Minutes - Registrar Teleconference on Domain Name Transfers

Date: 13, June 2001 

Time: 14:00 GMT

Participants:

Michael D. Palage (moderator)
Ross Rader (TUCOWS)

Michael Forrester (TotalWebSolutions)

Scott Jung (Nordnet)

David Wascher (Manager IARegistry)

Marcus Faure (CORE)

Shivali (DomainPeople)

Tim Denton (TUCOWS)

Ed An (AOL)

Paul Kane

Bryan Evans (Interaccess)

Bruce Beckwith (NSI)

Collen (dotEarth)

Sebastian (Speednames)

Verner Staub (CORE)

Eric Brown (BulkRegister)

Ken Stubbs (CORE)

Maria  Slyvia (Interdomains)

Scott Hemphill (DomainBank)

Elana Broitman (Register.com)

Christophe Wolfhugel (France Telecom)

Brenda (TUCOWS)

Chris (Interaccess)

Rick Wesson (Alice Registry)

Rob Hall (Momentous)

Larry Elrich (DomainRegistry)

The purpose of this meeting was for the registrar constituency to discuss the continuing debate over the xfer policy implemented by certain registrars. Specially, the autoNACing of a transfer request when a losing registrar fails to get a response back from the registrant authorizing the transfer.

On Tuesday, TUCOWS, Register.com, & NSI held a private teleconference in an attempt to resolve some issues regarding this matter. Because of the impact this would have on the teleconference, representatives were asked to provide a summary of any progress that was made.

Bruce Beckwith went first and stated that the meeting was productive. Bruce saw the following areas as progress that he thought would minimize most of the current problems: (1) an industry standard email template that all registrars would use when contacting a registrant; (2) seeking to extend the transfer window from the current 5 days; (3) consolidation of email when dealing with large domain name portfolios; (4) having the losing registrar simultaneously notifying the gaining registrars with the registrant. Bruce stated that protection of the customer was their primary concern.

Elana basically echoed Bruce’s comments.

Ross stated that he also thought there was some progress at the meeting. However, the failure to have either Register.com or NSI budge on the autoNAC policy provided no opportunity for resolution of the problem. Ross stated that it was his opinion that the solutions proposed by NSI and Register.com addressed a minority of situations and not the majority.

All three agreed that there was along term problem, and that a short-term solution needed to be adopted while working on that long-term solution. 

Verner commented that there needed to be a policy with regard to legacy domain names, names registered before Jan 2000. Specifically because of the non-functioning email addresses that losing registrars were contacting.

Bruce responded by stating that he again believed that the recent concessions would resolve most of the problems that registrars were having. He stated that NSI was looking into trying to verify the accuracy of the Whois data, in accordance with the contractual obligation that a registrant undertakes.

There was then a brief discussion of the provisions in Paragraph 15 of NSI’s contract that allows for cancellation of a domain name for inaccurate data.

Marcus from CORE then stressed the problems that European registrars were having with understanding the instructions that were being sent in English.

Scott from Nordnet reiterated that the English only notifications were high prejudicial to European registrants. Scott then recounted that the first time he registered a domain name he went through a web hosting company and had no idea what registrar was used. He felt that the web hosting company would best represent his interests by picking the best registrar. Scott also stated that not all registrars list the admin contact as the authoritative representative for a domain name.

Ken Stubbs then provided some insight on the original registrar test bed period and how the autoNAC was changed to the current autoACK when there was no affirmative response. That there existed a need for a uniform policy that all registrars could rely upon.

Recognizing the time. The moderator then went through the list of participants and allowed each to speak on the issue.

Ross (TUCOWS) raised the issue that the registrars were looking for a simple solution to this xfer issue, without involving third party regulation. It was mentioned that in Tuesday’s teleconference there was reference to third party verifications system such as in the telco and utility industry. The cost of third party verification was estimated to be between .80 and 1.00.  It was posed if ICANN could handle this task and increase it revenue. But everyone seemed to agree it was best to keep ICANN out. Ross stressed that the current simply system was working fine with over 18 months of history.

Michael (TotalWebSolutions) Echoed Ken Stubbs need for a uniform policy, and his dissatisfaction for the autoNAC policy that a small but growing number of registrars were using.

Scott (Nordnet) concerned that registrars were making English the universal default language to the detriment to his European customers. It was discussed that there has been no reports of slamming report to ICANN. Bruce stated that NSI was still reviewing its survey that revealed that  23.6% of the people were not aware that there registrar had been changed.

David Washer (IARegistry) David recounted how the current autoNAC policy was inconsistent with wholesale ISP providers. Specifically, when a customer switches ISPs the email address is no longer functional, therefore making it difficult or impossible to respond to the email from the losing registrar.

Marcus (CORE) reiterated the need for an autoACk policy.

Shivali (DomainPeople) pointed out that NSI use to accept a modification to DNS record based on a fax on company letterhead. She wanted to understand why verification from email was now viewed as the most authoritative. Wanted to know if NSI would accept a fax on company letterhead as authoritative to initiate a transfer.

Bryan Evans (Interaccess) Bryan also provided examples how the current autoNAC policy failed to recognize the situation of telecommunication and web hosting companies. Bryan pointed out that in a large number of cases, the admin contact no longer had any relationship with the domain name registrant, and that it seemed anti-consumer to have a former disgruntled employee having control over a company’s domain name.

Bruce (NSI) overriding concern is consumer protection. He believed that the Tuesday proposals would resolve most issues.

Chris (DomainPeople) argued faxed authorizations from a registrant should be adequate proof for a losing registrar not to NAC a transfer.

Sebastian (Speednames) argued that autoNAC is simple and has proved track record. 

Verner (CORE) Verner argued again for the special treatment of legacy domain names. He pointed out that if a transfer is not processed prior to expiration, a losing registrar would lock the domain name because of non-payment thus preventing the registrant from transferring the domain name. However, the losing registrar would have 45 days to cancel the domain and get a credit from the registry.

Eric (BulkRegister) In favor of autoACK, indicated that his company would consider adopting a similar policy if things did not change.

Ken Stubbs (CORE) raised concerns about standards set by outside agencies.

Maria (Interdomains) favored the autoACK policy and shared similar concerns of other registrars regarding autoNAC.

Elana (Register.com) Her company’s position was clear. Consumer confidence was paramount.

Rick (Alice Registry) believes that a technical solution could resolve this problem. In discussion with Hollenbeck at VeriSign.

Rob Hall (Momentous) advocated a balanced approach that any system autoNAC/autoACK had to have appropriate safeguards to protect the consumer.

Larry Elrich (DomainRegistry) briefly discussed the merits of each side, and stated that may be he should consider creating a convoluted form to incorporate into his operation.

The moderator stated that a copy of the minutes would be forwarded to the list along with a straw poll to ascertain how the constituency should move forward on this issue.

