
 
          July 14, 2003 
ICANN Board of Directors 
Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN)  
4676 Admiralty Way, Suite 330  
Marina del Rey, CA 90292-6601  
USA 
Phone: +1.310.823.9358  
FAX: +1.310.823.8649 
 
 
Dear ICANN Board,   
 
I’ve already sent this letter1 to Esme Smith and to Dan Halloran, but on Friday they said 
it probably wouldn’t get posted on the ICANN site, so I thought I’d just send it to you 
directly to make sure you at least have an opportunity to read it.  The purpose of this 
letter is: a) to elaborate on a competition concern regarding WLS b) to show why the 
introduction of WLS, as currently approved by the ICANN board, does not maintain fair 
and even competition among registrars in registering domain names and c) to propose a 
modification to the WLS conditions2 already approved by the ICANN board to insure no 
preference is given to any registrar or group of registrars. 
 
I will show that: 

1) ICANN must not advantage one registrar over another. 
2) WLS as originally proposed by Verisign would advantage some registrars over 

others.  Besides violating ICANN’s bylaws, it would be counter to the goals of the 
DOC since it would create an un-level playing field among competitive registrars. 

3) ICANN attempted to fix this problem, which resulted in a WLS as currently 
proposed and passed by the ICANN board of directors. 

4) The fix did not remove the benefit to some registrars over others, thus the WLS as 
currently approved by the ICANN board advantages some registrars more than 
others in the WLS market, and therefore in the domain name market. 

5) The final WLS must have certain restrictions in order to provide fair competition 
in selling WLS, and hence registering names. I will explain what this restriction 
must be and why another restriction may not be preferable to ICANN.  

 
Then I will make some comments regarding tailoring condition “c” of the board 
resolution [02.100]. 
 
1) ICANN must not advantage one registrar over another.  
 

                                                 
1 Essentially this same letter was sent July 8th 
2 Specifically, condition “c” which, under the board’s authorization, is currently being  “tailored” 



Introducing and promoting exquisitely fair competition in the domain name space, to 
which ICANN and the Department of Commerce have, in my opinion, so far been largely 
successful, is a major goal of both ICANN and the Department. 
 
“ICANN shall not apply its standards, policies, procedures, or practices inequitably or 
single out any particular party for disparate treatment, unless justified by substantial and 
reasonable cause, such as the promotion of effective competition.”  From ICANN’s 
bylaws see: http://www.icann.org/general/bylaws.htm#II  
 
From ICANN’s agreement with DOC 
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/ntiahome/domainname/icann-memorandum.htm 
“This Agreement promotes the management of the DNS in a manner that will permit 
market mechanisms to support competition and consumer choice in the technical 
management of the DNS. This competition will lower costs, promote innovation, and 
enhance user choice and satisfaction.” 
 
2) WLS as originally proposed by Verisign would advantage some registrars over 
others.  
 
As originally proposed by Verisign, wait-list-service customers (via registrars) pay $243 
per year to purchase a WLS subscription on a domain name.  If the domain name is then 
deleted within the next year, the customer (again via a registrar) pays an additional $6 to 
actually register the name.  If the name is not deleted within the year, the customer loses 
the $24.  The word “ripen” is used to describe a name that has a WLS on it and the name 
actually becomes deleted and is assigned to the WLS holder. 
Remember that WLS subscribers are allowed to change the domain name that is wait 
listed three times. 
So what?  That’s like saying, “remember, the sky is blue”.  The point being the WLS 
holder either did not get the name they wanted or got no name for the $24. 
 
Any registrar who has knowledge that a name is to be deleted4 can offer a WLS on those 
names for lower risk than another registrar can.  A registrar who does not have that 
knowledge must offer the WLS with the full $24 risk.  In other words, a registrar who is 
about to delete a name can say “if you buy the WLS on this name from me, I will 
immediately delete that name, and your $24 will not be wasted, and none of my 
competitors can make this no-risk offer to you”.  Or the registrar can say “buy the WLS 
for $0, and when it ripens pay $30”5.  No other registrar could make this offer since that 
registrar does not know that the name will be deleted or not deleted until the registrar-of-
record deletes it or renews it. 
                                                 
3 This was not the originally proposed price, but for consistency in this paper, is, I believe, the currently 
proposed price 
4 For example, each registrar, and only that registrar, has this knowledge of its own names that are in the 
45-day auto-renew period and knows which of those names have not been renewed by registrants.  Some 
names in the 45-day period (and before) are renewed and some are not.  Only the registrar-of-record has 
foreknowledge of which registrants have renewed which names, and therefore only the registrar-of-record 
has certain foreknowledge of which names will be deleted. 
5 The prices leave the registrar’s profit margin out, for simplicity 



In the majority of cases, the registrar of record blocking condition would prevent this. 
No, it wouldn’t because the registrar of record blocking does not prevent the registrar of 
record from disclosing the information to another registrar who is not the registrar of 
record. A less restrictive approach would be to simply forbid the registrar of record from 
marketing during the block period.  Nice try, but it won’t work.  

1) How would the registry or ICANN bind the registrar who has not signed up for 
WLS (for example, eNom won’t sign up, but one of the little registrars we are 
friendly with will).  

2) Even if you could bind them, how would you enforce it?   
3) Or even know that they violated it?   
4) Though registrars would definitely care that it was violated (since it gives an 

advantage to one over the others), why would the registry (assuming they 
somehow bound the registrars) care? 

 
 
This advantage is proportional to the number of names for which each registrar is the 
registrar-of-record and also proportional to the number of names that are deleted by that 
registrar.   Since most registrars renew about 60% of their names nowadays, this means 
that 40% of all names are deleted each year; therefore, any registrar with foreknowledge 
of those deletes would have an advantage in 40% of the market, if all those names were 
re-registered.  About 20% of them get re-registered, so that means the advantage would 
exist in about 8% of the total name registration market. 
This kind of argument could be used in any business anytime some players are bigger 
than others.  Not true, today some players are bigger than others yet currently no player 
has an advantage over another in re-registering deleted names based on size. It seems to 
me that the only way to truly solve this concern is to require all registrars to have equal 
numbers of names, and I know you are not suggesting that.   1) Not true again. I propose 
another solution below. 2) Though you are correct in that I’m not suggesting that 
particular solution, as it would be another unfair solution (not to mention other problems 
with it).   
 
The registrar-of-record can also exploit the renewal and deletion foreknowledge by not 
renewing names until very far into the 45-day auto renew period.  If the registry does not 
automatically advance the renewal date6 upon expiration (this information is available to 
the public via the registry’s public whois database), the public will think that the name 
was not renewed and therefore has a high likelihood of deleting, therefore registrars will 
attempt to sell the WLS at low risk, only to be find out on the 44th day of the auto-renew 
period that the name actually renews.  Thusly the registrar of record tricked its 
competition into selling WLS on names that it knows will not be deleted. 
 
                                                 
6 If it is advanced the registrar-of-record is at an advantage because no other registrar will know for which 
names it was advanced due to renewal or advanced due to the registry automating the date advancement, 
and if it is not automatically advanced by the registry, then the registrar of record can withhold renewals to 
the last day of the 45 day period in order to gain the same advantage or to fool the competition into selling 
worthless wait list subscriptions (worthless because they will definitely not ‘ripen’).  Some registries 
advance the date and some do not. Currently the Verisign registry automatically advances the renewal date 
even if the registrant has not renewed the name at the registrar of record.   



With the re-registration of deleted names system that exists today, there is are no 
advantages conferred based on the number of names the registrar has, what information 
they have, or for that matter, any other advantage.  The competition is fair and equal with 
the current system. 
I could easily use some of your arguments above to show that the registrars playing in the 
deleted names business have an advantage for the names for which they are the registrar 
of record.  Then please show it because there is no advantage for them currently.  And 
please do not be constrained to use my argument, use whatever one you want.  No 
inherent system advantage exists today for the big players playing in the deleted names 
business or in registering new names either for that matter.  Today, even if a registrar 
knew which names its is about to delete (and it does), it cannot use that knowledge to its 
advantage in re-registering those names, for one, because the registry publishes the list of 
all names that will be deleted days before the deletions occur, therefore all registrars have 
the knowledge. 
 
In the fiercely competitive domain name registration market, even a small advantage will 
sway most of the market toward the registrar with the advantage.  Why would any 
rational customer pay registrar X $24 with the risk that it would be for naught, when they 
could buy the same thing from registrar Y, for the same $24, with a guarantee that the 
$24 would pay-off and not be wasted?  Or why would any rational customer pay $24, 
then $6 if the name is assigned to them, when they could pay $0 and $30 after 
assignment?  The registrar who knows for certain that the name will be deleted can offer 
the latter with no risk to the registrar, while other registrars cannot. 
 
NSI is the largest registrar and it deletes the most names (even more than its pro-rata 
share of the market represents, based on number of names under management), and it has 
foreknowledge of all those deletes and therefore would have the largest advantage, and, 
coincidentally, is also owned by Verisign, the company that is proposing WLS.  
I hope you don’t really believe that there is any collusion between VNDS and Network 
Solutions, but such an argument will appeal to some people.  Again, the registrar block 
condition covers this concern.  In fact, you were one of the people who suggested it.    

1) Collusion? Since it does advantage NSI, I’m only saying it smells bad.  Why not 
remove the advantage so there is no question?  Since that has been resisted for 
over a year and a half, it gets stinkier to me as time goes on. 

2) The registrar block does not cover this concern as I show below  
3) I did not suggest it (the solution ICANN picked). I was one of the people who 

articulated the problem.  In http://www.icann.org/minutes/report-vgrs-wls-
22aug02.htm ICANN says Thomas Roessler was another.  If you recall, I said I 
did not think there was a good solution at all, therefore I suggested not going 
forward with WLS.  Because even if you modify condition c as I propose below, 
there is still a remaining, though slight, advantage for the big registrars. 

 
If a registrar has an advantage in attracting WLS subscriptions, it will therefore have an 
advantage in performing domain name registrations when those WLS subscriptions fulfill 
(since the registration for each name that has a WLS subscription goes to the registrar 
that sold the WLS).  Since a large part of the domain name registration market is in re-



registering deleted names (due to the fact that 40% of all names become deleted), the 
registrar that has even a small advantage in WLS has a large advantage in a big part of 
the domain name registration market. 
 
It is true that, as proposed, with WLS all registrars would have the same price, and equal 
access to make wait list subscriptions on a first-come-first-served bases, and subscribers 
can move the WLS to another name up to 5 times, but, as originally proposed by 
Verisign, registrars cannot all offer them with the same fulfillment risk. 
All registrars participating in the registrar based back order systems today do not have the 
same fulfillment risk.   1)  ENom does not do a back order system.  I’m pretty sure only 
one player is doing a “back order” system and that player is SnapNames, and they are 
doing it within the current re-registration system, like the rest of the players.  There is no 
“fulfillment” risk today because the re-registration system that is in place today and that 
is used by all players, including SnapNames, does not have that attribute.  2) If a name 
gets deleted today it has a 100% chance of being re-registered if someone wants it and it 
is available and a 100% likelihood of it not being re-registered if it is not available.  3) 
All registrars have an equal chance of re-registering deleted names; each registrar who 
puts in a registration request has an equal chance of that request being fulfilled since they 
are fulfilled on a first come first served basis.  If this is not the case, then the registry is in 
violation of its ICANN agreements. 
 
 
3) ICANN attempted to fix this problem, which resulted in a WLS as currently 
proposed and passed by the ICANN board of directors. 
See http://www.icann.org/minutes/minutes-23aug02.htm#02.100 
 
ICANN passed resolution [02.100]. Part (c) of that resolution says “No registrar 
sponsoring the registration of a domain name in the .com and .net top-level domains shall 
be permitted to obtain (in its own name or for another, directly or indirectly) a WLS 
subscription on that [emphasis added] name at any time after a date sixty days before the 
registration of the name is deleted;” 
 
ICANN passed this resolution to fix the unfair advantage problem, confirming that 
ICANN understands that there was a problem with WLS as originally proposed by 
VeriSign.7 
  
As written, the resolution [02.100] would prevent a registrar, for example, NSI, from 
selling WLS on their own names that are about to be deleted.  This would presumably 
prevent NSI from using its foreknowledge on names it is about to delete to its advantage, 
but does not do so (for reasons explained in #4 below).  Not only that, but prohibiting the 
registrar-of-record from selling WLS on some of its own names under management, 

                                                 
7 See: http://www.icann.org/committees/reconsideration/rc02-6.htm  
“As noted in the 22 August 2002 General Counsel's Second Analysis of VeriSign Global Registry Services' 
Request for Amendment to Registry Agreement, the purpose of this condition is to avoid an incumbent 
registrar acquiring a preference through advance knowledge of the deletion of a domain-name registration.” 



while allowing the other registrars that ability, in-and-of-itself, skews the competitive 
landscape among registrars, this time away from the larger registrars. 
 
Since registrars do not have foreknowledge of deletions for all of their names, 
presumably, if a registrar were to sell a WLS on its name8 that is subsequently deleted, 
the name would not be awarded to the WLS holder, but it would be deleted instead. 
I don’t understand this.  Names having a WLS subscription would not be deleted but 
would be assigned to the registrar who submitted the WLS subscription.   No, not in the 
case of a registrar-of-record who sells a WLS on a name in the 60-day period (rule c as it 
is written now).  It is hard for me to believe you do not understand, because you say 
below “Because it is not known when a name will be deleted, the condition requires 
registrars [the registrar-of-record] and the registry to work backwards from the deletion 
date…. and the registry to reverse actions already taken” (which would mean the guy 
who has the WLS would not get the name even though it deletes). In this case, 
presumably, the registry would still collect the $24, and the WLS holder would not be 
awarded the name. Are you suggesting that the registrar would not assign the registration 
to the subscriber?  That sounds like fraud.  No I’m not suggesting that.  I’m saying the 
registry would not assign the name to the registrar.  To clarify, let me ask you this: with 
the rule C as it stands now, what happens when the registrar-of-record sells a WLS on a 
name, then the name gets deleted within 60 days?  Since the registrar of record has no 
way to know that certain names will be deleted there can be no thing (besides a time 
machine that can predict the future) that will “block” the WLS being placed on the name, 
since you cant block it, the only thing to do is to not honor it.  I verified this with Louis in 
an email exchange in the days following the announcement of rule C.  One of the two 
things I propose is to define the period so that 1) its possible to block during it and 2) so 
that it does not confer an advantage on some registrars over others. The name would 
become available for re-registration even though it had a WLS on it. The WLS holder 
could then move the WLS to another name (up to 5 times).  The fact that a consumer can 
have the WLS, but the name can still be deleted and it can wind up with another 
registrant means WLS will have less than 100% efficacy, so WLS is not “better stuff”, but 
that’s another issue.  I do agree that this effect will lead to a bad customer experience as 
Verisign asserts in their request for reconsideration, and as ICANN also agrees with as 
shown in its response to that reconsideration request.  More on this later. 
 
4) The fix did not remove the benefit to some registrars over others, thus the WLS 
as currently proposed advantages some registrars more than others in the WLS 
market, and therefore in the domain name market. 
 
ICANN mandates that a single entity cannot have more than one accreditation.  Where is 
this mandate found?  Several entities do have multiple accreditations with ICANN.  Not 
true.  There is no single entity that has multiple accreditations.  Each of those 
accreditations is held by a different entity.  Each of those entities may share common 
shareholders. This is to maintain fair competition among registrars when accessing the 
registry.  Many registrars and most large registrars (or the shareholders of registrars) 
own, control, or have very friendly relationships with more than one other accredited 
                                                 
8 A name for which the registrar is the registrar of record 



registrar entity.  Maybe ICANN thought this rule (resolution [02.100], part (c)) was 
sufficient to create fair competition, but it isn’t, because the rule applies only to names 
for which a registrar is the registrar-of-record, and a registrar can simply give (or sell) the 
information (the knowledge of which names it will be deleting) to another “friendly” 
registrar and that registrar can sell the WLS for those names at less risk.  For example, 
NSI can have another of its registrars (I believe Verisign controls more than five ICANN 
accredited registrars) sell WLS at lower risk on names for which NSI is the registrar of 
record.  Either NSI benefits because it is paid for the information, or the other registrar 
benefits because it gets an advantage in selling the WLS subscriptions, or both. 
I certainly agree with you that whatever system happens, it will be gamed, just like our 
registration system is being used in ways for which it was not originally designed.  No 
matter what is done, there will always be gaming.  In fact, I am personally impressed by 
the creativity exhibited by registrars.  Thank-you but I’m not talking about “gaming” 
which to me does not refer to a built-in advantage being handed to certain players over 
others.  I’m talking about a level playing field.  To your and ICANN’s credit, the current 
system does not have an un-level playing field built-in, no matter how registrars get 
creative and utilize the system. 
 
5) The final WLS must have certain restrictions in order provide fair competition in 
selling WLS, and hence registering names. 
 
There are three solutions to this fair competition problem, two of which require an 
additional restriction to be placed on registrars. 
Either: 
 
Option A 
No registrar can sell WLS subscriptions for names that are about to be deleted.  Basically 
a one-word change to the resolution passed by the ICANN board for it to read as follows: 
“No registrar sponsoring the registration of a domain name in the .com and .net top-level 
domains shall be permitted to obtain (in its own name or for another, directly or 
indirectly) a WLS subscription on any [changed from the word “that”] name at any time 
after a date sixty days before the registration of the name is deleted;”  
You are continuing the mistake made by ICANN staff in their condition.  Because it is 
not known when a name will be deleted, the condition requires registrars and the registry 
to work backwards from the deletion date.  That creates a disastrous customer experience 
and requires registrars and the registry to reverse actions already taken.  I’m not “making 
that mistake” I’m pointing it out. 
By changing the word “that” to “any” it prevents all registrars from selling WLS 
subscriptions within the 60-day timeframe.  Though this will still give the advantage to 
registrars who do not sponsor names in .com and .net top-level domains, therefore it must 
read: 
 
“No registrar shall be permitted to obtain (in its own name or for another, directly or 
indirectly) a WLS subscription on any name at any time after a date sixty days before the 
registration of the name is deleted; 
 



Or  
 
Option B 
Require registrars to keep the information confidential. 
 
Or 
 
Option C 
Disallow WLS altogether 
 
 
Option A is preferable because it does not require a change to all registrars’ ICANN 
accreditation agreements (since any registrar who wishes to sell WLS subscriptions will 
need to enter into an agreement with the Verisign registry, and the restriction would be 
part of that agreement) whereas Option B requires all registrars ICANN accreditation 
agreements to change (because a registrar can disclose the information even though it is 
not selling WLS subscriptions, so therefore there is no mechanism to bind them except 
their accreditation agreement).  Not to mention that it would be difficult to enforce 
Option B 
 
I advocated the more restrictive version of the condition during the ICANN process, and I 
do not know why it was modified to be less restrictive, but maybe because ICANN 
thought that the less restrictive version was sufficient, maybe it was just an oversight.  I 
do know that if the less restrictive one became policy, that Verisign would benefit more 
than if the more restrictive one became policy.  If WLS is allowed to happen, I at least 
wish it to be offered fairly across registrars.  I am not asking ICANN to promote 
“competitors”, just “competition”. Obviously, as eNom is one of the largest registrars, 
eNom would have more of an advantage than most other registrars, if condition c stands 
as-is. I am hoping that ICANN and/or the Department of Commerce will be an advocate 
for exactly fair and exactly equal competition in WLS, not just one that is still not fair, 
but yet slightly more fair than a really unfair earlier version. 
I can’t imagine you in this manner, but I must admit you almost sound like a socialist 
here.  Me, a socialist?  Now you are hitting below the belt :>)  If WLS happens (without 
the changes in rule c I propose below) I will do what is best for eNom shareholders: use 
the advantage I’m handed to make money (talk about capitalistic).  Even if they don’t see 
it now, I expect the registrars larger than eNom (especially NSI) will do the same, 
especially after they see eNom (or anyone) doing it.  If I knew I could keep the advantage 
all to myself, my duty to eNom’s shareholders would require me to shut up, but since I 
don’t believe I will have it all to myself, I’m required to speak up (including posting this 
message) to try to prevent my competitors from getting the advantage.  A fair system is 
better for eNom than an unfair system where certain registrars have more of a built-in 
advantage than eNom. 
 
“Tailoring” Condition C 
Regarding the ongoing tailoring of condition c: 



“...the reconsideration committee recommends that the Board give the staff flexibility to 
negotiate with VeriSign to tailor Condition c to result in a better customer experience, 
while still substantially achieving the goal of that condition. This should be accomplished 
by the Board's adoption of a new resolution restating resolution 02.100, with an 
appropriate revision of Condition c.”9  The goal of condition c, is “is to avoid an 
incumbent registrar acquiring a preference through advance knowledge of the deletion of 
a domain-name registration”10 
 
 The sixty-day period results in poor customer experience because registrars, and for that 
matter, registries, do not know whether or not some names will be deleted within 60 days.   
What is required is a blackout time period that is based on a date certain of which 
registries and registrars all have an equal knowledge.  That date is the renewal date.  The 
renewal date is known in advance of any deletion or renewal knowledge, and known at 
the same time, to all registrars and the public. 
This works a lot better than the 60-day prior to deletion approach but it has some 
complications in our system because of the fact that names are auto-renewed 
immediately.  As a guy (me) who has a technical background and is pretty familiar with 
your registry system, it shouldn’t present any complications.  The fact that names are 
auto-renewed should not present any difficulty since you retain the date they are auto-
renewed on.   I hope you are not trying to justify an increase in registration fees :>) 
Therefore we proposed the following blocking restriction: the registrar of record cannot 
place a WLS subscription if the registration is in the auto-renew grace period, the RGP or 
the Pending Delete period.  That is almost what I’m saying, but the following 2 points are 
very important: 1) it must include a period before auto-renew, I suggest 30 days (for a 
total of 80 days), because large registrars can offer more WLSs at lower risk during this 
period as I explain below and 2) it must not be just the registrar-of-record but all 
registrars because registrars-of-record can disclose the info to other registrars as I explain 
above.  Limiting it to registrars-of-record does not remove the advantage in the system. 
 
Please refer to the following graph showing eNom's renewals vs. time relative to the 
expiration date. 

                                                 
9 From http://www.icann.org/committees/reconsideration/rc02-6.htm 
10 Also from http://www.icann.org/committees/reconsideration/rc02-6.htm 



 
 
 
The VeriSign registry produced this graph for eNom and I believe eNom is a typical 
registrar in this regard. The graph shows eNom performs many renewals before 
expiration, therefore registrars know before expiration, (with a high likelihood, though 
not certain as we would after expiration) which of their names under management are not 
renewed, and therefore which ones will likely be deleted in about 45 days hence. 
 
If a name is not renewed just before expiration, then the registrar knows that likely it will 
be deleted; therefore the period must include a period before expiration.   
Obviously the RPG period must be included in the blackout period as well, otherwise the 
registrar that deleted the name knows before anyone else that the name will not appear in 
the zone, therefore will have a time advantage in getting the WLS on it quickly (if 
allowed to do so at the very instant RGP begins, or any period beginning after RGP 
begins but before the name is available for re-registration). This WLS blackout period, 
which I propose be 30 days before the name expires through to actual deletion11 is easily 
calculated by the registry (and registrars) and so a registry could then easily implement 
the condition.12 Since the period is deterministic, the WLS customers would have a better 
customer experience because they would not be able to obtain a wait list subscription 
during the period, therefore the wait list subscriptions they did obtain would have a 100% 
efficacy rate. 
Is there no end to the regulation?  As I said many times, since the registry is a monopoly 
and since the WLS system inherently benefits some registrars over others, it therefore 
requires some regulation.  It’s the only way to create a level playing field.  Instead of 
WLS, the registry could have picked another re-registration system that does not have 

                                                 
11 30 days before expiration + 45 days during auto-renew + the 30 RGP period + the 5 day pending delete 
period 
12  Since most if not all registrars also renew names before 30 days before expiration (again, see graph), the 
larger registrar will retain an advantage on those names that are not renewed, which is why I'm still against 
WLS, because even with the black-out period modifications to rule c that I propose, the playing field that 
we have painstakingly setup will still be tilted, though only slightly.  



these problems (many alternatives were proposed) and therefore would not be subject to 
regulations and restrictions in an attempt to remove the problems. 
 
Therefore to maintain the intent of condition c, and to tailor it to result in a better 
customer experience, it must be changed as follows: 
 
“No registrar shall be permitted to obtain (in its own name or for another, directly 
or indirectly) a WLS subscription on any name at any time during a period that 
starts 30 days before the registration of the name expires and ends 80 days after the 
registration of the name expires” 
 
 
There are other flaws in the WLS system, some of which also involve the competition 
issue, and most of which came out in the ICANN process, and for which the GNSO 
Council voted for Option C above (to not allow WLS).  Why the ICANN board 
subsequently passed it, I do not know. Since the ICANN board ignored the consensus, I 
can only assume there was some legal, or other reason, for the board’s decision. 
Your definition of consensus is different than mine.  A majority decision does not 
represent consensus in my opinion, and even more so when the process was so political it 
was pathetic.  The task force approach used by the DNSO in this case was not close to a 
valid consensus building process.  It was much more political than objective.  I believe 
there was consensus against WLS.  If you think it was not objective (which I may agree 
with you when it comes to rule “C”), and you now have the chance to change it so that it 
provides fair competition amongst registrars, why not do so?  In any case, I do know that 
as it stands, WLS contains inherent advantages for larger registrars, advantages that do 
not exist today, therefore rule C must change to how I’ve stated. I do not know what this 
reasoning is.  Since, in response to Dotster’s reconsideration request, ICANN said that 
consensus was not required13, I’ve concluded that building a consensus is not the answer, 
and therefore the only targeted recourse is an appeal to you, or the Department of 
Commerce or the courts. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or need clarification on any of 
the points I’ve made in this letter. 
 
 
Best Regards, 
 
 
 
Paul Stahura 
President and CEO  
eNom, Inc. 
 
 

                                                 
13 See http://www.icann.org/committees/reconsideration/rc02-5.htm  


