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Section I:  General Overview and Next Steps 

The Transfer Policy provides the policy framework for domain name transfers between registrars. The 
Transfer Policy also provides standardized requirements for inter-registrar transfer disputes - through 
the Transfer Dispute Resolution Policy (TDRP). 

The Transfer Policy (formerly, the Inter-Registrar Transfer Policy or IRTP) is an existing community 
consensus policy that was implemented in late 2004 and has been revised numerous times since then. 
The IRTP Part D Policy Development Process (PDP) is the fourth and final PDP of this series of 
revisions. The Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) Council resolved at its meeting on 17 
October 2012 to launch an Issue Report on IRTP Part D, which should include all the remaining issues 
identified by the original transfers Working Groups as well as the additional issue identified by the 
IRTP Part C WG. 

The GNSO Council requested an Issue Report from Staff on this fourth and final IRTP PDP Working 
Group at its meeting on 22 June 2012 which combined all remaining issues identified by the original 
transfers WG as well as the additional issue identified by the by the previous IRTP Part C PDP Working 
Group.  

Those charter questions are: 

a) Whether reporting requirements for registries and dispute providers should be developed, in order 
to make precedent and trend information available to the community and allow reference to past 
cases in dispute submissions; 

b) Whether additional provisions should be included in the TDRP (Transfer Dispute Resolution Policy) 
on how to handle disputes when multiple transfers have occurred; 

c) Whether dispute options for registrants should be developed and implemented as part of the policy 
(registrants currently depend on registrars to initiate a dispute on their behalf); 

d) Whether requirements or best practices should be put into place for registrars to make information 
on transfer dispute resolution options available to registrant; 

https://www.icann.org/news/announcement-2015-11-10-en
https://www.icann.org/public-comments/irtp-d-implementation-2015-11-10-en
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-irtp-d-implementation-10nov15/
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e) Whether existing penalties for policy violations are sufficient or if additional provisions/penalties 
for specific violations should be added into the policy; 

f) Whether the universal adoption and implementation of EPP auth-info codes has eliminated the 
need of FOAs 

The IRTP Part D PDP Working Group delivered its Final Report to the GNSO Council on 5 September 
2014. The GNSO Council adopted the report and its recommendations unanimously on 15 October 
2014. The ICANN Board adopted the recommendations of the IRTP Part D Working Group on 12 
February 2015. The Implementation Review Team in conjunction with ICANN staff worked together to 
develop a revised Transfer Dispute Resolution Policy (TDRP) as well as a revised Transfer Policy.  
Community input is was sought on the revised TDRP and Transfer Policy to ensure that the proposed 
revisions meet the intent of the policy recommendations.  
 

Section II:  Contributors 

At the time this report was prepared, a total of [two] (2) community submissions had been posted to the 
Forum.  The contributors, both individuals and organizations/groups, are listed below in chronological order 
by posting date with initials noted.  To the extent that quotations are used in the foregoing narrative (Section 
III), such citations will reference the contributor’s initials. 

Organizations and Groups: 

Name Submitted by Initials 

At-Large Advisory Committee ICANN At-Large Staff ALAC 

Registries Stakeholder Group Stephane Van Gelder RySG 

 
Individuals: 

Name Affiliation (if provided) Initials 

   

   
 

Section III:  Summary of Comments 

General Disclaimer:  This section is intended to broadly and comprehensively summarize the comments 
submitted to this Forum, but not to address every specific position stated by each contributor.  Staff 
recommends that readers interested in specific aspects of any of the summarized comments, or the full 
context of others, refer directly to the specific contributions at the link referenced above (View Comments 
Submitted).   

 
The ALAC generally supports the Report of the Implementation of the GNSO Policy Development   
Process Recommendation of the IRTP-D; however, the ALAC emphasized the need for clear and 
accessible information on both the transfer process itself and the dispute resolution mechanisms for 
non-compliant transfers.  The ALAC cited Recommendations 11 and 12. Specifically, the 
recommendations are: 
 
Recommendation #11. The WG recommends that ICANN take the necessary steps to display 
information relevant to disputing non-compliant transfers prominently on its website and assure 
the information is presented in a simple and clear manner and is easily accessible for registrants. 

http://gnso.icann.org/en/issues/transfers/irtp-d-final-25sep14-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/resources/board-material/resolutions-2015-02-12-en#1.d
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Recommendation #12.  The WG recommends that ICANN create and maintain a user-friendly, one 
-stop website containing all relevant information concerning disputed transfers and potential 
remedies to registrants. Such a website should be clearly accessible from or integrated into the ICANN 
Registrants’ Benefits and Responsibilities page or similar. 
  
The ALAC reiterated the importance of these recommendations as part of the IRTP-D implementation. 
 
In its comment, the RySG noted that it fully supports the modifications to the Transfer Policy and 
Transfer Dispute Resolution Policy. 
 

Section IV:  Analysis of Comments 

General Disclaimer:  This section is intended to provide an analysis and evaluation of the comments 
received along with explanations regarding the basis for any recommendations provided within the 
analysis.  

 
The Implementation Review Team will review all comments received in its upcoming meetings.  The 
Implementation Review Team, as part of the implementation plan, will discuss updates to the ICANN 
website per Recommendations 11 and 12 of the Final Report.  
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