conference is now being recorded.  Thank you.



CADE:  Thank you.



DAN STEINBERG:  It must be 2:00.



CADE:  The purpose of recording this – and I actually believe it's supposed to be a transcription.  That's what I requested.  Recording isn't going to be nearly as helpful to us as a transcription.  But – so, I'm going to have – I'm going to go offline and ask for me to verify that in fact it is a transcription.



STEINBERG:  Well, as long as it's recorded somebody can transcribe it afterwards, although getting transcription service is always better.



CADE:  This is a hell of a lot of noise.  I hope that's not ...



STEINBERG:  That's me.



CADE:  That's you?



STEINBERG:  That's me.  I'm in – I'm driving through a torrential downpour as ...



CADE:  You have our sympathy.



STEINBERG:  It's OK.  It's cooler outside than in my house.  



CHRISTINE RUSSO (ph):  Hello?  



STEINBERG:  Hello.  I think somebody's been joined there.



RUSSO (ph):  Yes.  It's Christine (ph).



STEINBERG:  Hi, Christine (ph).  Dan here.



RUSSO (ph):  Hey, Dan.  Who's got the noise?



STEINBERG:  That's me.  I'm going to go on mute until I get out of the storm, OK?



CADE:  Dan?



STEINBERG:  Yes.



CADE:  You're getting so much static that ...



STEINBERG:  OK.  I'm – OK.  I'm just going to mute myself till the storm is over, OK?  I'll just listen.



CADE:  OK.  OK.  



BRUCE BECKWITH (ph), VERISIGN:  That's better.  Hi.  This is Bruce Beckwith (ph) from VeriSign.



CADE:  Hi.  



BECKWITH (ph):  The VeriSign registrar, I'm sorry.



RUSSO (ph):  Thank you, Bruce.



BECKWITH (ph):  I ...



CADE: And I hear Christine (ph) ...



RUSSO (ph):  Here I am.



CADE:  ... who is representing the registry constituency.



RUSSO (ph):  That's right.



JEFF NEWMAN (ph):  This is Jeff Newman (ph) representing the registry constituency.



CADE:  Thank you, Jeff (ph).  We have Eric (ph) and we have Dan.  And I stepped away for just a minute.  



You should've gotten that announcement at the beginning of the call, telling you that the call is being recorded.  The call will be hopefully transcribed.  It may have to be recorded in the process of getting to be transcribed.  



But as I said in the e-mail, this is sort of an experiment to – for the outreach calls and documentation purposes to help augment the information and data gathering.  So, it's not a service I've used before, but I'm hoping it will prove to be helpful.  It will only be used for calls of this nature because it's pretty expensive.  It's $50 per 15 minutes.



BECKWITH (ph):  Marilyn, this is Bruce Beckwith (ph).  Will this be like the names council where it becomes available as an MP3?



CADE:  No, Bruce. The transcription is a written – would be written.



BECKWITH (ph):  OK.  So, the actual recording won't be made available.  It will simply be the transcription.



CADE:  Well, I'm not – let me be clear.  I did not arrange to have an MP3 recording.  I contracted to have a transcription done. 



BECKWITH (ph):  I see.



CADE:  So, the recording, if it is being recorded, is only – and we are being recorded – is only being done for purposes of them providing the written transcription that I asked for.  We – because of the time of day of transfers calls, the – I would have to pay overtime to the engineers for the secretariat support that we get from Glen (ph) and it's not something that I am able to do from my budget.



So, the answer to your question, I think, is no.  The – and I think the answer is we'll have a written transcript.  We had talked on the last call about what the most effective mechanisms were, and we will see how this works and then the task force can make a recommendation if they – more effective way of dealing with the documentation.



Let me just finish the roll call because I heard a few more people joining us.  I have Dan, I have Eric (ph), I have Bruce, I have Christine (ph), I have Jeff.



DAN HALLORAN (ph):  Hi, Marilyn.  Dan Halloran (ph) here.



CADE:  Hi, Dan.



DAVE SAFFRON (ph):  Dave Saffron (ph).



CADE:  Hi, Dave.  Anyone else?  Let me offer ...



KEN STUBBS (ph):  Yes.  Ken Stubbs (ph), Marilyn.



CADE:  Hi, Ken.



Yes.  We opened this call up to the registry and registrar constituency, who might want to invite members of their constituency to listen in.  So, we will be joined, I hope, by a few additional folks from the – those two constituencies.  And I'd just ask you to introduce yourself when you join.  



TIM DENTON (ph):  Hello.  Tim Denton (ph).



CADE:  Hi, Tim Denton (ph), who also is with the registrar constituency.  We don't have Ross yet?



TIM DENTON (ph):  Really?



CADE:  I'm asking.  Pardon me, who just joined?



ROM MOHAN (ph), VP BUSINESS OPERATIONS, CTO, AFILIAS:  Marilyn, hi.  This is Rom Mohan (ph) from affiliates.



CADE:  Hi, Rom (ph).  Welcome.



MOHAN (ph):  Thank you.



CADE:  Rom is with the registry constituency and will be part of the presentation as we go through today's agenda.  



I want to ...



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  You want me to phone Ross, Marilyn?



CADE:  Yes.



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  I know Ross was planning on joining because he was in another conference and he said that he was going right from that conference into yours, Marilyn.  So ...



CADE:  OK.  We'll give him a couple of minutes.  Let me offer Grant Forsythe (ph).  Apologies, Grant is not available today and had sent an e-mail to that effect and sends his apologies.  Anyone – someone else just joined us?



ROSS:  That was me, Marilyn.  Apologies for being late.



CADE:  You know, you were just becoming the topic of discussion, too.



ROSS:  Excellent.  Well, carry on, please.



CADE:  Welcome.  We have Ross, Rom Mohan (ph), Tim Denton (ph), Ken Stubbs (ph), Dave Saffron (ph), Dan Halloran (ph), Jeff Newman (ph), Christine Russo (ph), Bruce Beckwith (ph), Eric Erotay (ph), Dan Steinberg (ph), who's on mute, I think, because he's traveling through a downpour.  And the call is, we hope, having a transcription done.  Who did I miss who's joined the call?  Anyone else?



We may be joined by other people from the registry or registrar constituency, but what I'd like to do is just remind the task force members to review the minutes.  And they are very summary.  And without Glen's (ph) help, due to the European holiday and I'm trying to take summary minutes myself, which is why we're doing the transcription.  But do look at them and send me back edits, enhancements, changes so that we can get them posted.  And if you can do that as quickly as possible, that would be great.



On today's call I posted the agenda.  It is largely going to be input-oriented for the task force purposes with two sets of presentations and then discussion.  And then we will briefly talk about the idea I'd like the task force to consider in relation to the dilutions (ph) worked effort and how to respond on that, try to finalize and agree to timelines on transfers and end the call hopefully at an hour and 30 minutes, if at all possible.  



So, unless someone wants to add something to the agenda, let me pause for that.  Any nominations for topics to the agenda?



OK.  Then I'd like to propose that we get started with the agenda.  And we were going to start with, Ross, a presentation or discussion really that you and the registrar representatives would lead on a general registrar set of materials that have been previously posted.  We'll follow that with comments from Bruce and then go to Rom (ph) and Jeff (ph) for a joint discussion presentation.  



And let me ask each of you to – you can think about what you think is best in terms of whether we take questions at the end of your presentation or we hold questions and have a general discussion.  But think about what you think will work best for the group.  If – I did tell everyone that you have to have some kind of materials for your presentation today, even if it's just a bullet point set of talking points.  I know we got something from you, Ross.  I don't think I've seen anything from either Bruce or Rom (ph) and Jeff (ph).  Am I wrong about that?



JEFF NEWMAN (ph):  I – yes, I have it right now.  I'm sending it.  Do you want me to send it on the public list?



CADE:  Yes.  Yes, send it on the public list, but you won't get – if you send, Jeff (ph), a public list I'll forward it then onto the people who are on the call who aren't on the public list.  Actually, yes, put it on the public list and I'll forward it to people so they get it real quickly.



NEWMAN:  OK. 



CADE:  And this coming from you, Jeff (ph), on behalf of you and Rom (ph)?



NEWMAN:  Yes.  It's really Rom's (ph) – I'm just forwarding it to Laurie (ph).



CADE:  OK.



BECKWITH (ph):  Marilyn, this is Bruce Beckwith (ph).  I am joining the call today more as a member of the registrar constituency under advice of counsel.  Given the current legal environment that we're in, I've been asked not to discuss our transfer process in any great detail.  I'm happy to, as I can, answer questions, what have you.  I'm not in a position to give a presentation, hence I ...



CADE:  OK.



BECKWITH (ph):  ... won't forward you any presentation.



CADE:  OK.  OK.  That's helpful to have clarified.  Thank you, Bruce.  I appreciate you joining us.  OK.  Are we – did I have someone else join us?



BRANDON PAYNE (ph), REGISTER.COM:  Yes.  Marilyn, it's Brandon Payne (ph), Register.com.



CADE:  Welcome.



PAYNE (ph):  Thank you.



CADE:  We will get started, then.  And let me remind everyone, and I will try to do this myself, that when we speak in the context of the presentation and the Q&A try to remember to state your name for purposes of the transcription.  I know it'll be hard, but we'll all do our best. 



So, I'm going to turn this over to you, if I can, Ross.



ROSS:  As far as the question of questions goes, Marilyn, I think it may be more efficient if we – at least from my perspective, if we address questions as part of – or in the context of all of the presentations and discussion as opposed to piece by piece.  But ...



CADE:  OK.



ROSS:  ... unless there's objections to the contrary, I'm happy to take questions as well.  So, I'll leave that up to you.



CADE:  OK.  Let me suggest that we – that you try to make note of your questions, write them down if you could, and then when we go through the queue then you can address your question to whichever presenter or to Bruce, whichever seems appropriate.



ROSS:  Great.  



So, I'll start off with a little bit of history surrounding this document.  The title of the document, "Principles and Processes for Gaining and Losing Registrars", the document it was the result of, I guess, 60 to 90 days worth of pretty solid discussion within our constituency.  Initially it was – I guess, the foundation for this document was a Tucows were product that had the benefit of input from many conference calls, lots of discussion on the mailing list.  



At the end of the day, it was the will of the constituency to take the framework that the original document had presented and attempt to arrive at a compromised position.  As a result, Register.com and Tucows got together, prepared a draft, and that draft was subsequently ratified by the constituency.  So, the document that presented to the task force is very much the position of the membership of the constituency.



Going through the document, we really talk about three major areas – the processes that the gaining registrar should employ to engage in inter-registrar transfers, the processes that a losing registrar should employ, as well as what processes a losing registrar can implement or fall back on in the case that the gaining registrar hasn't appropriately implemented those processes.



The – I suppose the philosophy behind the agreement or the document is to really first establish what the default rule, which is that the gaining registrar would obtain reliable authorization from an appropriate entity that's an entity obviously that's authorized to undertake the transfer, that the losing registrar would really only get involved in the absence of confirmation to the losing registrar by the registered name holder, and that these types of transactions move towards being conducted in environments that's really predicated on good faith and trust as opposed to an assumed lack of trust, if you will.  That's been described as perhaps idealistic, but it would be nice if we could get to the point where we can actually take advantage of the deal.



There are really four big points that this stocking doesn't deal with that we'd recommend – that the drafting team recommended the constituency might wish to consider at a future date.  It may or may not be appropriate for the task force to deal with those considerations, but I'll certainly raise them here for at least your consideration.



The first big point was that perhaps there should be an amendment to this proposal reported at a future time that assure that the gaining registrar would in some way indemnify the losing registrar in the case of a reversal of the transfer due to improper acquisition authorization or a lack of authorization behind the transaction.  It also doesn't deal with anything surrounding the registrar lock processes that various registrars use to essentially put a name in the vault, if you will.  



We also didn't discuss whether or not there should be a creation of the process that would cause the gaining registrar to bear the costs associated with transferring the main name back.  A couple of questions arose around what bearing direct costs mean in the context of this document.  And it was really our intention to limit cost to the actual cost of transaction.  So, any cost of administration or travel or legal fees wouldn't be assumed to be a direct cost.



The fourth issue that we didn't deal with was whether or not there should be a requirement to authenticate or notarize some or all of the documentation that the gaining register obtains.



So, moving on, the document was built based around the set of principles.  And I don't know if it's necessary to go through these principles, but I would recommend that everybody at least give them a cursory glance because I think that they're very – they capture the spirit of what this document is attempting to achieve.  



CADE:  Actually, Ross – it's Marilyn – could you hit the high points of the principles, just for purposes of the transcript?



ROSS:  Yes.  Generally speaking, they're presented in engineering speak, so they're – by that I mean that they use capital must, capital should and capital may or capital should nots, must not and may not.  The musts are really talking about things that – the must and must not are talking about things that under no circumstances should occur or under all circumstances should occur.  The shoulds and should nots are recommendations and the mays or may nots are optional.  



And really what we discussed there is a series of principles that are attempting to ensure the means of registrants are protected, i.e. that appropriate authorization is obtained.  It is clear who these responsibilities like with, i.e. the losing registrar or the gaining registrar.  What the durability of these transactions are, i.e. recommendation G states the transaction must be able to withstand reasonable inspection before, during and after the transaction has occurred.  Therefore, for instance – defalcations (ph) of that is for instance that transactions undertaken over the telephone must in some way be documented or provable, et cetera.



It also goes to protect some of the interested registrars and obviously those registries.  Registrar specific, for instance, the recommendation K indicates that specific implementations of these processes remain at the discretion of the implementing party, which should be read as the what is not up for debate, i.e. proper authorization must be obtained.  It's the how that's left to the discretion of the registrar.  



What else?  Let me just give it a quick scan here.  I think those are the – really the big points.  



Moving on, we get into section four, which is a process flow. And I won't actually go through the doc, the process flow itself.  What the narrative describes in section five, though, is each of those steps along the way.  And it essentially starts off with an assumption that somebody will file for a transfer request with a gaining registrar.  At that point, it's not important to understand who that entity is, because we actually haven't started the examination yet, but that the transfer requests actually come into the gaining registrar.  



From that point, we walk through a series of processes that first meaning (ph) registrar retrieving the WHOIS information from the losing registrar and storing that output.  We then move onto examine that WHOIS data to determine whether or not it's valid or invalid.  Valid or invalid is a series of criteria, which is really describing whether or not proper e-mail addresses and other contact information are available or if it's not.  



If the contact information is invalid, then the process should necessarily fail at that point.  Once that information has been obtained and stored for the record, it's then up to the gaining registrar to contact the registered name or the representative of that name to confirm that the transfer request is indeed a valid transfer request.  



Still, this goes back to the first step where this is secure, where we know whether or not this is somebody looking to hijack Microsoft.com or somebody willing to actually looking to transfer Microsoft.com.  Obviously, if the registered name holder doesn't respond or respond in the affirmative, the assumption is that the transfer request would fail at that point.



At that point, the registered name holder is provided name verification.  This is where the process becomes or could become less automated at the registrar level.  And this goes back to the initial statement that the how is not as important as the what.  So, the process could take many forms, whether these are Web forms or paperwork that gets couriered out or any number of means.  The purpose of this – providing them with this documentation is to obtain that valid form of authorization that the contract's describing.



At that point, the customer decides whether or not they wish to actually undertake the transfer.  If they do, they provide the form of authorization back to the gaining registrar.  If no form of authorization is provided, again, the transaction must necessarily fail at that point.  Or if no responses are received from the registered name holder, the transaction should fail.  



If the gaining registrar receives a valid form of authorization at that point, they are to – the gaining registrar is to store that data, moving onto point K.  We do then put down some pretty specific storage requirements there under sub-points one and two that describe how physical and electronic forms should deal with.  



At that point, once that information is stored the transfer request can finally be sent off to the registry – or, my apologies, there is actually an inspection step that's before that that's an optional days (ph) to something that I guess you response (ph) best practice in that it's often useful to have a human being eyeball these transactions before the final transfer request is filed with the registry, just to make sure that something hasn't slipped through the cracks somewhere.  



It's very unlikely that a company like VeriSign is going to transfer a domain name to Tucows or Tucows is going to transfer a name – one of our names to VeriSign.  So, if that ever shows up in those inspection queues, you can reasonably assume that there's some sort of funny business going on.  Call the registrant and just verify that that's actually their intent one final time.



Once it's gone through that inspection queue, the transfer request can then be sent to the registry where the registry takes over and either sends the – they do their validity checks on the transfer request.  One of the checks they use to determine whether or not the domain is actually 60 day folded or not.  



Once that's gone through the validity checks, the domain name is – the transfer request is sent to the losing registrar, where the losing registrar is pursuant (ph) to do an attribute check on the domain name or on the transfer request to make sure that it's not subject to a UDRP (ph) – the domain name is not – or the registered name holder isn't in bankruptcy, disputed (ph) as the identity, et cetera.  At that point, the losing registrar has the opportunity to deny the transfer based on those criteria or do nothing of the transfer will necessarily go through.  



Once the losing registrar has undertaken those actions, they notify the registry or not of the acknowledgement or no action on the transfer request, at which point the registry then notifies the gaining registrar that the transfer has been successful or not.  



Within the processes of – the losing processes that I've just sort of gone over briefly there in point U, we go further on to section six and seven to describe those in greater detail.  When the registry sends out a transfer notification to the losing registrar, the losing registrar will receive that notification and make a note of the actual domain name that's the subject to the transfer request.  It was at that point retrieve the customer contact information from their local database and notify the registrar – the registered name holder of a pending request to transfer to another registrar.  



The customer, once they receive that notice, has the opportunity to do nothing with the request.  If they don't – if they do nothing the transfer will go through because, again, this is coming from the losing registrar.  If they verify the transfer request, that would constitute an explicit approval, which would just fast track the process.  They could also deny the transfer request at that point, at which point the losing registrar would file a non-acknowledgement of the request with the registry, who would then notify the gaining registrar.



Moving onto section eight, we really go into – this section would be the – it just describes the processes available to the losing registrar in cases where the gaining registrar's processes are deficient, not being followed or there's some other funny business going on.  So, subject to the certains (ph) at minimum standards, the losing registrar can either choose to deny specific transfers, deny all transfers or request further information from the gaining registrar.



And that's very much the sum of the document.  What – a fifth item that we don't go into here is the modifications that this process would have to undergo to be EPP (ph) friendly.  So, in areas where we're talking about retrieving data from the WHOIS to verify the identity, that would – it could very easily be retrofit to retrieving details surrounding the auth info codes to verify the validity of those auth info codes or not.  



And that's really the net summary of what it is that the registrars are proposing.  There would be a requirement to either modify the registry contracts to include this as a standard process or the registrar agreements with ICANN to make this a standardized process. 



CADE:  I'm sorry, Ross.



ROSS:  Yes.



CADE:  It's Marilyn.  Would you say those two things again?



ROSS:  If this were somehow elevated to a best practice statement or blessed as a beneficial process, there would necessarily need to be changes made either to the registry-registrar agreements to bring this into game or to the ICANN registrar accreditation agreements to make this a formal you-must-do-this type of policy.  So, while this describes what those best practices are, it doesn't speak to how that can be implemented in this policy.



CADE:  OK.  Thank you.  Anything else that you, Ross – this is Marilyn speaking.  Anything else that you or anyone else from the constituents, the registrar constituency, wants to add at this point to clarify or add to Ross's overview?  



ROSS:  I'm happy to yield the rest of my time unless there's further questions later.  But if there's anybody from the constituency that wants to chime in, certainly now would be a great time.



CADE:  And, Ross, it's Marilyn.  Let me just ask.  Again, you had – it would be helpful for us – this clearly was a process that took place over some time in the registrar constituency.  What would you describe as current standing in the constituency?



ROSS: This is formal position, I guess would be the best way to describe it.  It has been subject to numerous iterations and has been adopted by the constituency as a formal policy or position by a majority vote of the membership.



CADE:  OK.  



ROSS:  If anybody's interested in any details around that or towards the various iterations of the documents, I can put something together and send that out to the list.



CADE:  That would be – that'd be maybe just a short e-mail that just notes that this is the formal voted position of the constituency.  Is this a current – what is the current status of this work initiative within the registrar constituency?



ROSS:  Not sure what the question is.  The intention with this document was to have this adopted as policy by ICANN.



CADE:  I see.  OK.



ROSS:  So, I suppose you could say that the current work is to making sure this task force actually – we do our jobs here.



CADE:  That's helpful.



ROSS:  If the document is closed, there's still – until such time that we need to go back the membership with any modifications or compromises, it's very much a closed document at this point.



CADE:  OK.  If there's anyone – again, let me open this for any questions.  Otherwise, we will save discussion until we hear our next presentation.



PAYNE (ph):  This is Brandon.  



CADE:  Yes.



PAYNE (ph):  I might take a respectfully kind of a different opinion in that I think the constituency – it's been as long enough time since this was voted on that it may need to go back to them in the issues explained again, especially considering the other things such as WLS that have found their way into the transfers discussions, at least over the last six to nine months.  



So, I'm not so sure – on a call this morning, for example, I don't think you would have heard any of the registrars be able to put it so succinctly or to encapsulate what the current position is that they voted on.  I think someone even asked if we had voted on it in the first hour of the call.  So, I'm not sure, Ross – it might be worth going back to the constituency and re-presenting exactly what you're talking about.  And the vote might be different.  Some opinions might be different, but I think a check in is probably due.



ROSS:  Yes.  And if that's something that you wanted to raise for discussion, I'm more than happy to have it, but I don't – I'm certainly not confused as to what my mandate is going forward.  But if that's something that we should bring up, then by all means do so.



NEWMAN:  Yes.  Marilyn, this is Jeff Newman (ph).  If I could just be in the queue.  



CADE:  Is your comment in relation to the presentation or ...



NEWMAN:  Yes.  Question.



CADE:  Sure.



NEWMAN:  OK.  Ross, and I guess Brandon, kind of brought this up.  This – I think the task force is going to – I'm hoping the task force will work with that document.  And I think anything that the task force produces will go back to the registrars anyway, right?



ROSS:  Absolutely.  Absolutely.



NEWMAN:  So ...



ROSS:  The reason it hasn't to date – where I – I haven't felt it necessary to go back to the constituency, largely is because there hasn't been any outside of constituency DNSO (ph) comment on the document.  So, until that there's a question for the constituency, there's – you know – you understand?



NEWMAN:  Yes.



ROSS:  In other words, if you say – if the registry is saying 7.2.2 is absolutely outrageous, what can we do about this?  I don't have much to go back with.



NEWMAN:  Right.  And I guess that was my point, that you will go back.  It's closed with respect to the document you're submitting to us, but obviously it's not closed.



ROSS:  The topic certainly isn't closed and the status of the document being closed isn't an immutable condition.  If there's reason to open it up, then I'm certainly 100 percent – 200 percent willing to do so.



NEWMAN: Great.  Thanks.



CADE:  OK.  And I – it's Marilyn.  I would just like to ask one more clarifying question because I think it would be good for us to document this.  



You posted this comment within the task force archives quite some time ago.  And I don't believe we have received comments either.  But could I just ask you what your recollection is on how long ago you posted it?



ROSS:  I think it was September.  It was just after – I believe it was just after Montevideo when the task force was formed.



CADE:  That would be September 2001.



ROSS:  Yes.



CADE:  OK.  OK.  



I would like to move us to the joint presentation that we're going to hear from Rom (ph) and from Jeff (ph).  And I'm hoping – I have just tried to send those of you who are on the call who aren't on the transfers list the outline that we got.  



So, you probably are just still going to be getting it coming in from me.  But maybe I could go ahead and first of all ask has anyone else joined that hasn't announced themselves?  OK, sounds like not.  Then I would like to turn this over to Rom (ph).  And, Ken you and Tim should be – and Bruce should be receiving this momentarily.



That was a scary noise.  



MOHAN (ph):  Thank you, Marilyn.  This is Rom (ph).  Should I start?



CADE:  Yes, please.



MOHAN (ph):  OK, great.  I'm Rom Mohan (ph).  I'm vice president of business operations and the CTO for Affilias, the global registry services company that today is most known for the .INFO type of domain.  



As we implemented an EPP-based registry system to service .INFO name, one of the requirements was to find a – was to define a reliable and low friction way, but the request and successfully transfer names between registrars or other registry, controls that restrict hijacking and intentional denial of transfers, along with measures that allow registrars to get reliable evidence of a paired (ph) party and reasonable inspection with logging of transactions.  And from right away, that allows losing end gaining registrars to be able to verify such a transaction for a domain name transfer.



The method that's been specified in the – now, just as a matter of reference, EPP is an acronym for the Internet engineering task force, IETF, that extensible provisioning protocol.  And it's a basis on which most of the new registries that have come out they have based their registries on this evolving new standard.



In the standard is specified a special code called the OP2PH INFO (ph) code.  And this is specified as an authorization mechanism, all of the main objects that are stored in the registry that – so, it's actually for all objects that are stored in the registry, not just the main objects.  And this specific code is used by all EPP-based registries today.  And for the purposes of this document and to avoid any confusion between OPINFO (ph) and the .INFO domain, I'm just going to use the word OP (ph) codes as a stand in for OPINFO (ph) codes.



One of the most – one of the things about the OP (ph) code is that it's a shared or a password.  And the production of this OP (ph) code allows registries to permit the transfer of a domain name from one registrant to another or between registrars.  



Just to explain in fairly straightforward terms how this happens, the registrant provides the OP (ph) code for their domain name to the gaining registrar or the registrar they would like to have the name go to.  The gaining registrar presents this code we (ph) and this code is the key to transfer the domain.  The registry authenticates the OP (ph) code.  And upon successful authentication, the domain is transferred to the gaining registrar.  So, it's a fairly simple, straightforward process.  



We found – the .INFO registry we've transferred over 40,000 to 50,000 names so far.  And speaking with Jeff Newman (ph) at the .BIZ registry, they've implemented over anecdotally over 20,000, maybe as much as 25,000, transfers.  So, we're talking about- at least 65,000 transfers that have gone through the state (ph), which presents sufficient body of knowledge just to make from big statements (ph).  



There's some strength of the EPP also (ph) system.  Since it's an automated system with a shared password and it is required before any transfer is authorized, this system allows for level of security transfer (ph) at the end, most importantly to audit and fax (ph) what's happened to a transfer for domain name.  And it has so far in a few cases allowed or enhanced the ability for law enforcement and attorneys to track the trail of a domain name.



Some of the key benefits of the OP (ph) code systems it's relatively trouble free.  As I had mentioned before, we have empirical evidence in both the .INFO and the .BIZ registries which have collectively over 1.5 million domain names and have performed close to or over 60,000 transfers of domain names to date.  Once the OP (ph) code is produced by a registrant or a gaining registrar, the transfer process itself seems to proceed remarkably smoothly.  And Jeff (ph) was saying in the .BIZ registry with almost 25,000 transfers once the OP (ph) code has produced there has not been a single case of a knack (ph), which I think is significant and should be noted.



The second key benefit, I think, of the OP (ph) code system is standard.  It's part of the evolving EPP standard.  It means that this system already has global acceptance.  And if you look at it, the new dots being used are Australian (ph) registry they implement EPP and the result implements (ph) the OP (ph) code based transfer system.  



And it indicates a parallel (ph) party.  Since it's a shared secret created by registrars or registrants and since this protected code is – in order to perform any transactions booking (ph) the OPINFO (ph) code to a registry provides both the gaining and losing registrar's clear transactional and audit trail regarding the transfer of the name.



So, having talked of some of the key strengths and benefits, I wanted us to take a moment and talk about some issues that we found in our experience with the running the .INFO registry and performing a significant number of transfers.  



By far – I'd have to say by far the biggest issue is that of registrars who are unwilling or unable to provide the OP (ph) code to registrants.  There are a number of remedies to it, but at – and in the document I've quoted an actual – an extract from an actual e-mail that we've gotten in the registry.  And, again, speaking with the .BIZ registry, this experience is duplicated at the .BIZ registry as well.  And there are a number of remedies, and I could go into some of them.  This discussion is probably better to talk about the technology and the policies behind it and the relevance of it and to keep the remedies as a topic to be handled at a different discussion.



The second issue that we've noticed is registrars of these sellers invalidate the accuracy of WHOIS data by providing their own by providing their own company's information in the contact information rather than the registrant's information.  In some cases, we've had registrants write to us, complaining that this is a "tactic" because it allows the registrar to then say you must – because the contact information in the Affilias WHOIS database does not match the actual registrant's information, they kind of say you have to update that first.  And, by the way, we don't know how to update it or we don't know who to talk to update it.  So, there's been some issues regarding that.



It also creates some dispersed (ph) information about a given domain name, although in a PIC (ph) registry system the intent is that the registry is the authoritative information source for WHOIS information.  This practice of invalidating accurate WHOIS data again causes the downstream problems for domain name transfers.  Again, there are some remedies, and we'll present them in a separate discussion.



The other – the last two issues are not nearly – they don't come up nearly as often.  One issue is – has been raised by a few registrars to us, which is can you provide a way by which a registrar can validate the OP (ph) code itself before they accept a transfer to happen.  



And finally, another issue, which is who actually generates this OP (ph) code.  Is it the registrant, the registrar or the registree? Once again, I just present these as problems, and we can discuss the remedies at a later time is my proposal here.



In terms of next steps, I would suggest to the transfer staff that if consider the positive evidence and the practical experience that we've – from the two registries that require the use of OP (ph) codes to permit transfers of domain name.  



Specifically, they work relatively trouble-free, they're auditable and trackable and they're part of an Internet standard.  Additionally, I'd like to recommend that the utilization of OP (ph) codes and methods to do so be added to the existing best practices document that is be circulated among registrars because it just seems relevant, especially given the contractual mandate for ICANN authorized registrees to move to the EPP standard.  That concludes my presentation, Marilyn.



CADE:  Thank you.  I have some questions that Jeff (ph) – is there anything that – some clarification questions.  But before we do that or take other questions, Jeff anything you want to add?



NEWMAN:  No.  I think I'll just wait to help answer some questions.



CADE:  OK.  I just have a couple of clarification questions – and it's Marilyn speaking, Rom (ph).  I'm not sure – in listening to what you said and in looking at your document, if we could summarize the following views that you and Jeff (ph) might offer on two questions.  Are you – in your present experience, are you dealing as well with intermediaries such as ISPs or other intermediary downstream registrars?  



And I think you probably need to come up with a term for what we call these folks.  We call them intermediaries in another part of my life.  That may or may not be a good term.  But are you – do you have experience in how this – how the OPINFO (ph) code would work in dealing with the next tier down of the ISP who's acting as the registrar?



MOHAN (ph):  Jeff (ph), let me take this, and feel free to jump in.  



We are with affiliates in the .INFO registry.  We deal with resellers and ISPs.  And in general because OPINFO (ph) represents a parent authority, as long as they can produce the OP (ph) code, the issue of transfers becomes vastly – it's simplified and clarified for them.  If you get the code and if you can present it to the registry using whoever you wish as a registrar ...



CADE:  Right.



MOHAN (ph):  ... the name can be transferred.



So, the short answer to your question is, yes, we deal with them.  And because we use OPINFO (ph) as the method of validation of the requested transfer, it's almost agnostic as to whether it's an intermediary or registrar themselves who's ...



CADE:  Good.



MOHAN (ph):  ... asking for the transfer.



NEWMAN:  Right.  And just – from .BIZ just to add that we have a similar type of situation.  It's basically he who holds the key or the code can authorize the transfer, aside from some of the situations where there are few registrars that have not necessarily been willing to give the registrants the code.  If the registrant's able to get the code and give that code to the ISP or the reseller, then the reseller can initiate the transfer.



CADE: And, Jeff (ph), it's Marilyn. And, of course, what you really meant was she who holds the key, right?



NEWMAN:  That was – yes.  Please let the record reflect that it's she.



CADE:  That's very helpful from both of you.  I have one more clarification question and then let's just go to any other questions that folks have.



That may actually be the primary – the experience that you have with the registrants failing memory or failure to write information down on the yellow sticky and put it on their PC where they can find easily so they know who to contact, are you – do you have experience about how registrants are able to deal with if the issue of this different approach?  Is it are you seeing a need to coach the registrants?  What kind of experience do you see there?



NEWMAN:  Yes.  This is Jeff (ph).  We get a lot of – and Affilias does too – gets a lot of registrants coming directly to us because either the registrant hasn't given them the code or they have forgotten it.  And if they want to transfer, obviously the best place to go – or I should say the worst place to go would probably be the losing registrar, who may not want to give it to you.



One of the things that we would like to see in a best practices document, which we'll talk about hopefully by next week, is to require the registrars to make available this OPINFO (ph) code to the registrant pretty much on demand.  And again, we need to talk to some of the registrars to see how practically to implement that.  But you're absolutely right, Marilyn, that is one of the weaknesses is to ensure that the registrant has access on demand to OPINFO (ph) code so it can a year, two years later, three years later initiate that transfer.



MOHAN (ph):  And for the – this is Rom (ph).  For the record, the – at least with .INFO, the registry registrar agreement requires registrars to present the OPINFO (ph) code to registrants upon demand.  We've had some registrars come back to us and say, "We'd like to have a way to validate before we give it."  But we've actually found – in addition to what Jeff (ph) was saying, we have a lot of registrants coming to us asking for .INFO code, but we also had some delighted registrants who try to transfer a new TLD (ph), a .INFO or a .BIZ, at the same as they're trying to transfer a legacy or an older TLD (ph), a .COM, et cetera.  



Comment that they've been able to perform the transfer for the .BIZ name or the .INFO name very quickly because the registrar or the intermediary provided a very clear and easy way to access the information.  It was part of the registrant's dashboard or account screen.  Some registrars have made that function available to registrants.



CADE:  Let me take questions from anyone else.  



ROSS:  Actually, I did have a couple of questions.



CADE:  OK.  So, I have Ross (ph) ...



ROSS:  So, you just put me in the queue wherever you want.



CADE:  Sure.  I have Ross.  Do I have anyone else?  Ross, why don't you go?



ROSS:  It's certainly been my operating assumption that it's really policy, not technology, that's the solution.  In other words, the – if a policy is weak any technology that we put in place to support that policy will also necessarily be weak, and vice versa.  If we have strong policy we can have strong technology to back it up.  And it's certainly the case – if we have a policy we put in place, this need necessarily take into account a wide variety of technologies, whether it be e-mail or OP (ph) codes or et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.  



I guess the question I had for Rom (ph) or for Jeff (ph) – either can pick it up – is because of the volumes that we're seeing or the relative volumes that we're seeing, the relative newness of these new TLDs, is it the case that it's possible that we've yet to see the problems that OP (ph) codes might posses that we're just not aware of yet?



MOHAN (ph):  That's a rhetorical question if I've ever heard one.



ROSS:  No, no, no.  It's just – it's certainly not an intention question, but it just – it struck me that positioning OP (ph) codes as a magic bullet with 60,000 transfers under its belt might not necessarily be the most appropriate.  So, in other words, are you guys absolutely convinced that OP (ph) codes can save the day going forward, or is this just sort of some temporary success that we're seeing?



MOHAN (ph):  I don't think – this is Rom (ph).  I don't think it's temporary at all and I don't think there are any magic bullets in general anyway.



ROSS:  Sure.



MOHAN (ph):  And I agree with you that good process needs to precede good technology.  What we've seen – you're right about 60,000 as a relatively small number.  But to me, the number that really makes a difference isn't how many transfers, but it's how many transfers that got stopped along the way ...



ROSS:  Good point.



MOHAN (ph):  ... due to a intransigent someone.  



ROSS:  OK.



MOHAN (ph):  And we've got – if you look at .BIZ, 25,000 transfers with not a single knack (ph).  I think that's – there's something to be said for that.



ROSS:  Yes, absolutely.  Absolutely.  The other question I had – and certainly thanks for pointing that out.  The other question I had was there are – under the existing RRP in the VeriSign registry restart (ph), and as well in the other agreements as well – I shouldn't just single out that one – but there's some pretty specific conditions under which a losing registrar can say, "No way is this transfer going to go through."  



Some of those conditions I agree with.  Some of those conditions I disagree with.  With sort of the description that you guys gave, I didn't hear that any of those conditions would apply.  Is that the case, or is it just something that you guys didn't talk about?



NEWMAN:  This is Jeff (ph).  At this point in time there is the five-day ack knack (ph) period.  It is required in the contact even though we have the discipline (ph).  And there are those limited circumstances that's also in our contract as well – bankruptcy or hasn't paid or ...



ROSS:  Yes.  Yes.



NEWMAN:  ... some other conditions.  We haven't seen any of those yet because we haven't had a knack (ph).  It is a problem and it is something that we need to – if we have this five-day period, then there's still that knack (ph) period.  If we get rid of the five day period, which is something that some of the registries are interested in, then we need to think of an alternative way for a losing registrar to protest that transfer.



ROSS:  OK.  So, to say that the key holder rules, they're more of a demigod status as opposed to a full goddess, if you will.



CADE:  Very good, Ross.



ROSS:  I'm done.  Thank you, guys.



CADE:  Are there other questions?



Well, guys, we are at roughly an hour into our call.  What I'd like to kind of understand is from the position – from the presentation of some put (ph) forward, I think what we are seeing is the concept of an augmentation of the existing policy document or draft policy document by identifying how the OPINFO (ph) codes would fit into the solution.  



They seem to me to be one part of a solution, but that other practices, A, first of all this have to be a policy that was widely a set of policies, I guess I would say, or elements that was widely embraced and agreed to, and that it's implementable.  And I guess the question I would like to ask all of you from my standpoint is what are the barriers, if any – very practically, what are the barriers, if any, to the implementation of the OPINFO (ph) approach as one of the elements?



ROSS:  You mean integration of those – the principles that Rom (ph) and Jeff (ph) were talking into the registrar document?  Is that the question?



CADE:  No.  Before you go there, either – what are the barriers, if any exist, that you guys could see to – we'll come to the question of integrating them into the documents next.  But are there any barriers that we have not discussed yet about the technical adoption, the rollout time? It's sort of like in the IETF we can go out and develop a standard, but it has to be implemented, and sometimes implementation takes a fairly long time.  Are there any barriers to implementation?



NEWMAN:  Marilyn, this is Jeff (ph).  I don't know if VeriSign's going to speak or not, but ...



CADE:  But, you know, the way – I think that's what Bruce said is he could answer questions.



NEWMAN:  But I'm actually talking about the registry.  I don't know if Christine's (ph) going to address how long it would take them to convert over the EPP.  I imagine it would be a very difficult and long process.



RUSSO (ph):  Actually, we're contractually obligated to ICANN to adopt EPP when the IETF makes it a standard.  I have not been involved in that issue at all, so I don't know how far out that is, nor do I know once it becomes a standard how long it takes on our end, but I can certainly talk to our engineers and find out more about that.



NEWMAN:  The approach I would recommend for the task force is that any OPINFO (ph) codes mentioned or new policies should probably be just geared towards operation and in the thick registries or the EPP compliant registries for now.



ROSS:  Well, I would amend that slightly, Jeff (ph), and request that the registry constituency actually come forward with sort of a unified position that would give us some baseline for which we could conduct the discussion.  It's certainly the case, at least from my registrar perspective, perhaps not that at the other members of the constituency itself, but it's a calm world day.  And I would be very hesitant moving forward with any sort of policy determination that it doesn't at least deal with the issues that we're seeing COM, NET and ORG.  



MOHAN (ph):  This is Rom (ph). You're right.  And ...



ROSS:  Not that we need a long-term solution.  We certainly need to keep our eye on that EPP ball, both thick and thin implementations, but I wouldn't – like you said, it's working today.  So ...



MOHAN (ph):  At Ghana (ph) when Chuck Gomes (ph) from VGRS and I presented about transfers, Chuck made a public statement that did affirm VeriSign's – both VeriSign's commitment to EPP to transferring to EPP.  But as far as I know, VeriSign actually currently has a working test bed inside the company, which is documented in their bid for .ORG and the UIA bid for .ORG, which talks a little bit about what they're doing with EPP and a potential transition time period there.



NEWMAN:  Right.  And this is Jeff (ph).  I mean, we didn't mean to – I didn't mean to impart that we should think of a solution to that.  I meant that we should deal with it separately in the task force report.  Ultimately when VeriSign adopts the EPP standard, then it'll all be under one umbrella, but I think we're going to live with a thin or the non-EPP model for probably at least a year or so.



CADE:  It's Marilyn.  I'd like to put some figures into the record, and I will go to SnapNames and get the current figures.  But in April of 2002, the – dot name had approximately 72,000 registrations .BIZ.  And, Jeff, you can comment on this, but it was somewhere around, I think- this is April figures – around 700,000, .INFO between 800,000 and 900,000, .ORG 2.3 million, .NET 3.6 million, .COM 21 million.  I've seen subsequent data from SnapNames that shows some shift in that, but .COM is still a significant amount of the registered names.  



MOHAN (ph):  No question.  Marilyn, this is Rom (ph).  In addition to those numbers, other numbers – some other numbers, for the record, in the last 24 hours, as of 8-14-2002, there were approximately 18,000 .COM transfers, approximately 3,000 .NET transfers and approximately 1,600 .ORG transfers, but close to 500 .INFO transfers and close to 230 .BIZ transfers.



CADE:  That's actually very helpful, I think, for the task force to understand how the – sort of the scope and scale issue.  



I have a question, if anyone knows, and if not I'm going to ask for a volunteer to go find this out.  What is the status of the IETF?  What is the status of the IETF worth?



MOHAN (ph):  This is Rom (ph).  I can probably answer to that.  I'm involved in the process.  The IETF has – is currently reviewing a draft version of the EPP protocol.  It's called – the protocol version is six.  



And there are some few semantic changes that are being introduced into it, but at this point the protocol itself isn't undergoing a great deal of revision and it seems likely that the protocol, as it exists with a few tweaks here and there, will be implemented as a draft standard.  No timeline is forthcoming, but we're not seeing a great deal of iteration on the basic standard and protocol itself.  So, it's going to be – call it EPP six plus will probably – it seems like to become implemented as the IETF standard.



CADE:  You know, a lot of it – yes, I'm sorry.



NEWMAN:  Actually, I'll let you ask because it's actually on a different ...



CADE:  OK.



NEWMAN:  ... set.



CADE:  Can I – you know, I have a lot of people who work at AT&T who know the IETF process very, very well, but I'm going to ask what does it take to accelerate – and my sense has been when industry has put muscle behind processes before inside the IETF there's still a process to be followed, but sometimes things can be spared along just in terms of the work that needs to be done.  Is there anything else that could be done to contribute to moving this standard along?



ROSS:  Yes.  We're actually at very late stages with things now, Marilyn.  As Rom (ph) said, it's very much house cleaning at this point.  And it has gone to the ISG (ph) for last call.



CADE:  It has?



ROSS:  Yes.



CADE:  For last call?  OK.



ROSS:  Yes.



MOHAN (ph):  And in fact, all the house cleaning that's being done right now – this is Rom (ph).  All the house cleaning that's being done right now is based on feedback from the ISG (ph), so there isn't a whole lot of brand new changes being proposed.



ROSS:  No.  No.  And – yes, it's just really dotting Is and crossing Ts at this point.



CADE:  So, normally we would expect within the next six months, within the next three months?



MOHAN (ph):  It's hard to say to put a precise timeline on it, Marilyn.  This is Rom (ph) again.  But just taking a scientific wild ass guess, I'd say six months would be the outside of what I would expect.



CADE:  OK.  And I'm  ...



ROSS:  That starts the six-month clock ticking on the various registry contracts.



MOHAN (ph):  That's right.



ROSS:  OK.



CADE:  I think that's the little code speak for some of us.



ROSS:  Sorry.  Each of the registries have an obligation to adopt the final standard.  And I believe that the six month sort of grace period that they have with ICANN.



CADE:  I'm not sure it's that long.  I think it's – I have to go back, but I think it's 135 days.



MOHAN (ph):  Yes, it is 135 days.  Ross, when I said yes, I meant six-month block on – for the ISG (ph) to adopt it as a standard or to agree to it as a standard is my individual opinion of an outside pessimistic timeline, if you will.



ROSS:  Right.  And then beyond that six months there's – or up to six months there's another four to six months that the registries have to actually adopt the final standards.



MOHAN (ph):  That's right.  Beyond that, once it's adopted, registries have 135 days to adopt the EPP standard and to promote the standard.



CADE:  So, we are talking about potentially August of next year, if I take six months and add four.



MOHAN (ph):  That's probably right.



CADE:  OK.  



NEWMAN:  Marilyn, could I have one other statement?



CADE:  Yes, of course.



NEWMAN:  You guys before were talking about the numbers, which kind of worried me a little bit.  Rom (ph) and I and actually members of the registry constituency, especially the ones that have the thick or the EPP model, the task force is going to hopefully recommend new policies and procedures.  



But the EPP compliant registries would ask that any procedures that you recommend not affect or at least take into consideration the EPP model that's out there so as to not make us adopt new procedures because we feel that this one is already working, if that makes any sense.



ROSS:  One point of clarification, Jeff (ph).



NEWMAN:  Yes.



ROSS:  In the bulk of label (ph) of the presentation – and you guys brought it up a couple times – you sometimes use the word "stick" and "EPP" interchangeably and other times you catch yourself.  When you guys are saying "thick" you mean a large data model at the registry and when you mean "thin" you mean a thin data model of the registry, and EPP is independent of both of those, right?



MOHAN (ph):  EPP is agnostic about thick or thin.



NEWMAN:  Yes. That's my own fault.  And I'm – because I'm not an engineer, I'm getting familiar with this.  Every time I use thick I really mean EPP.



MOHAN (ph):  OK.  



CADE:  OK.  Anyone else from the task force who wants – Jeff (ph), I think that's an excellent point that needs to be noted.  And I – we tend to think of that, I think, in terms of it's odd to think of this as a legacy system, but in fact it is a legacy system, even having emerged in such a short period of time.  And interoperability with legacy systems tend to be something that I think we all have to be aware of and need to figure out how that happens.



ROSS:  Sure (ph) push on that last statement that Jeff (ph) made a little (ph) bit (ph), Marilyn.  Just to qualify it a little bit further, when you say no changes do you mean technical changes or business process changes or both?



NEWMAN:  It would probably – I should – now my statement was a little too broad.  It's not that we won't make changes, but if something technically or even business process-wise deviates from the way that we are doing things right now, which would cause us to have to change our systems considerably, we would kind of have a problem with that just because we feel that our system's not working.  



To give an example, if the task force were to recommend some kind of dispute mechanism, for policy-wise that would be not so unusual to recommend.  However, if it delays or it – if it delays or transfer or gets in the way where an OP (ph) code won't work anymore because you have to wait for this dispute process, those are the kinds of things we're talking about.



ROSS:  OK.



CADE:  And when I say taking into account legacy systems, I'm not suggesting that the task force might not recommend changes, but that I want to be sure that we take note of the fact that there would be changes so that those can be understood and reflected and everybody participates in the recommendations that are made.



I am, I think, ready to move us to thinking about what we do next to get something in front of the task force.  What else needs to be done in terms of getting something in front of the task force that can also be put out for comment in a relatively quick turnaround.  



ROSS:  If I could make a suggestion on that, Marilyn.



CADE:  Please.



ROSS:  I think it would be useful at this point to have the task force take receipt of a draft, which would constitute the input of the registry constituency, combined with the input of the registrar constituency and have that tabled for further discussion.  Certainly it's the case that both Jeff (ph) and Rom (ph) brought up some great points today.  I would love to see something that's had the benefit of input from not only the EPP-based registries but the IRP-based registries and the sponsored registries as well.



CADE:  I think that's an excellent idea.  And he needs to be on that small drafting group.  Obviously you do and Jeff (ph) or Rom (ph) need to be.



NEWMAN:  I'll be on it.  That's fine.  This is Jeff (ph).



STUBBS (ph):  And this is Rom (ph).  I can be on it as well.



CADE:  OK.  Because we need someone, Ross, from – I think your constituency needs to figure out who else you populate it with, and I leave that to the constituency to come up with and just notify us.  And who else needs to be on that group, just for the drafting purposes?



ROSS:  I think at this stage it's wise to keep it small.  I'm not sure if we would need the benefit of any registrant input at this point.  It may be useful.  It may no be.  I'll leave that up to you, but I don't think you're going to need a referee.  So, I'm happy to leave it very, very small at this stage, at this stage anyway.



NEWMAN:  Ross, this is Jeff (ph).  I agree with you.  I think we should have one user on the draft committee just to have some sort of balance.



CADE:  I would offer you, since he didn't show up today, Grant Forsythe (ph), unless I hear another user volunteer.  



ROSS:  Yes.  Certainly Grant would be, I think, a very suitable candidate, presuming that you can lasso him in retroactively.



CADE:  The only other – I think that's probably the easiest person for me to lasso, unless David is still on the call.  And I don't know, David, if you actually would view yourself as representing users.



DAVE SAFFRON (ph):  No, I don't think so.



CADE:  OK.  Why don't we try Grant and see if we can – and this will be a small working group that, as we've done a couple of times before, you guys go out and work amongst yourselves and try to come back as soon as you can.



ROSS:  Actually, can I push back on the soon as you can and can you please give us a hard ...



CADE:  Yes, I'm going to.  I was – ideally, I would like to see something by next Thursday.  Do you guys think that's possible?



ROSS:  I don't see why not.  At least from my perspective, the issues are well bounded, unless Rom (ph) and Jeff (ph) are uncomfortable with that or if Grant's uncomfortable with that.  I'm happy to at least give it a shot.



NEWMAN:  In fact, I think that Rom (ph) and I could agree, since Grant's not here, to elect you, Ross, as our small group leader to lead.



ROSS:  OK.  Fair enough.



MOHAN (ph):  That totally works.  The timeframe does not seem unreasonable.



ROSS:  Is that a friendly way of saying scribe, Jeff (ph).



NEWMAN:  No, no.



CADE:  OK.  We actually made so much progress that we can go to – so, we'll – that'll be a major topic of next Thursday's call.  And I want to go on to think about if we meet that timeline, then we are, I think, going to be in a good position to say that early in September we would have – I mean, I would think we could work on this next week, cover it one more time, and have something that can be posted for further comment within the timeframe we were thinking about, which was by the second week in September.  



That leaves a three-week period to take comments during September.  And we would be in pretty good shape to try to have a final version that can be finally presented.  I think we've – I still am waiting for Stuart (ph) to get back to me.  And, Dan Halloran (ph), that's something you and I need to follow-up on.  I told him yesterday, but he wasn't able to get back to me.  There was this discussion of having a transfers workshop or something of that nature.  



I had told Stuart that my view was we wanted – the task force wanted to be so far along that we weren't engaged in more fact gathering.  We were – we could be engaged in taking further public comments, but that we didn't want to be dilly-dallying around until we got to Shanghai on having something really final out of the task force.



And I think we're still – on the transfers issue, I think if we get comments for three weeks and then we have a chance to finalize our recommendation one more time, we would have then a final report out during – before Shanghai and could dissipate in any – something that we helped design in Shanghai.  Does that still sound feasible to everyone?



OK.  Silence is a sin, right?



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  Yes.



CADE:  OK.  I do – I know there are going to be things that we have missed here, but – so we need to all think about them and then come back after you see the transcription and come back with other things that you think we've missed or areas we haven't touched.  And I think we also need to sit down and think through – so we get a recommendation and we're – we have strong support from the task force behind it.  That has to be changed.  



And are those changes – and this, Dan, is – Dan Halloran (ph) where we're going to really need your help.  What has to be changed in order to adopt a policy recommendation?  And I think we can take that step again at next week's call.  If we could have a topic where we go through what needs to be changed and where it requires policy change and where there's any other mechanism to affect that change so we know where we have to have consensus and where there may be other mechanisms.  



And, Jeff (ph), I think this is – Jeff (ph) and I are working in a different place on the decision tree of where something isn't policy as where it is so that we can kind of divide any work that isn't policy, not have the task force involved in it, see if there's any other thing that needs to be done to support it.  And I – and then I think we would need to sort of be realistic about how the timelines are for which changes can be considered.  



Because if we are – if we end up saying hypothetically that EPP six plus is the objective, then would we be saying anything needs to be done in the interim or the goal should be to build the solution?  And then that backs us up to in the meantime what if anything needs to happen to deal with the stresses on the system for transfers that aren't taking place, because we're trying to recommend a policy.  



We may have an interim suggestion for how the issues that are leading up to the need for a policy change get addressed.  Because if we're talking about next August until – if we end up saying – if EPP six plus stays (ph) and nothing can happen until next August, then I think the task force has to say something intelligent in the meantime.  Anybody disagree with that?  I'm not defining what intelligent would mean.



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  Yes.  I'm kind of – that was me that made that little choke in the back of my throat.  It's – I certainly don't see the resolution of that standard as being anywhere on the critical path for our efforts.  That goes back to my comment that strong policy will lead to strong technology.  So, I'm not sure where you're going with that, Marilyn, but if you could just kind of clarify it for me.



CADE:  But I think you actually did – you did kind of understand me.  I'm sorry it was so vague.  My question is I think it's the transfers issue, the task force itself – the transfers issue needed to have steps taken in the near term regardless of what the long-term answers were.



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  OK.  I will leave you with that.



CADE:  So, after we get your documents together – after (ph) document we're talking about together, we need to talk about what we think the near term is.  



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  Fair enough.



CADE:  OK.  Any comments from anyone?  Any – are we OK on where we're moving?  Can I move us through a new topic?



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  Depends on what the topic is.



CADE:  OK.  The topic is the topic of deletions policy approaches.  And here's what I would like to propose and how to examine that issue and the work of this task force and how this task force could be productively involved in addressing the deletion issues.



NEWMAN:  Marilyn, this is ...



CADE:  When I was ...



NEWMAN:  This is Jeff (ph).  That's kind of what I was afraid you were going to say.  Again, I think before we address deletions I think we need to go back to the names council and we either expand our scope or get a new task force for that.  



As much as the people on this list are very intelligent and can probably handle the issue, I might personally not want to on behalf of the registry that might want someone else to do that or the registry constituency might want someone else to do that.  And I know Christine (ph) said something about that last week as well.  I just – I really have a problem with us doing deletions at this point.



CADE:  Jeff (ph), I've noted your objection to us doing deletions, but as the chair we need to have a conversation about the role of the task force, the issue of deletions and how the task force relates to the issue of deletions.  And as a part of that, I think I'm going to propose a process that would address how you would forward your concern in a way that can be addressed and commented on by others on the task force so that we can address what our recommendation is to names council on the role of this task force or any other work effort related to deletion.  Is that OK?



NEWMAN:  I guess – you're the chair.



CADE:  What I'm trying to do is be responsive to the recommendation that we discussed what the task force would be.  And I don't think that we can just – on the basis of input from one of our task force members because constituencies, while they can have up to two representatives, really only have one input in terms of a vote.  



I don't think we can just say because one of the task force members doesn't agree that we can just say OK it's off the table, because other task force members may have different points of view and have expressed different points of view in the past.  And I'm trying to ...



NEWMAN:  Can I address that?



RUSSO (ph):  This is Christine (ph).  Is it worth it, then, to sort of ask the other members what they feel?



NEWMAN:  Well, I ...



CADE:  Guys, guys, guys, can I finish and then we can take a queue on the – of what I'm trying to propose here?



NEWMAN:  Sure.  Let me be in the queue then.  Thanks.



CADE:  What I'm trying to propose – and, Christine (ph), I have you as well.  What I'm trying to propose is a process by which we discuss this as a task force.  So, Jeff (ph), if you and Christine (ph) would like to comment on my suggestion that we have a process to discuss at other task force, let me take Christine (ph) first because Jeff (ph) has already spoken and then go to Jeff (ph).



RUSSO (ph):  I'll defer to Jeff (ph).  Really, my point – I agree with everything Jeff (ph) has said and I would echo the concerns that I voiced on the last call.  I'm interested in hearing what other task force members think.  Go ahead, Jeff (ph).



NEWMAN:  Well, I guess I'd like to hear what other task force members think.  It's just we have in terms of reference that guides us.  And I think we kind of need to – I know we could always revise it, but I thought that I was doing the job of the names council.



CADE:  Actually, Jeff (ph), the way the terms and reference work is the task force updates the terms (ph) of reference and as necessary goes back to the names council to be validated.  I still am going to propose a approach that I have to – by which to take comments from other members of the task force.  There's no other way that I see to accommodate your concerns and Christine's (ph) unless we go through a process of consulting with the other members.



NEWMAN:  OK.



CADE: Does that seem fair?



NEWMAN:  Let's hear from the other members.



CADE:  Actually, Jeff (ph), let me reiterate what I'm saying.  It's my proposal to suggest the process by which to take comments from the other members.  And I'm not going to do it when a call is ending in just five minutes when we – what I'd like to do is to do the following.  Identify the areas of concern that the task force has talked about so far about deletions and the position that they have either recommended or have taken in relation to deletion and any other concerns that have been discussed so that we have a sense of the task force so far has heard about or talked about in relation to the issue of deletion.  



Then we – then I would propose that people submit their recommendation on how they think that deletions issue should be addressed.  Should they be addressed as a separate track work effort within this task force?  Should some of them be addressed?  Should a separate task force be established?  And what do the various members of the task force believe the most effective strategy would be to address the issues related to deletions?



I've got a list of the issues that I will put forward by e-mail that I test (ph) as we have discussed the issue of deletions and their relationship to transfers, to – we mentioned grace period, et cetera.  It's not a long list, but it's something that people can then comment on.  



And then we can use e-mail to comment on our constituencies or the GA's recommendation for the approaches to address deletions, whether we think it should be this task force, a small group of this task force working with others, or whether we think it should be a separate task force, and what we think rationale is for those recommendations.  That would allow you to put forward your concerns on the list and for others to be able to also put their concerns and recommendations forward.



RUSSO (ph):  Marilyn, this is Christine (ph).  Can I get back in the queue?



CADE:  Sure.



RUSSO (ph):  Were you done?



CADE:  I – in outlining my proposal for how to take input from the task force, yes.



RUSSO (ph):  Sorry.  I didn't mean to interrupt.



CADE:  No, no, no.  Yes, I'm through.



RUSSO (ph):  It sounds like – boy, it sounds like a big proposal and a pretty big process to discuss whether we should even discuss it.  I'm just going to repeat what I said last time in that is it even a valuable idea to start this discussion before we end our work on transfers?  In my experience, discussing what we should discuss often snowballs and gets into diet (ph) discussions and others discussions.  And I'm just really afraid, given our role with transfers and the result over the past year, it's really just going to mucky things up.



CADE:  I think the good news is that your concerns will be documented in the transcript.  Anyone else want to comment on this at this time?



I've noted that the registry constituency does not want – I'm assuming that the two of you agree that you will provide comments.  And I don't really think it's a big proposal, Christine (ph).  I'm thinking about a e-mail.  It's not a big proposal.  So, we'll address that concern.  But I think that, given that our call is ending, we really can't go into an in-depth discussion on people's points of view.  And what I've heard from others is that they'd like to see something in writing that describes what the options are.



NEWMAN:  Marilyn, this is Jeff (ph).  Can I add one comment?



CADE:  Of course.



NEWMAN:  Can I ask in that e-mail proposal that you set forth why this task force could handle those issues?  Because the way it's being phrased is why we shouldn't, and I'd like to know – basically able, if we do, address these, I'd like to be able to explain to the community why it's us that's examining it because I have a feeling we'll probably be hearing some negative comments about it.  So, if you could also address why the transfer task force should hear it, that would help out.



CADE:  I can also comment ...



ROSS:  Marilyn, if I could jump in as well please.



CADE:  Please, Ross.



ROSS:  Yes.  It just – I think it's very important that within the DSO (ph) and going forward the GNSO (ph) that those with the experience and the insights get that policy ball rolling down the hill.  From that perspective, I cannot think of a better vehicle to get the standardized deletions ball rolling down the hill than this task force.  Perhaps the components of this task force should change.  Perhaps it should grow (ph), et cetera, et cetera, et cetera.  



On the other hand, I hear very clearly, both from Marilyn and from Christine (ph), that it's also hyper-critical that we are responsible enough to manage our work effectively.  So, to the degree that we can manage our work as an administrative manner and address this problem at some point in the future after we're done with transfers with the registrar constituency would be very happy.  



There's a couple members on the call.  I don't know if you want to – it would be my comment at this point.



NEWMAN: Can I respond to that as well?



CADE:  Hold on.  Let me just make sure there's no one else who wants to speak, Jeff (ph).  Anyone else?



Let me just – before, Jeff (ph) – before you comment, let me make a comment in terms of your asking me as the chair to state why this task force should handle this.  What I really try to do is to savor (ph) the role on the effects (ph).  And I am happy because I've been requested to lay out some of the pros that I would prefer that really try to treat this as an examination, do it in short order, do it by e-mail, and see what the – take a look at what we think the options are.  



Then the task force really needs to make a recommendation.  We have the ability to invite other experts in if we need them.  And in the past we invited both Dan, before we co-opted him and made him a permanent standing invitee – see, Dan Halloran (ph) that shows if you show up we'll take advantage of it.  But we also invited Thomas Rosler (ph) in at a previous time when we felt we needed some outside advice on a particular issue.  



So, let's keep that in mind and think flexibly about what the best outcome is going to be and then assess what we think the practicalities are.



SAFFRON (ph):  Hi, Marilyn.  David here.  I inadvertently disconnected myself and I'm back again, so I missed a few minutes.  But I did want to interject that the IP community very much would like to see the deletions taken care of at this time and not pushed off to some later group.



NEWMAN:  Can I address that as well?



CADE:  I'm going to take one last comment from you, Jeff (ph), and then I'm going to wrap the call up.



NEWMAN:  OK.  The last comment that I have is, look, the registry constituency wants this addressed just as bad, if not more so, than the other constituencies.  I just – my comment – and there's no doubt that we don't have experience in these types of – or some of us don't – some of us have experience in these manners.  The point is that, look, we live by rules.  And the rules are that there's a task force set up for transfers.  



We do transfers that if another group needs to be commissioned and really quickly I could go to my registry constituency and I could probably have someone within a day or two picked.  And this issue could be handled in parallel with us handling the transfers by another group.  So, I don't think it's a question of timing.  I don't think it's a question of expertise.  I think it's a question of following the rules that we ourselves have agreed to.  And please don't mistaken that – mistake that for not wanting to solve it because believe you me I want to help and I want this issue solved.  



SAFFRON (ph):  But I think deletions the more intimately related to transfers than the weightless (ph) service, which was delegated to this group.



NEWMAN:  A hundred percent agreement with that, but that doesn't ...



CADE:  Jeff (ph), Jeff (ph), Jeff (ph), I said one more comment.  I'm really sorry to cut this off, but I am going to end the call. We – and I apologize about that, guys, but I really need to do that.  We need to continue this in a organized way based on assessing the practicalities.  Jeff (ph), why don't you call me separately and I will talk to you about terms of reference?  I think that sometimes there's some misunderstanding about some of the previous work that's been done, and let me – why won't you and I have an off – a conversation about the terms of reference and what the issues are that you're concerned about, if you could do that.



NEWMAN:  OK.



CADE:  Thank you, everyone.  I'm going to – guys, I'm going to post the transcript to you to help edit.  And let's see if this has been an effective approach for us in documentation, and then we'll make a decision.  If that seems an effective approach, then let's continue that for the outreach calls that we want to continue to do.  If it's not an effective approach, then I will see what we can do about returning to MP3.



Thank you, everyone.



MOHAN (ph):  Marilyn, this is Rom (ph).  Thank you for inviting me.



CADE:  Yes.



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  Thanks, Marilyn.  Bye.



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  Bye.



UNIDENTIFIED PARTICIPANT:  Thanks.



END











___________________________
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