ICANN BOARD SUBMISSION NO. 2026.03.08.1a

TITLE: Consideration of Reconsideration Request 25-2

PROPOSED ACTION: For Board Consideration and Approval

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

In Reconsideration Request 25-2 (Request 25-2), the Requestor seeks reconsideration of

Contractual Compliance’s (Contractual Compliance) decision to close a complaint (Complaint),
wherein the Requestor asserted that an ICANN-accredited registrar (Registrar) failed to send
the Requestor renewal/expiration notices regarding <hitechbuy.com> (Domain), which the
Requestor claimed he registered through a domain name reseller (Reseller). Contractual
Compliance determined that the Reseller, not the Requestor, was the registrant/registered
name holder (RNH) for the Domain during the applicable time period. The Registrar
Accreditation Agreement (RAA) requires that a registrar provide expiration notices to the RNH,
not to any third-party users or licensees of a domain. As such, Contractual Compliance
determined that the Registrar did not violate the RAA and closed the Complaint. The Requestor
claims that Contractual Compliance closed the Complaint without considering material

information.

Pursuant the Bylaws, the Ombuds evaluated Request 25-2, concluded that “Contractual

Compliance, . . . justifiably and correctly [...] closed the Complaint” (see Ombuds Evaluation),

and recommended that Request 25-2 be denied. The Board Accountability Mechanisms
Committee (BAMC) evaluated the merits of Request 25-2 and concluded that Contractual
Compliance’s decision to close the Complaint was not based on a failure to consider any
material information as claimed, but rather was appropriate given the scope of Contractual
Compliance’s authority. The BAMC recommended that the Board deny Request 25-2.

Additional background information is set forth in the BAMC Recommendation on

Reconsideration Request 25-2 (BAMC Recommendation), which is incorporated fully herein.

Per the Bylaws, the Requestor then submitted a rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation
(Rebuttal). The Rebuttal does not raise arguments or facts that support reconsideration. The
Requestor also submitted a follow-up to the Rebuttal, with additional arguments and claims,
which not only goes beyond the rebuttal parameters set forth in the Bylaws but also does not

support reconsideration here.
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BOARD ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISMS COMMITTEE (BAMC) RECOMMENDATION:

The BAMC recommends that the Board deny Reconsideration Request 25-2. The BAMC
determined that reconsideration is not warranted because Contractual Compliance’s decision to
close the Complaint was not based on a failure to consider any material information but, rather,

was an appropriate action.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION:

Whereas, Nick Pelts (Requestor) complained to ICANN Contractual Compliance (Complaint)
that an ICANN-accredited registrar (Registrar) violated the Registrar Accreditation Agreement
(RAA) and/or the Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) by not providing expiration or

renewal notices regarding the domain <hitechbuy.com> (Domain) to the Requestor.

Whereas, after completing its review of the Complaint and all relevant materials and determining
that the Requestor was not the registrant/registered name holder (RNH) of the Domain,
Contractual Compliance closed the Complaint and informed the Requestor that it did not find
that the Registrar violated the RAA or the ERRP.

Whereas, the Requestor submitted Reconsideration Request 25-2 (Request 25-2), seeking

reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Complaint.

Whereas, the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC) determined that Request
25-2 was sufficiently stated and, pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(l) of the Bylaws, transmitted
Request 25-2 to the Ombuds for consideration.

Whereas, after considering Request 25-2 and all relevant materials, the Ombuds issued the
Ombuds Evaluation. The Ombuds found no basis under Bylaws Article 4, Section 4.2(c) for
reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Complaint and recommended
that Request 25-2 be denied.

Whereas, the BAMC considered the merits of Request 25-2 and all relevant materials, and
concluded that Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Complaint was not based on a
failure to consider any material information, but rather was appropriate given the scope of
Contractual Compliance’s authority. Accordingly, the BAMC recommended that Request 25-2

be denied.
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Whereas, pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(q) of the Bylaws, the Requestor was provided 15
days from receipt of the BAMC Recommendation on Reconsideration Request 25-2 to submit a
rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation, which the Requestor submitted on 20 February 2026.

Resolved (2026.03.08.xx), the Board adopts the BAMC Recommendation on Reconsideration

Request 25-2 and denies Reconsideration Request 25-2.

PROPOSED RATIONALE:

The Board is taking this action pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2 of the Bylaws. Under Section
4.2, the Board designated the BAMC to review and consider reconsideration requests before
making recommendations to the Board on the merits of those requests. See Bylaws Art. 4,
Section 4.2(e).

The Board has carefully considered the merits of Request 25-2 and all relevant materials. For

the reasons set forth below and set forth more fully in the BAMC Recommendation on

Reconsideration Request 25-2 (BAMC Recommendation), which is incorporated herein by

reference, the Board finds that Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Requestor’s
Complaint was proper, and there is no basis for reconsidering that decision as requested by
Request 25-2.

The factual background is set forth in detail in the BAMC Recommendation, which is
incorporated here, but, in relevant part, Request 25-2 was submitted by the Requestor seeking
reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Complaint. In the Complaint,
the Requestor asserted that the Registrar violated the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA)
and the Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) by failing to send the Requestor renewal
reminders or expiration notices regarding the domain name <hitechbuy.com> (Domain), which
the Requestor claimed he registered through a domain name reseller for the Registrar
(Reseller). Through its investigation, including review of the materials submitted by the
Requestor, Contractual Compliance determined that the Requestor was not the
registrant/registered name holder (RNH) for the Domain. None of the Requestor’s provided
documents listed the Requestor or his company as the registrant—rather, the provided
documents consistently listed the Reseller as the RNH for the Domain during the relevant time
period. The relevant provisions of the RAA and the ERRP require that a registrar provide
expiration reminder notices to the RNH of a domain—they do not require that the registrar send

notices to any third-party users or licensees of a domain. After completing its review,
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Contractual Compliance determined that the Registrar did not violate the RAA or the ERRP and

closed the Complaint.

The Board agrees with the BAMC’s conclusion that Contractual Compliance’s decision to close
the Complaint was not based on a failure to consider any material information, but rather was
appropriate given the relevant notice provisions under the RAA and the ERRP and the scope of
Contractual Compliance’s authority. The Requestor contends that Contractual Compliance
erred by not requesting a copy of the reseller agreement between the Registrar and the Reseller
and other materials related to the Requestor's communications with the Registrar and with the
Reseller. However, nothing in the Requestor's Complaint required a review of the reseller
agreement or these other materials. In this instance regarding this Domain, the Reseller was
not acting on behalf of the Registrar to provide registrar services to the RNH. Rather, the
Reseller was the RNH. As such, these further documents, including the existence and/or terms
of the Registrar’s reseller agreement with the Reseller, were not material to the Complaint. The
Board also notes, as did the BAMC, that, to the extent the Requestor contends that the Reseller
or the Registrar had obligations to the Requestor despite the fact that he was not the RNH—for
example, to the extent that the Requestor claims that the Reseller violated the terms of service
in a separate agreement between the Reseller and the Requestor—those claims go beyond the
scope of Contractual Compliance’s authority, which only extends to enforcement of the
requirements set forth in the agreements between ICANN and its contracted parties (registrars
and registry operators). Contractual Compliance is unable to intervene in disputes between
registrants (such as the Reseller) and third parties (such as the Requestor). Therefore,
Contractual Compliance appropriately closed the Complaint; and, because Contractual
Compliance considered all material information when it closed the Complaint, reconsideration is

not warranted.

Accordingly, the Board agrees with the BAMC Recommendation and the rationale contained
therein, which is incorporated by reference here, that there is no basis for reconsidering
Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Complaint. The Board’s determination is also
consistent with the conclusion reached by the Ombuds that “Contractual Compliance, per its
established processes, policies and procedures, examined the Requestor's Complaint, and

justifiably and correctly [...] closed the Complaint.” (See Ombuds Evaluation.)

Pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(q) of the Bylaws, the Requestor was provided 15 days from

receipt of the BAMC Recommendation to submit a rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation. The
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BAMC Recommendation, along with the Ombuds Evaluation, was transmitted to the Requestor
on 5 February 2026. The Requestor submitted a rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation on 20
February 2026 (Rebuttal).

In the Rebuttal, the Requestor asserts that Contractual Compliance, the Ombuds, and the
BAMC all erred in concluding that because the Requestor (the Domain user) was not the RNH
of the Domain he was not entitled to any renewal reminders or expiration notices under the RAA
or the ERRP. The Board notes, as did the BAMC, that the Requestor has never offered — in the
Rebuttal or otherwise — evidence that he was the RNH of the Domain at any relevant time, and
the plain language of the RAA and the ERRP makes clear that expiration reminder notices must
be sent at designated intervals only to the RNH of an account before cancellation. There is no
obligation that notices be sent to any third party user of the domain or licensee of a domain. In
arguing his point, the Requestor references a 2022 report that Contractual Compliance provided
at the request of the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) entitled “ICANN
Contractual Compliance Enforcement of the ERRP & EDDP,” which was mentioned in the
Ombuds Evaluation. The Requestor seems to misunderstand the purpose and scope of that
report, which merely offered “ICANN Compliance observations based on the receipt of
ERRP/EDDP-related complaints.” The report did not make any findings as to a registrar's
contractual notice obligations; it simply described issues that had been raised and noted that,
under certain circumstances, a domain user may not receive expiration notices if a reseller (not
the domain user) was the listed RNH, but the report did not suggest that this would be a
violation of the current RAA or ERRP.

The Board also wants to address the Requestor’s claim that “[o]ne of the routes to getting
certain records and reports that may be useful to me in my litigation against [the Reseller]
and/or [the Registrar] is through ICANN Contractual Compliance, and | have a right to use that
route.” Not only is this incorrect, it is a misuse of the Contractual Compliance complaint
process. Submitting a complaint to Contractual Compliance is not and has never been a
method for obtaining documents about Registrars—to the contrary, complainants are not
entitled to the details of Contractual Compliance’s informal resolution processes, which are
confidential. Attempting to use the Contractual Compliance process to obtain documents for

use in litigation is an improper use of the process.
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On 21 February 2026, the Requestor submitted a follow-up to the Rebuttal, which included
additional arguments and claims. This was not properly part of the Rebuttal under Article 4,
Section 4.2(q) of the Bylaws for several reasons: (1) it extended the Rebuttal length beyond the
allowed 10 pages; (2) it was untimely; and (3) it was not limited to rebutting or contradicting the
issues raised in the BAMC Recommendation, but instead offered new arguments that the
Requestor could have provided in Request 25-2. In any event, the Requestor’s supplemental
submission does not provide a basis for reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision to

close the Complaint.

This action is within ICANN's Mission and is in the public interest as it is important to ensure
that, in carrying out its Mission, ICANN is accountable to the community for operating within the
Articles of Incorporation, Bylaws, and other established procedures. This accountability
includes having a process in place by which a person or entity adversely affected by an action
or inaction of the Board or staff may request reconsideration by the Board of that action or

inaction.

Adopting the BAMC Recommendation regarding Reconsideration Request 25-2 has no financial
impact on ICANN and will not negatively impact the security, stability or resiliency of the domain

name system.

This is an Organizational Administrative Function that does not require public comment.

Submitted By: Amy A. Stathos, Deputy General Counsel
Date Noted: 27 February 2026
Email: amy.stathos@icann.org
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REFERENCE MATERIALS - ICANN BOARD SUBMISSION NO. 2026-03-08-1a

TITLE: Consideration of Reconsideration Request 25-2

RELEVANT MATERIALS:
The following attachments are relevant to the Board’s consideration of Reconsideration Request
25-2:

Attachment A is Reconsideration Request 25-2, submitted on 31 October 2025, also

available here.

e Attachment B is the Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2, issued on 21
December 2025, also available here.

o Attachment C is the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee’s (BAMC)
Recommendation on Reconsideration Request 25-2, issued on 5 February 2026, also

available here.

e Attachment D is the Requestor’s Rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation on

Reconsideration Request 25-2, submitted on 20 February 2026, also available here.

The following links are relevant to the Board’s consideration of Reconsideration Request 25-2:

Materials Regarding Reconsideration Request 25-2

o |CANN Bylaws

e |CANN Reaqistrar Accreditation Agreement

e |CANN Expired Registration Recovery Policy and ICANN Expired Domain Deletion
Policy

e 2022 Contractual Compliance report entitled “ICANN Contractual Compliance
Enforcement of the ERRP & EDDP”

Submitted By: Amy A. Stathos, Deputy General Counsel
Date Noted: 27 February 2026
Email: amy.stathos@icann.org
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https://www.icann.org/en/governance/bylaws
https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/accredited-registrars/registrar-accreditation-agreement
https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-policies/expired-registration-recovery-policy/expired-registration-recovery-policy-21-02-2024-en
https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-policies/expired-domain-deletion-policy/expired-domain-deletion-policy-01-01-2020-en
https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-policies/expired-domain-deletion-policy/expired-domain-deletion-policy-01-01-2020-en
https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/policy/2022/correspondence/hedlund-et-al-to-gnso-council-et-al-01nov22-en.pdf
https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/policy/2022/correspondence/hedlund-et-al-to-gnso-council-et-al-01nov22-en.pdf

Reconsideration Request Form

Version as of 21 September 2018
ICANN's Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC) is responsible for
receiving requests for reconsideration (Reconsideration Request) from any person or
entity that has been adversely affected by the following:
(a) One or more Board or Staff actions or inactions that contradict ICANN’s Mission,
Commitments, Core Values and/or established ICANN policy(ies);
(b) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that have been taken or
refused to be taken without consideration of material information, except where the
Requestor could have submitted, but did not submit, the information for the Board’s or
Staff’s consideration at the time of action or refusal to act; or
(c) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that are taken as a result of
the Board'’s or Staff’s reliance on false or inaccurate relevant information.
The person or entity submitting such a Reconsideration Request is referred to as the
Requestor.
Note: This is a brief summary of the relevant Bylaws provisions. For more information

about ICANN's reconsideration process, please refer to Article 4, Section 4.2 of the

ICANN Bylaws and the Reconsideration Website at

https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en.

This form is provided to assist a Requestor in submitting a Reconsideration Request, and
identifies all required information needed for a complete Reconsideration Request. This

template includes terms and conditions that shall be signed prior to submission of the
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Reconsideration Request.

Requestors may submit all facts necessary to demonstrate why the action/inaction
should be reconsidered. However, argument shall be limited to 25 pages, double-
spaced and in 12-point font. Requestors may submit all documentary evidence
necessary to demonstrate why the action or inaction should be reconsidered, without
limitation.

For all fields in this template calling for a narrative discussion, the text field will wrap
and will not be limited.

Please submit completed form to reconsideration@icann.org.

1. Requestor Information

Name: Nick Pelts

Address: Contact Information Redacted
Email: Contact Information Redacted

Contact Informatior

Phone Number (optional): Redacted

(Note: ICANN will publish the Requestor’s name on the Reconsideration Website at

https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en in

accordance with the ICANN Privacy Policy. Requestor’s address, email and phone

number will be removed from the publication.)

2. Request for Reconsideration of:
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Board action/inaction

X___ Staff action/inaction

3. Description of specific action you are seeking to have reconsidered.

| had submitted the Contractual Compliance Complaint to ICANN (Complaint
Case Number: 01462483), and ICANN closed that complaint indicating in its e-mail to me
that, from the records and information provided by the registrar to ICANN, ICANN did
not find that the registrar violated its obligations under the Expired Domain Deletion
Policy and the Expired Registration Recovery Policy. | do believe that the registrar
violated Expired Registration Recovery Policy. "Account Settings"screen with "Personal
Information" tab selected at Namesilo account website shows my name and e-mail
address and no company name listed (Namesilo was the registrar for the domain name,
hitechbuy.com) (attached please find the printout of Account Settings screen with
"Personal Information" tab selected that was also provided to ICANN with my
Complaint). So, even if registrant info did not explicitly show my name when querying
Domain WHOIS data, the registrar, Namesilo, had my name associated with the account
with them. Unfortunately, they no longer list the domain name, hitechbuy.com, when |
login to My Account at their website since it's expired but hitechbuy.com was the only
domain name | registered in 2024 (that registration was through the domain name
registrar reseller, Infosaic Technologies). The fact that Namesilo didn't update or correct
the registrant info with ICANN is a violation of 3.7.8 of Registrar Accreditation

Agreement (RAA) (i.e.: breach of the agreement between ICANN and an ICANN-
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accredited domain name registrar). Also, when | chatted with Namesilo live support
through their website after | found out that the domain name registration for
hitechbuy.com expired, they told me that Infosaic Technologies was a domain name
reseller for domain name, hitechbuy.com (this information was also provided to ICANN
with my complaint) - that means that Infosaic Technologies was a domain name reseller
and not the registrant for domain name, hitechbuy.com, and the domain name
registrar, Namesilo, through itself or through its reseller, Infosaic Technologies, violated
Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) by not providing me notices subject to
Sections 2.1.1 and 2.12 of ERRP and not offering me a 30-day Redemption Grace Period
(RGP) provided by Section 3.1 of ERRP. Plese note that there was no special

arrangement between me and my web hosting and domain registrar reseller company,

Infosaic Technologies - my arrangement with Infosaic Technologies was the same as

anybody else's general arrangement with them generally receiving free domain name
registration when purchasing a web hosting package from them. Section 3.4.3 of
Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA) states, " During the Term of this Agreement
and for two (2) years thereafter, Registrar shall make the data, information and records
specified in this Section 3.4 available for inspection and copying by ICANN upon
reasonable notice. In addition, upon reasonable notice and request from ICANN,
Registrar shall deliver copies of such data, information and records to ICANN in respect
to limited transactions or circumstances that may be the subject of a compliance-related
inquiry; provided, however, that such obligation shall not apply to requests for copies of

Registrar’s entire database or transaction history...." So, ICANN can also request the
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electronic records of my electronic chat with Namesilo live support through their
website mentioned in this paragraph above if ICANN needs more validation that | was
the actual registrant and Infosaic Technologies was a domain name registrar reseller for
domain name, hitechbuy.com. ICANN can also request the records to check for the
existence of reseller agreement between the registrar, Namesilo, and Infosaic
Technologies [please note that non-existence of reseller agreement between Namesilo
and Infosaic Technologies doesn't mean that Infosaic Technologies wasn't a domain
name registrar reseller but could mean that the registrar, Namesilo, breached Section
3.12 of Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA) by not entering into written agreement
with the domain name registrar reseller, Infosaic Technologies; again, if electronic
records exist of my chat with Namesilo live support mentioned in this paragraph above,
they would show that Namesilo live support person told me that Infosaic Technologies
was a domain name registrar reseller for domain name, hitechbuy.com]. Therefore, |
would like ICANN to determine that the registrar did violate Expired Registration
Recovery Policy (ERRP) and resolve the issues in my complaint with the registrar

accordingly.

4, Date of action/inaction:

10/9/25

5. On what date did you become aware of the action or that action would not be

taken?
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10/9/25

6. Describe how you believe you are materially and adversely affected by the
action or inaction:

If ICANN acted properly regarding my complaint and considered all the
information available to it and, thus, determined that domain name registrar, Namesilo,
through itself or through its reseller, Infosaic Technologies, violated Expired Registration
Recovery Policy (ERRP), | could've used that ICANN's resolution regarding my complaint
in my litigation against domain name registrar, Namesilo, and/or domain name registrar

reseller, Infosaic Technologies.

7. Describe how others may be adversely affected by the action or inaction, if you
believe that this is a concern.

N/A

8. Detail of Board or Staff Action/Inaction — Required Information

Please see Item 3 of this Reconsideration Request Form above for details and the

key information/documents | provided to ICANN related my complaint. Infosaic
Technologies was a domain name reseller and not the registrant for domain

name, hitechbuy.com, (Infosaic Technologies, in essence, acted as my agent, and | was
the actual registrant) and the domain name registrar, Namesilo, through itself or

through its reseller, Infosaic Technologies, violated Expired Registration Recovery
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Policy (ERRP) by not providing me notices subject to Sections 2.1.1 and 2.12 of ERRP and
not offering me a 30-day Redemption Grace Period (RGP) provided by Section 3.1 of
ERRP. | provided ICANN with information supporting my complaint (see Item 3 of this

Reconsideration Request Form above and other information and documents | provided

to ICANN with my complaint and my e-mails to ICANN related to my complaint all of

which I'm also attaching to this Reconsideration Request Form) and, obviously, ICANN

didn't consider the key information/documents | provided to ICANN related my

complaint (see Item 3 of this Reconsideration Request Form above for detail) or didn't

consider the records it maintained, were in its possession, or were under its control

about the registrar, Namesilo, and its reseller, Infosaic Technologies, and/or didn't
request the appropriate records from the registrar (the records to check for the
existence of reseller agreement between the registrar, Namesilo, and Infosaic
Technologies or electronic records of my chat with Namesilo live support person that
told me that Infosaic Technologies was a domain name registrar reseller for domain
name, hitechbuy.com, etc.) [Section 3.4.3 of Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA)
states, " During the Term of this Agreement and for two (2) years thereafter, Registrar
shall make the data, information and records specified in this Section 3.4 available for
inspection and copying by ICANN upon reasonable notice. In addition, upon reasonable
notice and request from ICANN, Registrar shall deliver copies of such data, information
and records to ICANN in respect to limited transactions or circumstances that may be
the subject of a compliance-related inquiry; provided, however, that such obligation

shall not apply to requests for copies of Registrar’s entire database or transaction
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history...."]. Please also note that ICANN's inaction to my complaint regarding the
violation of Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) by domain name registrar is also
contrary to ICANN’s Mission [Section 1.1,“Mission”,(a)(i) of ICANN Bylaws states, “The
issues, policies, procedures, and principles addressed in Annex G-1 and Annex G-2 with
respect to gTLD registrars and registries shall be deemed to be within ICANN's Mission.”,
Annex G-1 of ICANN Bylaws states that the topics, issues, policies, procedures and
principles referenced in Section 1.1(a)(i) of ICANN Bylaws with respect to gTLD registrars

include “registrar policies reasonably necessary to implement Consensus Policies relating

to a gTLD registry”, and Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) is one of the

Consensus Policies (see https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-

policies)].

9. What are you asking ICANN to do now?
I'd like ICANN to reverse its decision and determine that the registrar did violate

Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) and handle my complaint apropriately.

10. Please state specifically the grounds under which you have the standing and
the right to assert this Reconsideration Request, and the grounds or justifications that
support your request.

I'd like ICANN to reverse its decision and determine that the registrar did violate
Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) and handle my complaint apropriately. The

harm caused to me by ICANN's inaction regarding my complaint caused me not having

15/102



an ICANN's resolution that domain name registrar, Namesilo, through itself or through
its reseller, Infosaic Technologies, violated Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP)
that | could use in my litigation against domain name registrar, Namesilo, and/or its

reseller, Infosaic Technologies.

11. Are you bringing this Reconsideration Request on behalf of multiple persons or
entities? (Check one)
Yes

X No

11a. If yes, is the causal connection between the circumstances of the
Reconsideration Request and the harm substantially the same for all of the

Requestors? Explain.

12. Are you bringing this Reconsideration Request on an urgent basis pursuant to
Article 4, Section 4.2(s) of the Bylaws?
Yes

X No

12a. If yes, please explain why the matter is urgent for reconsideration.

13. Do you have any documents you want to provide to ICANN?

Yes. Attached please find information and documents | provided to ICANN with my

complaint (Complaint Case Number: 01462483) and my e-mails to ICANN related to my
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complaint.

Terms and Conditions for Submission of Reconsideration Requests

Reconsideration Requests from different Requestors may be considered in the same
proceeding so long as: (i) the requests involve the same general action or inaction; and
(ii) the Requestors are similarly affected by such action or inaction. In addition,
consolidated filings may be appropriate if the alleged causal connection and the
resulting harm is substantially the same for all of the Requestors. Every Requestor must
be able to demonstrate that it has been materially harmed and adversely impacted by
the action or inaction giving rise to the request.

The BAMC shall review each Reconsideration Request upon its receipt to determine if it
is sufficiently stated. The BAMC may summarily dismiss a Reconsideration Request if: (i)
the Requestor fails to meet the requirements for bringing a Reconsideration Request; or
(ii) it is frivolous. The BAMC's summary dismissal of a Reconsideration Request shall be
documented and promptly posted on the Reconsideration Website at

https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en.

Hearings are not required in the Reconsideration Process; however, Requestors may ask
for the opportunity to be heard. The BAMC retains the absolute discretion to determine
whether a hearing is appropriate, and to call people before it for a hearing. The BAMC's

decision on any such request is final.

For all Reconsideration Requests that are not summarily dismissed, except where the

Ombudsman is required to recuse himself or herself and Community Reconsideration

10
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Requests, the Reconsideration Request shall be sent to the Ombudsman, who shall
promptly proceed to review and consider the Reconsideration Request. The BAMC shall
make a final recommendation to the Board with respect to a Reconsideration Request
following its receipt of the Ombudsman’s evaluation (or following receipt of the
Reconsideration Request involving those matters for which the Ombudsman recuses
himself or herself or the receipt of the Community Reconsideration Request, if
applicable).

The final recommendation of the BAMC shall be documented and promptly (i.e., as soon
as practicable) posted on the Reconsideration Website at

https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en and shall

address each of the arguments raised in the Reconsideration Request. The Requestor
may file a 10-page (double-spaced, 12-point font) document, not including exhibits, in
rebuttal to the BAMC’s recommendation within 15 days of receipt of the
recommendation, which shall also be promptly (i.e., as soon as practicable) posted to
the ICANN Reconsideration Website and provided to the Board for its evaluation;
provided, that such rebuttal shall: (i) be limited to rebutting or contradicting the issues
raised in the BAMC's final recommendation; and (ii) not offer new evidence to support
an argument made in the Requestor’s original Reconsideration Request that the
Requestor could have provided when the Requestor initially submitted the
Reconsideration Request.

The ICANN Board shall not be bound to follow the recommendations of the BAMC. The

ICANN Board’s decision on the BAMC’s recommendation is final and not subject to a

11
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Reconsideration Request.
By submitting my personal data. | agree that my personal data will be processed in
accordance with the ICANN Priv :cy Policy, and agree to abide by the website Terms of

Service.

10/31/25

Signature Date

NICK PELTS

Print Name
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ICANN | ICANN Office of Ombuds Substantive Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2 | December 2025

1. Summary

This substantive evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2 is timely provided by me, as
the ICANN Ombuds, to the ICANN Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC).
Request 25-2 is the first Reconsideration Request that has been submitted to me for
evaluation by the ICANN Board BAMC since | became the ICANN Ombuds in October,
2024.

| conducted a substantive evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2 considering the
written Request itself, the Attachments provided by the Requestor, and discussion with and
review of relevant materials provided by an ICANN Contractual Compliance (“Compliance”)
subject matter expert informed about the underlying Complaint (Complaint 01462483 or
“Complaint”) to which this Request refers.

On the basis of this evaluation, it appears to me that Compliance examined the Requestor’s
Complaint, per its established policies, process, and procedures, and justifiably and correctly
closed the Complaint because the Requestor is not, and during all relevant time periods was
not, the Domain’s Registered Name Holder (“RNH: or “Registrant” — | use these terms
interchangeably throughout).

| recommend the BAMC propose to the ICANN Board of Directors (Board) that it deny
Request 25-2.

2. Background

2.1Reconsideration Request — Background of 25-2

Nick Pelts (“Pelts” or “Requestor’) submitted a Reconsideration Request to ICANN on the 31
October 2025 seeking reconsideration of Compliance’s decision to close his complaint in
which Pelts alleged that a registrar and/or its domain name reseller had violated certain of
ICANN'’s requirements for registrars. Compliance responded to the the Requestor and
informed Pelts that the team had reviewed the matter and did not find that the Registrar of
the domain “hitechbuy.com” (“Domain”) violated its obligations under the Registrar
Accreditation Agreement."

The BAMC determined that Request 25-2 is sufficiently stated pursuant to Article 4, Section
4.2(k) of the ICANN Bylaws. Section 4.2(l) of the Bylaws specifies that reconsideration
requests must be sent to the Ombuds for consideration and evaluation if a request is not
summarily dismissed following review by the BAMC. This Reconsideration Request was sent
to me 6 December 2025.

2.2 ICANN Reconsideration Requests and the Ombuds Role in
Reconsideration Requests

Per the current ICANN Bylaws (“Bylaws”), it is my obligation, when | do not recuse myself, to
provide a timely substantive evaluation of Reconsideration Requests (a “Request’ or
“‘Requests”).

Section 4.2. RECONSIDERATION

1 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-request-redacted-31oct25-en.pdf —
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The Bylaws state in 4.2(c) that “A Requestor may submit a request for reconsideration or
review of an ICANN action or inaction (“Reconsideration Request”) to the extent that the
Requestor has been adversely affected by:

(i) One or more Board or Staff actions or inactions that contradict ICANN’s
Mission, Commitments, Core Values and/or established ICANN policy(ies);

(i) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that have been
taken or refused to be taken without consideration of material information,
except where the Requestor could have submitted, but did not submit, the
information for the Board’s or Staff's consideration at the time of action or
refusal to act; or

(iii) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that are taken as
a result of the Board’s or staff's reliance on false or inaccurate relevant
information.

The ICANN Bylaws further state, in 4.2(1), in relation to the role of the Ombuds in a
Reconsideration Request:

“For all Reconsideration Requests that are not summarily dismissed, except
Reconsideration Requests described in Section 4.2(1)(iii) and Community
Reconsideration Requests, the Reconsideration Request shall be sent to the
Ombudsl], who shall promptly proceed to review and consider the
Reconsideration Request.
(i) The Ombuds[] shall be entitled to seek any outside expert
assistance as the Ombudsman deems reasonably necessary to perform
this task to the extent it is within the budget allocated to this task.
(i) The Ombuds]] shall submit to the Board Accountability
Mechanisms Committee his or her substantive evaluation of the
Reconsideration Request within 15 days of the Ombuds]]'s receipt of the
Reconsideration Request. The Board Accountability Mechanisms
Committee shall thereafter promptly proceed to review and consideration.”

2.2.1 Considering Recusal
The first issue for the Ombuds to address in considering a Request is whether to recuse:

“4.2(1)(iii) For those Reconsideration Requests involving matters for which the
Ombudsl] has, in advance of the filing of the Reconsideration Request, taken a position
while performing his or her role as the Ombuds[] pursuant to Article 5 of these Bylaws,
or involving the Ombuds[]'s conduct in some way, the Ombuds[] shall recuse himself
or herself and the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee shall review the
Reconsideration Request without involvement by the Ombuds|].” (Bylaws)

After reviewing a Reconsideration Request that has been referred to the Ombuds by the
BAMC, the Ombuds is required to choose either recusal or the Ombuds must provide the
BAMC with a substantive evaluation of the Request.

As | have not taken any position with regard to the matter that forms the substance of
Request 25-2, and as it requests reconsideration of actions/inaction by ICANN Staff, namely

Compliance, | do not recuse myself, and hereby provide the following substantive evaluation
of Reconsideration Request 25-2 to the BAMC.

3. Request 25-2

ICANN | ICANN Office of Ombuds Substantive Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2 | December 2025 |3
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Request 25-2 concerns a domain name, hitechbuy.com (“Domain”), which, in the relevant
time periods (2024 and up to when the Complaint was made to Compliance by Requestor)
was registered with ICANN-accredited Registrar NameSilo, LLC (“NameSilo”).

According to Reconsideration Request 25-2 NameSilo, as Registrar for the Domain
hitechbuy.com:

violated Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) by not providing...notices
subject to Sections 2.1.1 and 2.12 of ERRP and not offering...a 30-day Redemption
Grace Period (RGP) provided by Section 3.1 of ERRP.?

The Requestor alleges these violations of the ERRP are based on his not receiving proper
and timely notifications from NameSilo; He asks ICANN in Request 25-2 to

reverse [Compliance’s] decision and determine that the registrar [NameSilo]
did violate Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) and handle my
complaint apropriately. (sic)

3.1 Complaint to ICANN Contractual Compliance (01462483)

The Requestor initially submitted a Complaint (01462483) to Compliance on 14 August 2025

(“Complaint”) relating to the domain “hitechbuy.com”. Pelts alleged that the web Domain host

and reseller Infosaic Technologies Inc. (“Infosaic”), failed to renew Pelts’s Domain before
expiration, despite Pelts having allegedly set his Infosaic account settings to auto-renew.
The Complaint alleges that Pelts’s Domain “registration expired in June, 2025” because
neither Infosaic (as the Domain’s host and reseller) nor NameSilo (as Registrar for the
Domain) sent him “any notices/reminders about the domain expiration or any disconnection
notices this year.”

In response, on 19 September 2025, Compliance sent Pelts the following request for
evidence and information about his status as Registrant of the Domain:

ICANN reviewed your complaint and requires additional information. Please provide
ICANN the following before 26 Sep 2025:

Please clarify whether you were listed as the Registered Name Holder (or Registrant)
for the domain name hitechbuy.com (https://hitechbuy.com), and if so, provide
evidence (such as registrar emails, customer service tickets, screenshots of the
customer panel, or registration data).

This response to Pelts further indicates that the information provided thus far is not evidence
that he is the RNH:

Note that in some of the attachments included with your complaint (e.g. Infosaic Web
Technologies Control Panel (Ticket 38349).pdf) your name appears as "Domain
User," and not as "Registered Name Holder" or "Registrant.*

2 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-request-redacted-31oct25-en.pdf

3 Attachment 11: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-
31oct25-en.pdf

4 Attachment 17: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-
310oct25-en.pdf
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Pelts did not send to Compliance any such evidence or information establishing that he was
the RNH of the Domain. After review, on 9 October, 2025, Compliance closed Pelts’s
Complaint:

From the records and information provided by the registrar to ICANN, ICANN did not
find that the registrar [NameSilo] violated its obligations under the Expired Domain
Deletion Policy and the Expired Registration Recovery Policy.®

4. Ombuds Evaluation of Request 25-2
4.1 Materials Considered
As part of my evaluation of the Request, | reviewed the materials below:

e The Request itself;

e 19 attachments (118 pages) of the supporting information included by the Requestor
in the Request 25-2;

e Correspondence between the Requestor and Contractual Compliance and evidence
provided as part of the Complaint (01462483) [from the published correspondence
between Compliance and Requestor]; and

e Relevant policies including ERRP and RAA.

In addition, | had a discussion with an informed Compliance subject matter expert for this
Complaint, and sought the advice and assistance of Independent Legal Counsel.

4.2 Substantive Evaluation

Itis not clear from the materials provided, neither in the Request nor in the Complaint,
exactly what time period Pelts is referring to when he believes the required notices for a
Registrant under the EERP should have been sent to him.

In Attachment 1, the Requestor includes a Billing Notification from Infosaic to him for the
Domain for the period from 1 June 2020 to 1 June 2021. Pelts implies that he received this
Billing Notice by including it in the Attachments to his Request.®

Attachment 3, dated the next day from the Notice in Attachment 1 (2 June 2020), shows
Pelts was sent a Disconnect Notice by Infosaic (presumably for non-payment of the bill for
Domain services sent to him before). Again, his receipt of this Disconnect Notice is implied
by its inclusion as Attachment 3.7

Pelts does not allege that this is the period when he should have (but did not) receive Notice
from Infosaic or the Domain’s Registrar (June 2020). Rather, Pelts appears to be
complaining in his Complaint that he did not receive proper Notices in either 2024 or 2025.
(He also refers to not getting a Grace Period prior to deletion from NameSilo (or Infosaic) in
2024 or 2025 although records show that the Domain has never been deleted).

Attachments 4-9 all tend to suggest that Pelts thinks he is (or should be, as the “Domain
User”) the “owner” (or Registered Name Holder (“RNH")) of the Domain hitechbuy.com.®

5 Attachment 19: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-

310oct25-en.pdf
6 Attachment 1: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-

31oct25-en.pdf
7 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-31oct25-en.pdf
8 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-31oct25-en.pdf
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Pelts does not mention, neither in his Complaint nor in the Request, that he was, in fact, not
the Registrant for the Domain hitechbuy.com (not in 2020 nor in 2024 nor in 2025). He may
have been unaware of this fact. The Attachments reflect that during the relevant periods the
RNH for the Domain was Infosaic. ® This has been confirmed to me by Compliance.

Apparently, based on the Attachments, the services offered by domain host and reseller
Infosaic to clients like Pelts include registering domain names it has “Purchased On Behalf
Of Client” (such as Pelts) and also hosting these, so long as the Client keeps current on its
payments (to Infosaic). Infosaic, according to Attachment 11 was the RNH (“/INFOSAIC
TECHNOLOGIES PURCHASED ON BEHALF OF CLIENT”); it is listed as Registrant in the
relevant time periods for the Domain according to the WHOIS Database maintained by
BigDomainData.®

Perhaps the Requestor does not understand this crucial fact, but it is most certainly not a
nuance. The Registrant/RNH is the only entity to whom a Registrar must provide notice
under the ERRP.™

2.1.1. Prior to the expiration of any gTLD registration, registrars must notify the
registered name holder of the expiration at least two times.

This key fact proves to be critical here: It is ultimately fatal to the Th’s Complaint (and to this
Request). Since he was not the RNH (during all relevant periods where he alleges he should
have received notices from the Domain’s Registrar), he was not entitled to any Notice
regarding the Domain hitechbuy.com from Registrar NameSilo.

Compliance has confirmed, based on its inquiry with the Registrar following their usual
process, that NameSilo was Registrar for the Domain in 2024 (and at the time of the
Complaint September 2025).

The Requestor writes “that Infosaic Technologies was a domain name reseller and not the
registrant for domain name, hitechbuy.com”.’? This statement is incorrect. Based on the
Requestors’ own Attachments (and again confirmed by Compliance), Infosaic was the
Registrant for the Domain. The Registration was transferred at some point in 2024 or 2025
(Registrant is redacted in ICANN’s WHOIS Lookup Tool: https://lookup.icann.org/en/lookup).

Infosaic’s only real relevance to this Request is that it was the Registrant for the Domain.
Beyond that, Infosaic is not relevant to the analysis of this Request, no matter how much
emphasis the Requestor places on it in the Request and the Attachments. The Requestor
and Infosaic may or may not have had a contract although no contract is included in the
Attachments. The Attachments do not include any relevant contract that Infosaic has with or
involving ICANN, either. As far as this Request is concerned, Infosaic has no further
relevance beyond its (past) status as Registrant of the Domain."

| also add the observation that, given that the Requestor had no status as Registrant of the
Domain entitling him to any Notices from the Registrar under the ERRP, | cannot see how

9 Attachments 11-13: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-
redacted-31oct25-en.pdf

10 Attachment 12: https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-
310oct25-en.pdf0 showing data for the Domain hitechbuy.com.

" https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-policies/expired-reqgistration-recovery-policy/expired-
registration-recovery-policy-28-02-2013-en

12 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-request-redacted-31oct25-en.pdf

3 Requestor does not appear to have any contract or privity with ICANN either.
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any action or inaction by ICANN could have adversely affected the Requestor in any way
here.

This leads me to wonder why the Requestor, who did not provide evidence and information
requested by Compliance on 19 September 2025, believes this Reconsideration Request will
succeed. None of the Attachments provided by the Requestor in support of the Request are
evidence that Pelts was the RNH at any time. In this same 19 September 2025 email,
Compliance states clearly what would be considered as evidence of status as RNH (registrar
emails, customer service tickets, screenshots of the customer panel, or registration data),
and it further elaborates that what Pelts had provided in the Complaint was not evidence.
This Request was clearly time-consuming to prepare for the Requestor (containing 118
pages of Attachments), yet despite the sheer volume of information, nowhere does the
Requestor address what was asked for by Compliance.

Requestor claims that the harm done to him by Compliance closing his Complaint without
finding a violation of the ERRP by NameSilo (or Infosaic) deprives him of using such a
finding in litigation with those companies:

The harm caused to me by ICANN's inaction regarding my complaint caused
me not having an ICANN's resolution that domain name registrar, Namesilo,
through itself or through its reseller, Infosaic Technologies, violated Expired
Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) that | could use in my litigation against
domain name registrar, Namesilo, and/or its reseller, Infosaic Technologies.'*

The problem for his Request, and also for the underlying Complaint that Compliance closed,
is that during the time periods relevant to this Request (and the Complaint to Compliance)
Requestor was not the Registrant/RNH for the Domain (as noted, Compliance confirmed this
in its inquiry into the Complaint following its own established processes and procedures). Not
being the Registrant for the Domain, Pelts was not entitled to any notices from the Registrar
for this Domain. He can choose to pursue litigation against Infosaic and/or NameSilo.

In this instance, the Requestor’s apparent misunderstanding as to who was the RNH for the
Domain, and the role of the reseller in the scheme of things is not anomalous. In fact, this
issue has been raised previously in Policy Status Reports, including in ICANN Contractual
Compliance Enforcement of the ERRP & EDDP."

5. Conclusion and Recommendation to the BAMC Based on this
Substantive Analysis

After reviewing Request 25-2 as outlined in 4.1 of this document, it appears clear to me that
there is no basis for a reconsideration under the Bylaws of any action or inaction by ICANN
Contractual Compliance.

In order for ICANN Board to reconsider an action or inaction, the questions to be answered
are:
¢ Did an action (or inaction) by ICANN’s Board or Staff contradict or violate ICANN’s
mission or an established ICANN policy?
e Was such action taken or not taken without consideration of material information? Or
e Was the action/inaction the result of reliance on false or inaccurate relevant
information?

14 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-request-redacted-31oct25-en.pdf
15 https://gnso.icann.org/sites/default/files/policy/2022/correspondence/hedlund-et-al-to-gnso-council-et-al-
01nov22-en.pdf (published 31 October 2022)
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Nothing Compliance did here contradicts or violates ICANN'’s mission or its established
policies. Contractual Compliance, per its established processes, policies and procedures,
examined the Requestor’s Complaint, and justifiably and correctly, in my view, closed the
Complaint because it determined that the Requestor was not the Domain’s Registered Name
Holder; thus, the Requestor was not entitled to any notices from the Registrar regarding the
Domain.

Compliance considered the Requestor’s Complaint carefully, considering only the material
information available to it, and closed the Case appropriately finding no breach of the
Registrar Accreditation Agreement (and no breach of ERRP specifically) by the Domain’s
Registrar, NameSilo.

Finally, | see no evidence whatsoever that Compliance closed the Complaint based on any
reliance on false or inaccurate information.

Therefore, | recommend the BAMC propose to the Board that it deny Request 25-2.
/ends
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BOARD ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISMS COMMITTEE
(BAMC) RECOMMENDATION ON RECONSIDERATION REQUEST 25-2
S FEBRUARY 2026

I. Introduction and Summary

The Requestor, Nick Pelts, seeks reconsideration (“Request 25-2”)! of ICANN
Contractual Compliance’s (“Contractual Compliance”) decision regarding Contractual
Compliance Case No. 01462483 (“the Complaint”). In the Complaint, the Requestor asserted
that an ICANN-accredited registrar and/or its domain name reseller had caused the Requestor’s
“domain registration [to] expire[]” without proper “notices/reminders” and had “refused to
provide [the Requestor] access to [his] files,”? which, the Requestor claimed, “violated [the
registrar’s] obligations under the Expired Domain Deletion Policy and the Expired Registration
Recovery Policy.”® The Requestor seeks reconsideration of conduct by ICANN staff because
he alleges that Contractual Compliance “did not find that the registrar violated its obligations”
and that it consequently “closed [the] complaint.”*

The Requestor seeks reconsideration on the basis that he “provided ICANN with
information supporting [his] complaint [...] and, obviously, ICANN didn’t consider the key
information/documents [...] or didn’t consider the records it maintained, were in its possession,

or were under its control [...] and/or didn’t request the appropriate records.” The Requestor

therefore asks “ICANN to reverse its decision and determine that the registrar did violate [the]

! Reconsideration Request 25-2 (“Request 25-2”"), available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-request-redacted-3 1 oct25-en.pdf.

2 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (Complaint #01462483), available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-attachments-redacted-31oct25-en.pdf.

3 Request 25-2, at § 3. The Expired Domain Deletion Policy “has been incorporated” into the Registrar
Accreditation Agreement. See Expired Domain Deletion Policy, at Introduction, available at
https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-policies/expired-domain-deletion-policy/expired-domain-
deletion-policy-01-01-2020-en.

4 Request 25-2, at § 3.

51d. at§8.

1
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Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP).”® In conjunction with his request for a revised
determination, the Requestor notes that “[he] could’ve used that ICANN’s [sic] resolution
regarding [his] complaint in [his] litigation against domain name registrar, NameSilo, and/or
domain name registrar reseller, Infosaic Technologies.”’

Pursuant to the reconsideration process, the Ombuds evaluated Request 25-2. After
reviewing the relevant materials, the Ombuds concluded that “Contractual Compliance, per its
established processes, policies and procedures, examined the Requestor’s Complaint, and
justifiably and correctly [...] closed the Complaint because it determined that the Requestor was
not the Domain’s Registered Name Holder” and, “thus, the Requestor was not entitled to any
notices from the Registrar regarding the Domain.”®

Based on a review of all relevant materials, the Board Accountability Mechanism
Committee (BAMC) concludes that Contractual Compliance’s closure of the Complaint was not
based on a failure to consider any material information, but rather was appropriate because the
relief requested was not within the scope of Contractual Compliance’s limited authority.
Specifically, the materials provided by the Requestor showed that the Requestor was the
“Domain User” but was not the “Registered Name Holder” or “Registrant” to whom the
relevant notice obligations ran under the ERRP. Because, as Contractual Compliance noted in
its 19 September 2025 email responding to the Complaint,” Contractual Compliance’s authority
is limited “to the enforcement of the requirements outlined in the agreements that [[CANN] has
with its contracted parties—registrars and registry operators,” Contractual Compliance had no

authority to resolve a dispute that went beyond the requirements of the ERRP. Accordingly, the

6Id. at § 9.
71d. at § 6.
8 JCANN Office of Ombuds Substantive Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2, at 8 (“Ombuds Evaluation™),
available at https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-request-2025-11-11-en.
9 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01462483 re: Domain Renewal/Redemption -
hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) - Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!SOORmOyEzAl:ref ],” 9 October 2025).
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BAMC recommends that the Board deny Request 25-2.

II1. Factual Background
A. The Requestor contends that the domain registration for the Domain
expired and that the Requestor was unable to renew the Domain or gain
access to associated files.

In Request 25-2, the Requestor asserts that he is the “actual [previous] registrant” of the
domain name “www.hitechbuy.com” (the “Domain’), which he contends he registered through
Infosaic Technologies (“Infosaic”), a domain name reseller for ICANN-accredited registrar
NameSilo.' As support, the Requestor provided background materials reflecting his
relationship with Infosaic.!" These materials show that the Requestor was the Domain User for
the Domain through Infosaic,'? and that Infosaic, rather than the Requestor, was the registrant
on file with NameSilo.'3

According to the Requestor, he “was set up for auto payment for renewal of web hosting
and renewal of domain registration” through Infosaic, but Infosaic “didn’t process [his] credit
card when it was time to renew [his] web hosting and renew the domain registration” and “also

didn’t send [him] an invoice or any notices/reminders about the domain expiration or any

disconnection notices” in 2025.'* Thus, his “domain registration expired in June[] 2025.”13

10 Request 25-2, at §§ 3, 8. Note that, in a 19 September 2025 email, Contractual Compliance asked the Requestor
to “clarify whether [he] w[as] listed as the Registered Name Holder (or Registrant) for the domain name” as “in
some of the attachments included with [his] complaint [...] [his] name appears as ‘Domain User,” and not as
‘Registered Name Holder’ or ‘Registrant.”” Request 25-2, at Att. 18 (email titled “Re: Case Number 01462483 -
Additional information for complaint re: Domain Renewal/Redemption hitechbuy.com (1 Domain)
[ ref:!00D6106tJk.!SOORmMOyEzAlL:ref ],” 19 September 2025).
11 See Request 25-2, at Att. 1 (Billing Notification, 1 June 2020); see also Att. 7 (Infosaic portal messages, 6 March
2023); see also Att. 2 (Customer Receipt, 1 May 2024); see also Att. 5 (Infosaic Account Summary, 14 August
2025); see also Att. 6 (Infosaic Control Panel, 14 August 2025); see also Att. 9 (Infosaic Domains/Packages, 14
August 2024).
12 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01462483 re: Domain Renewal/Redemption -
hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) - Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!5S00RmOyEzAl:ref ],” 9 October 2025).
13 Request 25-2, at Att. 7 (Infosaic portal messages, 6 March 2023 (Infosaic informing Requestor, “You don’t need
to do anything at NameSilo.”)); Att. 14 (NameSilo Account Settings (listing Wathana Cheng at Infosaic as the
“Default Contact” for the Domain)).
14 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (Complaint #01462483).
5.

3
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The Requestor contends that this was contrary to Infosaic’s prior practices when his domain
registration was set to expire.'® The Requestor further asserted that Infosaic “refused to provide
[him] access to [his] files” after the Domain expired.'”

On 28 July 2025, the Requestor contends he contacted Infosaic through its portal to say
that “[his] domain registration expired” despite the fact that he was “set up for automatic
payments.”'® The Requestor asserted that the expiration of the Domain under these
circumstances violated Infosaic’s terms and conditions.!® He asked if he could renew the
hosting package or retrieve his files, but Infosaic responded that it “would not be able to renew
[his] [D]omain at this time” and that it could not retrieve his files if the [D]omain was not
renewed.?’ The Requestor asked “if [he] set up a new hosting plan at Infosaic [...] if [he]
c[ould] get access to the uploaded files.”?! On 5 August 2025, the Requestor emailed Infosaic
regarding the same issues and Infosaic responded that it “would not be able to renew [his]
[D]omain at this time” since “[d]Jomain name[s] can only be renewed within 30 days after their
expiration, which is not the case here.”??

On 8 August 2025, the Requestor contacted NameSilo regarding “[his] hosting
company” Infosaic “disconnecting [his] hosting” for the Domain.?* He said “WHOIS history
shows that the REGISTRAR for [the Domain] is NameSilo, LLC” and requested “contact info

2924

[...] for the present domain owner.”<* He followed up asking “if [he] or [his company] c[ould]

still renew/obtain [the Domain]” and indicating that Infosaic was “the web hosting [...]

16 See, e.g., Request 25-2, at Att. 3 (Disconnect Notice, 2 June 2020 (disconnect notice from Infosaic, which stated
that “[i]n order to ensure that you continue receiving uninterrupted service please login to your control panel now to
renew your hosting package”)).

17 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (Complaint #01462483).

18 Request 25-2, at Att. 8 (Infosic portal messages, 28 July 2025).

Y Id.

0 rd.

2.

22 Request 25-2, at Att. 4 (email titled “Support for Domain, www.hitechbuy.com,” 5 August 2025).

23 Request 25-2, at Att. 10 (emails with NameSilo support, 8 August 2025).

2 Id.
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company that was registering [the Domain] on behalf of GlobalTech Electronics, Inc.”?

NameSilo “forwarded [the] message to the current owner so they c[ould] contact [the
Requestor] directly” if they chose to, but refused to provide the Requestor with the current
owner’s information.

B. The Requestor submitted a Complaint to Contractual Compliance, which
was closed after Contractual Compliance found that the registrar had not
violated its contractual obligations.

On 14 August 2025, the Requestor submitted the Complaint to Contractual Compliance,
alleging that NameSilo had violated the ERRP by failing to send him renewal reminders or
expiration notices, as well as by failing to provide him a 30-day grace period following the
expiration of his registration within which to recover the Domain.?” On 15 August 2025, the
Requestor sent a follow-up email further explaining his position, including stating that “domain
name registration was included in the cost of my hosting plan at Infosaic” and attaching two
documents regarding domain registration information: (1) a screenshot of BigDomainData on
the WHOIS history of the Domain, showing NameSilo as “Registrar” and Infosaic (via April
Sherry and Garry Vershinin) as the “Registrant” who “PURCHASED ON BEHALF OF
CLIENT”; and (2) a screenshot of the ICANN Lookup registration data tool showing NameSilo
as “Registrar” and another company (PrivacyGuardian.org llc) as current “Registrant.”?® None
of the Requestor’s provided documents list the Requestor or his company GlobalTech
Electronics, Inc., as the registrant—rather, the provided documents consistently list Infosaic as

the registrant for the Domain during the relevant time period.?’

On 19 September 2025, Contractual Compliance emailed the Requestor in response to

BId.
26 Id.
27 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (Complaint #01462483).
28 Request 25-2, at Att. 11 (email titled “Complaint Case Number: 01462483 (More Info),” 15 August 2025).
P Id.
5
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the Complaint and stated that ICANN “[did] not have the ability nor authority to transfer or
otherwise return a domain to [him]” and that its “authority extends to the enforcement of the
requirements outlined in the agreements that it has with its contracted parties — registrars and
registry operators,” such that it had “no contractual authority to return the [D]omain name or
instruct the registrar to return the [D]Jomain name to [the Requestor].”*° Contractual
Compliance briefly explained the requirements of the ERRP and requested three pieces of
“evidence needed to address your complaint under the ERRP,” to be provided by 26 September
2025: (1) clarification that the Requestor was the registrant; (2) detailed explanation of the
registrant’s “fail[ure] to comply with its obligations concerning the renewal/redemption of a
domain name”; and (3) copies of communications with the registrar “so that ICANN can
determine whether your concerns can be addressed under the Registrar Accreditation
Agreement (RAA) and ICANN Consensus Policies.”?!

The Requestor sent multiple follow-up emails to Contractual Compliance providing
additional information. On 22 September 2025, the Requestor sent an email further explaining
his relationship with Infosaic.*?> He pointed to the aforementioned documents that identified
Infosaic as a registrant purchasing on behalf of a client and said “I’m that client.”** He said that
“even if registrant info did not explicitly show my name when querying Domain WHOIS data,
the registrar, NameSilo, had my name associated with the account with them.”** On 23
September 2025, the Requestor sent an email saying that “there was no special arrangement

between [him] and [his] web hosting and domain registrar reseller company, Infosaic” (original

30 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01462483 re: Domain Renewal/Redemption -
hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) - Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!S00RmOyEzAl:ref ],” 9 October 2025).
31 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (email titled “Case Number 01462483 - Additional information for complaint re: Domain
Renewal/Redemption - hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!5S00RmOyEzAlLref ],” 19 September 2025).
32 Request 25-2, at Att. 17 (email titled “Re: Case Number 01462483 - Additional information for complaint re:
Domain Renewal/Redemption hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!500RmOyEzAl:ref ],” 22 September
2025).
3d.
#*d.

6
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underlining).?>> He said: “My arrangement with Infosaic Technologies was the same as anybody
else’s general arrangement with them generally receiving free domain name registration when
purchasing a web hosting package from them.”3¢

On 9 October 2025, Contractual Compliance emailed the Requestor to inform him that it
had reviewed the Complaint and that it “did not find that the registrar violated its obligations
under the Expired Domain Deletion Policy and the Expired Registration Recovery Policy.”?’
Contractual Compliance thus closed Case No. 0146248338

C. The Requestor submitted Reconsideration Request 25-2 seeking
reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision, and the Ombuds
recommended that the BAMC propose to the Board that it deny
Request 25-2.

On 31 October 2025, the Requestor submitted Reconsideration Request 25-2, seeking
reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision regarding Case No. 01462483.% In
support, the Requestor stated that he “provided ICANN with information supporting [his]
complaint [...] and, obviously, [ICANN didn’t consider the key information/documents [...] or
didn’t consider the records it maintained, were in its possession, or were under its control [...]
and/or didn’t request the appropriate records.”*? Regarding the referenced records, the
Requestor pointed to Section 3.4.3 of the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (“RAA”), which

says: “Registrar shall make [certain] records [...] available for inspection and copying by

ICANN upon reasonable notice.”' The Requestor alleged that Contractual Compliance did not

35 Request 25-2, at Att. 18 (email titled “Re: Case Number 01462483 - Additional information for complaint re:
Domain Renewal/Redemption hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!5S00RmOyEzAl:ref ],” 23 September
2025).

36 Id.

37 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01462483 re: Domain Renewal/Redemption -
hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) - Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!5S00RmOyEzAl:ref ],” 9 October 2025).

B 1d.

3 Request 25-2.

07d. at§ 8.

41 Id.; Registrar Accreditation Agreement, 2013, § 3.4.3, available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/registrar-accreditation-agreement-2 1jan24-en.pdf.
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request all electronic records from the registrar necessary to reach a determination on the
Complaint.*> The Requestor further asked that ICANN “determine that the registrar did violate
[the] Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) and resolve the issues in [the] complaint
with the registrar accordingly.”® The Requestor cited “harm caused to [him] by ICANN’s
inaction regarding [his] complaint,” including “not having an ICANN’s [sic] resolution that
domain name registrar, NameSilo, through itself or through its reseller, Infosaic Technologies,
violated Expired Registration Recovery Policy (ERRP) that [the Requestor] could use in [his]
litigation against domain name registrar, NameSilo, and/or its reseller, Infosaic
Technologies.”**

Pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(1) of the Bylaws,* ICANN transmitted Request 25-2
to the Ombuds for consideration, and the Ombuds accepted consideration of the request. The
Ombuds determined that the Requestor “was, in fact, not the Registrant for the Domain™ at any
relevant time, but instead that, “[b]ased on the Requestor[’s] own Attachments (and again
confirmed by Compliance), Infosaic was the Registrant for the Domain” during the relevant
time period.*® The Requestor thus had “no status as Registrant of the Domain entitling him to

any Notices from the Registrar under the ERRP.”#’

Based on the materials provided by the
Requestor and after a discussion with an informed Contractual Compliance subject matter
expert for this Complaint, the Ombuds determined that “Contractual Compliance, per its
established processes, policies and procedures, examined the Requestor’s Complaint, and

justifiably and correctly [...] closed the Complaint.”*® The Ombuds also found that

“Compliance considered the Requestor’s Complaint carefully, considering only the material

42 Request 25-2, at § 3.
BId.
“Id. at § 10.
4 ICANN Bylaws, 9 Jan. 2025, Art. 4, §§ 4.2(1), available at https://www.icann.org/en/governance/bylaws.
46 Ombuds Evaluation, at 6.
7 1d.
B Id. at 8.
8
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information available to it” and that there was “no evidence whatsoever that Compliance closed
the Complaint based on any reliance on false or inaccurate information.”* Therefore, the
Ombuds “recommend[ed that] the BAMC propose to the Board that it deny Request 25-2.7°
III.  Standard of Review

Article 4, Sections 4.2(a) and (c) of ICANN’s Bylaws provide, in relevant part, that
“any person or entity materially affected by an action or inaction of the ICANN Board or Staff
[...] may submit a request for reconsideration or review of an [CANN action or inaction [...] to
the extent the Requestor has been adversely affected by:

(1) One or more Board or Staff actions or inactions that contradict ICANN’s
Mission, Commitments, Core Values and/or established ICANN policy(ies);

(i) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that have been taken or
refused to be taken without consideration of material information, except where
the Requestor could have submitted, but did not submit, the information for the
Board’s or Staff’s consideration at the time of action or refusal to act; or

(ii1) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that are taken as a result
of the Board’s or Staff’s reliance on false or inaccurate relevant information.”>!

The BAMC reviews each reconsideration request upon its receipt to determine if it is
sufficiently stated.”> Where the BAMC determines a request is sufficiently stated, the BAMC
reviews the request on the merits and provides a recommendation to the Board.>® Denial of a

reconsideration request is appropriate if the BAMC recommends and the Board determines that

the requestor has not satisfied the reconsideration criteria set forth in the Bylaws.>*

YId. at 8.
.
SLICANN Bylaws, 9 Jan. 2025, Art. 4, §§ 4.2(a) and (c).
214, § 4.2(K).
53 See id. § 4.2(e).
*1d.
9

36/102



IV.  Analysis and Rationale

The Requestor requests reconsideration on the basis that Contractual Compliance
improperly closed the Complaint without considering material information and therefore failed
to take necessary steps to enforce the RAA and the ERRP. Based on a review of all relevant
materials, the BAMC concludes that the closure of the Complaint was not based on a failure to
consider any material information, but rather the closure was appropriate because the relief
requested was not within the scope of Contractual Compliance’s limited authority.

The Requestor’s contentions regarding the Registrar’s alleged violations of the RAA
and the ERRP are premised on his claim that he was the registrant for the Domain, since the
relevant provisions of the RAA and ERRP address the relationship between the registrar and the
registrant, not other third-party users or licensees of a domain name. Specifically, Section 2.1
of the ERRP requires that expiration reminder notices must be sent at designated intervals to the
“registered name holder” of an account before cancellation — it does not require that notices be
sent to any third party, such as the user of the domain.>®> Similarly, Section 3.1 of the ERRP
provides for a 3-day Redemption Grace Period for registration to be restored after deletion, but
only “at the request of the RAE [Registrant at Expiration] by the registrar that deleted it.”>
Further, Section 3.7.7 of the RAA specifically provides that “[a]ny Registered Name Holder
that intends to license use of a domain name to a third party is nonetheless the Registered Name
Holder of record.”’

Thus, on 19 September 2025, in its response to the Complaint, Contractual Compliance

asked the Requestor to “clarify whether [he] w[as] listed as the Registered Name Holder (or

Registrant) for the [D]omain name” because “in some of the attachments included with [his]

55 Expired Registration Recovery Policy, at § 2.1, available at https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-
parties/consensus-policies/expired-registration-recovery-policy/expired-registration-recovery-policy-28-02-2013-en.
6 1d. at § 3.1.
57 Registrar Accreditation Agreement, at § 3.7.7.

10
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complaint [...] [his] name appears as ‘Domain User,” and not as ‘Registered Name Holder’ or
‘Registrant.”””>® The Requestor provided no other materials to indicate that he was the
registrant. Rather, his communications to Contractual Compliance confirm that he was not the

registrant. For example, the Requestor indicated that Infosaic “registered [his] [D]omain,”>’

referred to “hosting with Infosaic,”

shared a screenshot listing himself as the “Domain User”
of the Domain,®! and shared a screenshot listing Infosaic as the “Default Contact” of the
Domain.®> While the Requestor states that he was the client on whose behalf Infosaic
purchased the Domain, he also notes that this was a standard reseller-customer relationship that
“was the same as anybody else's general arrangement with [Infosaic] generally receiving free
domain name registration when purchasing a web hosting package from them.”% This provides
no indication that the Requestor was anything other than a typical customer of the registrant.
Thus, although the Requestor claims that “[he] was the actual registrant,”%* this is not reflected
in the materials that he provided with Request 25-2.

The attachments to the Request confirm that the Requestor was not the registrant.
Screenshots of WHOIS history of the Domain data and ICANN Lookup registration data
identify Infosaic (via April Sherry and Garry Vershinin) and PrivacyGuardian.org llc as

“Registrant” at different times, but do not mention the Requestor.%

In short, the materials the Requestor provided to Contractual Compliance, as well as

8 Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01462483 re: Domain Renewal/Redemption -
hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) - Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!SO0RmOyEzAlL:ref ],” 9 October 2025).
% Request 25-2, at Att. 7 (Infosaic portal messages, 6 March 2023).
0 Request 25-2, at Att. 1 (Billing Notification, 1 June 2020).
1 Request 25-2, at Att. 5 (Infosaic Account Summary, 14 August 2025); Att. 6 (Infosaic Control Panel, 14 August
2025).
62 Request 25-2, at Att. 14 (NameSilo Account Settings).
63 Request 25-2, at Att. 18 (email titled “Re: Case Number 01462483 - Additional information for complaint re:
Domain Renewal/Redemption hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!5S00RmOyEzAl:ref ],” 23 September
2025).
4 Request 25-2, at Att. 17 (email titled “Re: Case Number 01462483 - Additional information for complaint re:
Domain Renewal/Redemption hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!500RmOyEzAl:ref ],” 22 September
2025).
5 Request 25-2, at Att. 10 (emails with NameSilo support, 8 August 2025).
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those submitted in connection with Request 25-2, confirm that Infosaic (not the Requestor) was
the registrant. Thus, under the terms of the RAA and the ERRP, NameSilo was required to
send expiration reminder notices and provide the requisite grace period to Infosaic, not to the
Requestor. Neither the RAA nor the ERRP impose any obligations on NameSilo (as the
registrar) or Infosaic (as the registrant) to a third-party domain user like the Requestor.

To the extent the Requestor contends that Infosaic or NameSilo had obligations to him
despite the fact that he was not the registrant—for example, to the extent that the Requestor
claims that Infosaic violated its terms of service in a separate agreement between Infosaic and
the Requestor—those claims go beyond the scope of Contractual Compliance’s authority. As
Contractual Compliance noted in its 19 September 2025 email responding to the Complaint,
Contractual Compliance’s “authority extends to the enforcement of the requirements outlined in
the agreements that [I[CANN] has with [ICANN’s] contracted parties — registrars and registry
operators.”® Contractual Compliance is unable to intervene in disputes between registrants,
such as Infosaic, and third parties, such as the Requestor. Therefore, Contractual Compliance
appropriately closed the Complaint. And because Contractual Compliance considered all
material information when it closed the Requestor’s Complaint, reconsideration is not

warranted.

1

% Request 25-2, at Att. 16 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01462483 re: Domain Renewal/Redemption -
hitechbuy.com (1 Domain) - Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!SOORmOyEzAl:ref ],” 9 October 2025).
12
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V. Recommendation

The BAMC has considered the merits of Request 25-2, as well as all relevant
information provided and the Ombuds Evaluation. Based on the foregoing, the BAMC
concludes that the closure of the Complaint was not based on a failure to consider any material
information, but rather was appropriate given the limitations on the scope of Contractual
Compliance’s authority. Accordingly, the BAMC recommends that the Board deny

Request 25-2.

13
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Title: My rebuttal to the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee's recommendation
related to my Request for Reconsideration dated 10/31/21 pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(q) of

ICANN Bylaws.

1. Terms used in this rebuttal document

(1) My Complant to ICANN submitted on 8/14/25 (Complaint Case Number: 01462483)
(hereinafter “Complaint 01462483”);

(2) My Request for Reconsideration dated 10/31/21 (Reconsideration Request 25-2) (herinafter
“Reconsideration Request 25-2”);

(3) Attachments file published by |ICANN for Reconsideration Request 25-2 at

https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/reconsideration-25-2-pelts-request-2025-11-11-en

(herinafter “Attachments”);

(4) Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC) (hereinafter “BAMC”);

(5) BAMC recommendation letter on 2/5/26 on “Reconsideration Request 25-2” (hereinafter
“BAMC Recommendation Letter on Reconsideration Request 25-2")

(6) ICANN Office of Ombuds Substantive Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2 letter
Submitted to BAMC and dated 12/21/25 (hereinafter “Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration
Request 25-27);

(7) ICANN Contractual Compliance Enforcement of the ERRP & EDDP dated 10/31/22 (hereinafter
“ICANN Contractual Compliance Enforcement of the ERRP & EDDP”);

(8) ICANN Expired Registration Recovery Policy (hereinafter “ERRP”);

(9) ICANN Expired Domain Deletion Policy (hereinafter “EDDP”);

(10) ICANN Registrar Accreditation Agreement (hereinafter “RAA”);
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(11) ICANN Base Registry Agreement (Base RA);
(12) ICANN Registry Agreement (RA);

(13) Domain Registered Name Holder (hereinafter “RNH”).

2. Statements

(Statements from “Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2” and “BAMC

Recommendation Letter on Reconsideration Request 25-2” and my responses related

to those statements):

(1) “Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2” statements:

“It is not clear from the materials provided, neither in the Request nor in the
Complaint, exactly what time period Pelts is referring to when he believes the required notices
for a Registrant under the EERP should have been sent to him. Pelts appears to be complaining
in his Complaint that he did not receive proper Notices in either 2024 or 2025.”

My Response:

In “Complaint 01462483, | stated, “I was set up for auto payment for renewal of web
hosting and renewal of domain registration at Infosaic Technologies through their customer
account website (Infosaic Technologies was my web hosting company and domain registrar
reseller). But they didn't process my credit card when it was time to renew my web hosting
and renew the domain registration. As a result, my domain registration expired in June, 2025.
They also didn't send me an invoice or any notices/reminders about the domain expiration or
any disconnection notices this year. ” Also, | included a copy of Infosaic Technologies Support

Ticket# 40200 to “Complaint 01462483” (see Attachment 8 in ‘“Attachments”) where |
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described the issue to Infosaic Technologies and that | didn't get a disconnection notice about
my domain, hitechbuy.com, and Attachment 8 shows that my communications with Infosaic
Technologies in that Infosaic Technologies Support Ticket# 40200 took place in July of 2025 and
shows that Infosaic Technologies wrote to me in that Ticket that it had been almost 2 months
since the domain's expiration date (i.e.: on July of 2025, it had been almost 2 months since the

domain's expiration date).

(2) (a) “Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2” and “BAMC Recommendation Letter

on Reconsideration Request 25-2" statements:

Both “Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2” and “BAMC Recommendation

Letter on Reconsideration Request 25-2" state:

(i) that the materials | provided showed that | was the “Domain User” but was not the
“Registered Name Holder” or “Registrant”;

(i) that, after receipt of “Complaint 01462483”, ICANN Complaints Office asked me for
documents/records that | had that would indicate that | was "Registered Name Holder"
or "Registrant” and not just “Domain User” that appears on Infosaic Supprt Ticket
Ticket 38349 webpage screenshot that | submitted with “Complaint 01462483,

(b) “BAMC Recommendation Letter on Reconsideration Request 25-2” specifically stated,

“Section 2.1 of the ERRP requires that expiration reminder notices must be sent at designated
intervals to the “registered name holder” of an account before cancellation — it does not
require that notices be sent to any third party, such as the user of the domain”;

(c) “BAMC Recommendation Letter on Reconsideration Request 25-2” stated:

“On 15 August 2025, the Requestor sent a follow-up email further explaining his
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position, including stating that “domain name registration was included in the cost of my
hosting plan at Infosaic” and attaching two documents regarding domain registration
information: (1) a screenshot of BigDomainData on the WHOIS history of the Domain, showing
NameSilo as “Registrar” and Infosaic (via April Sherry and Garry Vershinin) as the “Registrant”
who “PURCHASED ON BEHALF OF CLIENT”; and (2) a screenshot of the ICANN Lookup
registration data tool showing NameSilo as “Registrar” and another company
(PrivacyGuardian.org llc) as current “Registrant.” None of the Requestor’s provided documents
list the Requestor or his company GlobalTech Electronics, Inc., as the registrant—rather, the
provided documents consistently list Infosaic as the registrant for the Domain during the
relevant time period.”
My Response:

| provided to ICANN Complaints Office all the records/information/printouts that | had
that were related to “Complaint 01462483”. In my e-mail to CANN Complaints Office, in
response to their e-mail mentioned in Item (2)(b), | stated, “'Account Settings' screen with
'Personal Information' tab selected at Namesilo account website shows my name and e-mail
address and no company name listed (Namesilo was the registrar for the domain name,
hitechbuy.com) (attached please find the printout of Account Settings screen with "Personal
Information" tab selected)... the registrar, Namesilo, had my name associated with the account
with them.” (See Attachments 17 and 15 in “Attachments”). Also, in “Attachments 17”, | stated,
“Also, when | chatted with Namesilo live support through their website after | found out that
the domain name registration for hitechbuy.com expired, they told me that Infosaic
Technologies was a domain name reseller for domain name, hitechbuy.com”. And | was relying

on ICANN to do their honest investigation by retrieving the records it maintained, were in its
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(3)

possession, or were under its control about the registrar, Namesilo, and its reseller, Infosaic
Technologies and the records it has access to and by requesting appropriate records, per
Section 3.4.3 of RAA, from Namesilo and possibly Infosaic Technologies.

ICANN Ombuds and members of BAMC emphasizing on text “Domain User” being
displayed on some Infosaic Technologies My Account webpages and connecting that to my
status in domain ownership or domain registration in regards to applying me as being a
“Domain User” as opposed to being a “Registrant” is very wrong, cheap, unprofessional.
ICANN Ombuds and members of BAMC making such statements should be ashamed of
themselves and are obviously not suitable for the jobs they have at or do for ICANN. Infosaic
Technologies My Account webpages displayed, “Domain Name: www.hitechbuy.com” and
“Domain User: Nick Pelts”. Every person that logs in to a website with his credentials is
essentially called a “user” to that website, and Infosaic Technologies website can have multiple
login users associated with a given domain they host, and each of those users has their own
login credentials, and so, “Domain User: Nick Pelts” in that context only indicates the name of

the specific authenticated user logged in for the domain, www.hitechbuy.com, at the given

time and has nothing to do with indication of the status in domain ownership or domain

registration or of any role in domain administration, management, maintenance, support, etc.

“Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2” statements:

“In Evaluation of Request 25-2, ICANN Ombuds Considered the following materials had a
discussion with an informed Compliance subject matter expert for this Complaint, and sought
the advice and assistance of Independent Legal Counsel:

¢ The Request itself;
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¢ 19 attachments (118 pages) of the supporting information included by the Requestor
in the Request 25-2;
¢ Correspondence between the Requestor and Contractual Compliance and evidence
provided as part of the Complaint (01462483) [from the published
correspondence
between Compliance and Requestor]; and
¢ Relevant policies including ERRP and RAA.”
My Response:

From the above ICANN Ombuds' statement, it's seen that neither ICANN Contractual
Compliance Department nor ICANN Ombuds retrieved or requested the records ICANN
maintained, were in ICANN's possession, or were under ICANN's control about the registrar,
Namesilo, and its reseller, Infosaic Technologies and the records it has access nor did they
request appropriate records from Namesilo and Infosaic Technologies, if Infosaic Technologies
is contractually obligated to provide their own records. In my e-mail correspondence to ICANN
Contractual Compliance Department, I stated that ICANN can request the records, per Section
3.4.3 of RAA, from the registrar, Namesilo, to check for the existence of reseller agreement
between the registrar, Namesilo, and Infosaic Technologies. And, neither ICANN Contractual
Compliance Department nor ICANN Ombuds looked into whether such reseller agreement

existed. Also, ICANN Ombuds didn't recommend to BAMC in its “Ombuds Evaluation of

Reconsideration Request 25-2” to request the records related to existance of such reseller

agreement.

(4) “Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2” statements:
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(i) “Requestor claims that the harm done to him by Compliance closing his Complaint without
finding a violation of the ERRP by NameSilo (or Infosaic) deprives him of using such a finding in
litigation with those companies”;

(ii) “The problem for his Request, and also for the underlying Complaint that Compliance
closed, is that during the time periods relevant to this Request (and the Complaint to
Compliance) Requestor was not the Registrant/RNH for the Domain (as noted, Compliance
confirmed this in its inquiry into the Complaint following its own established processes and
procedures). Not being the Registrant for the Domain, Pelts was not entitled to any notices
from the Registrar for this Domain. He can choose to pursue litigation against Infosaic and/or
NameSilo. In this instance, the Requestor’s apparent misunderstanding as to who was the RNH
for the Domain, and the role of the reseller in the scheme of things is not anomalous. In fact,
this issue has been raised previously in Policy Status Reports, including in ICANN Contractual
Compliance Enforcement of the ERRP & EDDP.”

My Response:

| know | can pursue litigation against Infosaic and/or NameSilo. There may be several
routes to achieving something. One of the routes to getting certain records and reports that
may be useful to me in my litigation against Infosaic and/or NameSilo is through ICANN
Contractual Compliance Complaint, and | have a right to use that route.

“ICANN Contractual Compliance Enforcement of the ERRP & EDDP”, referenced by
“Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-2”, stated, “Finally, ICANN has observed
issues with registrants receiving required notifications arising when resellers use their own
contact information in WHOIS/Registration Data. In such cases, resellers may receive renewal

reminders notifications without forwarding them to the customer/beneficial user/registrant
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S))

(depending on the terms of service), which can result in the loss of a domain name... Under
Section 3.12 of the RAA, registrars remain responsible for compliance with the provision of all
Registrar Services required under the RAA and ICANN Consensus Policies, regardless of whether
it delegates the performance of the Registrar Service(s) to its reseller. These include Registrar
Services required by the ERRP/EDDP. In the event a reseller is found to be causing a registrar to
be in breach of the RAA, the registrar must take reasonable steps to cure and prevent further
instances of non-compliance with its reseller (RAA Section 3.12.6).” So, this says that resellers
sometimes use their own contact information in WHOIS/Registration Data which doesn't lift
their status from just being resellers to registrants and that, by not sending domain registration
renewal reminders notifications, reseller is found to be causing a registrar to be in breach of
the RAA. And this is exeactly my case (i.e: Infosaic Technologies is a reseller that used their own
contact information in WHOIS/Registration Data but its status is still a reseller and not a
registrant and it was still obligated to send me domain registration renewal reminders
notifications). Therefore, ICANN Contractual Compliance Department should've established if
Infosaic Technologies were indeed a reseller by requesting the records from Namesilo, per
Section 3.4.3 of RAA, to check for the existence of reseller agreement between Namesilo and

Infosaic Technologies (see also My Response under 2, “Statements”, (3) above).

“BAMC Recommendation Letter on Reconsideration Request 25-2" state:

“While the Requestor states that he was the client on whose behalf Infosaic purchased the
Domain, he also notes that this was a standard reseller-customer relationship that “was the
same as anybody else's general arrangement with [Infosaic] generally receiving free domain

name registration when purchasing a web hosting package from them.” This provides no
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indication that the Requestor was anything other than a typical customer of the registrant.
Thus, although the Requestor claims that “[he] was the actual registrant,” this is not reflected
in the materials that he provided with Request 25-2”

My Response:

By saying that my arrangement with Infosaic Technoligies was the same as anybody
else's general arrangement with Infosaic Technoligies generally receiving free domain name
registration when purchasing a web hosting package from them, | only wanted to say that |
didn't have any special arrangement with Infosaic Technoligies that would give them any
special rights to domain, hitechbuy.com. | don't have a copy of any agreement with Infosaic
Technoligies that | accepted. Physically, | didn't sign any paperwork with Infosaic Technoligies
but there could've been an electronic acceptance of their Terms and Conditions or similar
agreement when | signed up with Infosaic Technoligies. In “Complaint 01462483”, | included a
link to Infosaic Technologies' Terms and Conditions that | found online

(https://www.infosaic.com/popup_terms.aspx) but this link doesn't seem to work anymore.

I've made a printout of those Terms and Conditions and, since the link to those Terms and
Conditions doesn't work anymore, I'm attaching them to this Rebuttal. As a matter of fact, |
don't see any working link on Infosaic Technologies website to their Terms and Conditions or
similar agreement. Those Infosaic Technologies' Terms and Conditions that | saw at

https://www.infosaic.com/popup_terms.aspx

and a printout of which I'm attaching to this Rebuttal state, “Customer agrees to abide by the
rules and regulations of the Registrar (regardless of whether customer uses Infosaic
Technologies, LLC’s domain registration services or an outside service) as well as ICANN...

Rejection: Customer hereby acknowledges and agrees that the use or registration of the
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Customer Domain Name may be rejected by the Registration Company or opposed by a third
party. Infosaic Technologies, LLC shall not be responsible for any such rejection or challenge.
Terms and conditions of domain registration are governed by Enom (or such other registrar as
Infosaic Technoligies, LLC may use) and Customer is responsible for complying with said terms

and conditions which can be reviewed at http://www.enom.com/terms/agreement.asp”

http://www.enom.com/terms/agreement.asp is an Agreement between the Registrar, eNom,

and Registrants — this indicates that Infosaic Technoligies didn't claim nor imply to be a
Registrant for their regular web hosting agreements. Also, in that citation from those Terms
and Conditions, Infosaic Technologies stated that customer can use Infosaic Technologies
domain registration services and never implied in that citation or anywhere else in those Terms
and Conditions that Infosaic Technologies becomes a registrant for the domains. I've also made
a video recording on 8/11/25 using screen webcam recording software that recorded my
interractions with Infosaic Technologies website that show that some links to their policies,
including their Terms and Conditions, are invalid. | can provide a copy of that recording to

ICANN Board of Directors if they ask me to do so to assist them in better resolving

Nick Pelts
Date:02/20/2026
20:19:12-05:00

“Reconsideration Request 25-2”.

Date: 02/20/26 Signature:

Best Regards,

Nick Pelts

Contact Information Redacted
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ICANN BOARD SUBMISSION NO. 2026.03.08.1b

TITLE: Consideration of Reconsideration Request 25-3

PROPOSED ACTION: For Board Consideration and Approval

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

Reconsideration Request 25-3 (Request 25-3) seeks reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s
closure of the Requestor’s “Second Complaint,” which complained about the closure of his “First
Complaint.” In Request 25-3, the Requestor claims that, in closing the Second Complaint,
Contractual Compliance failed to consider material information and violated ICANN’s Core Values. In
the Second Complaint, the Requestor claimed that the manner in which an ICANN-accredited
registrar (Registrar) suspended the domain at issue (based on the registrant data inaccuracy alleged
in the First Complaint) was improper. In response to both complaints, Contractual Compliance
explained that a registrar may suspend domains through various methods and is not required to enact
the method preferred by the Requestor. Contractual Compliance investigated the Registrar’s actions
and determined that it did not violate the relevant provisions of the Registrar Accreditation Agreement

(RAA), and appropriately closed the First Complaint and the Second Complaint.

Pursuant to the Bylaws, the Ombuds evaluated Request 25-3, concluded that “Compliance
considered the relevant material information, that the information [it considered] was neither false nor
inaccurate, and [that] its closure of the [complaints] was not, in any way, in contradiction to or

violation of ‘ICANN’s Mission’ or its polic(ies)” (see Ombuds Evaluation), and recommended that

Request 25-3 be denied. The Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC) evaluated the
merits of Request 25-3, concluded that Contractual Compliance considered all material information
and acted in conformance with ICANN policies when it closed the Second Complaint after it had
previously confirmed that the Registrar’s steps to suspend the domain were in compliance with the
RAA, and recommended that the Board deny Request 25-3. Additional background information is set

forth in the BAMC Recommendation on Reconsideration Request 25-3 (BAMC Recommendation),

which is incorporated fully herein.

Pursuant the Bylaws, the Requestor then submitted a rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation
(Rebuttal). The Rebuttal does not raise arguments or facts that support reconsideration, as
discussed below. The Requestor also submitted a rebuttal to the Ombuds Evaluation, with additional
arguments and claims related to the Ombuds, which not only goes beyond the rebuttal parameters

set forth in the Bylaws but also does not support reconsideration here.
1

51/102


https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-icann-office-ombuds-substantive-evaluation-27jan26-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-bamc-recommendation-06feb26-en.pdf

BOARD ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISMS COMMITTEE (BAMC) RECOMMENDATION:

The BAMC recommends that the Board deny Reconsideration Request 25-3 because Contractual
Compliance considered all material information and acted in conformance with ICANN policies when
it closed the Second Complaint after confirming in its investigation of the First Complaint that the
Registrar suspended the domain at issue in compliance with the RAA and after confirming in its
investigation of the Second Complaint that there was no evidence that any subsequent

noncompliance occurred.

PROPOSED RESOLUTION:

Whereas, Christos Fotiadis (Requestor) complained to ICANN Contractual Compliance (Second
Complaint) that it inappropriately closed the Requestor’s prior complaint (First Complaint), in which
the Requestor asserted that an ICANN-accredited registrar (Registrar) had failed to adequately

address what the Requestor believed to be inaccurate contact information for a domain registrant.

Whereas, after completing its review of the Second Complaint and all relevant materials and
determining that the prior determination of the Registrar’'s demonstrated compliance with the
Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA) had not changed, Contractual Compliance closed the
Second Complaint.

Whereas, the Requestor submitted the operative Reconsideration Request 25-3 (Request 25-3),

seeking reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Second Complaint.

Whereas, the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC) determined that Request 25-3
was sufficiently stated and, pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(l) of the Bylaws, transmitted Request
25-3 to the Ombuds for consideration.

Whereas, after considering Request 25-3 and all relevant materials, the Ombuds issued the Ombuds
Evaluation. The Ombuds found no basis under Bylaws Article 4, Section 4.2(c) for reconsideration of
Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Second Complaint and recommended that Request
25-3 be denied.

Whereas, the BAMC considered the merits of Request 25-3 and all relevant materials, and concluded
that Contractual Compliance considered all material information and that its decision to close the
Second Complaint was made in conformance with ICANN policies. Accordingly, the BAMC

recommended that Request 25-3 be denied.

2
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Whereas, pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(q) of the Bylaws, the Requestor was provided 15 days
from receipt of the BAMC Recommendation on Reconsideration Request 25-3 to submit a rebuttal to
the BAMC Recommendation, which the Requestor submitted on 21 February 2026.

Resolved (2026.03.08.xx), the Board adopts the BAMC Recommendation on Reconsideration

Request 25-3 and denies Reconsideration Request 25-3.

PROPOSED RATIONALE:
The Board is taking this action pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2 of the Bylaws. Under Section 4.2,
the Board designated the BAMC to review and consider reconsideration requests before making

recommendations to the Board on the merits of those requests. See Bylaws Art. 4, Section 4.2(e).

The Board has carefully considered the merits of Request 25-3 and all relevant materials. For the

reasons set forth below and set forth more fully in the BAMC Recommendation on Reconsideration

Request 25-3 (BAMC Recommendation), which is incorporated herein by reference, the Board finds
that Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Second Complaint was proper, and there is no

basis for reconsidering that decision as requested by Request 25-3.

The factual background is set forth in detail in the BAMC Recommendation, which is incorporated
here, but, in relevant part, Request 25-3 was submitted by the Requestor seeking reconsideration of
Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Second Complaint. Prior to the submission of the
Second Complaint, the Requestor submitted the First Complaint asserting that the Registrar had
failed to adequately address what the Requestor believed to be inaccurate contact information for the
registrant of the domain name cryptoweed.com (Domain). Contractual Compliance thoroughly
investigated the First Complaint, determining that the Registrar had taken steps to suspend the
Domain in compliance with the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA) and the RDDS Accuracy
Program Specification of the RAA with respect to claims of inaccurate registrant data and closed the
First Complaint. The Requestor then submitted the Second Complaint, indicating that he “filed [the
Second Complaint] due to the incomplete and unsatisfactory resolution of [the First Complaint]” and
alleging that the Registrar’s suspension of the Domain “was an irregular, non-standard deactivation

that falls far short of a proper, policy-compliant suspension.” (See Request 25-3.)

In responding to the Second Complaint, Contractual Compliance explained to the Requestor that a
registrar may achieve suspension through various methods and is not required to enact “clientHold
status” (the method preferred by the Requestor) to achieve this. Contractual Compliance reiterated

the explicit language in Section 5 of the RDDS Accuracy Program Specification of the RAA,

3
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explaining that “[e]Jven in cases where the provision of inaccurate data by a registrant is deemed
willful by the registrar, the obligation is to either terminate, suspend, or place such registration on
clientHold and clientTransferProhibited status. Suspension may be achieved by means other than
altering the EPP status [...], and there is no obligation in the [RDDS] Accuracy Specification to enact
clientHold status to achieve this. Indeed, many registrars utilize other means to suspend a domain
name, including for example, modification of nameservers/redirection of domain resolution, removal
of hosting records, removal of account access, and the like. Further, the [RDDS] Accuracy
Specification requires that where a domain is suspended, the suspension be maintained until such
time as the applicable contact information is verified, but does not require that the domain name be
terminated.” (See Contractual Compliance email to the Requestor at Attachment 3 to Request 25-3
(emphasis in original).) In its investigations of both the First and Second Complaints, Contractual
Compliance reviewed the actions taken by the Registrar and determined that the Registrar’s actions
were in compliance with the RAA and the RDDS Accuracy Program Specification of the RAA.
Accordingly, Contractual Compliance closed the Second Complaint.

The Requestor claims that in reaching the decision to close the Second Complaint, Contractual
Compliance failed to consider material information that the registrant contact information was
inaccurate as well as evidence suggesting that the Registrar’s suspension of the Domain was a
“phantom resolution” rather than an RAA-compliant suspension of the Domain and evidence that the

Registrar had previously breached certain other RAA obligations several years prior.

The Board agrees with the BAMC'’s conclusion that Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the
Second Complaint was not based on a failure to consider any material information, but rather was
appropriate and does not warrant reconsideration. With regard to the material information the
Requestor claims was not considered, the Board notes that Contractual Compliance’s full
consideration of the Requestor’s registrant data information is plainly demonstrated by the fact that
the Requestor’s claims (and accompanying information) prompted Contractual Compliance’s
investigation with the Registrar. The Board further notes that the Requestor’s information allegedly
demonstrating a “phantom resolution” actually relates to events that occurred after Contractual
Compliance closed the Second Complaint and, thus, could not have been considered by Contractual
Compliance in its closure of the Second Complaint. And, finally, the Board notes that the Requestor’s
reference to the Registrar’s prior breach of unrelated provisions of the RAA was not relevant to
Contractual Compliance’s investigation of the complaints and is not relevant to the Board’s
consideration of Request 25-3. Rather, the materials provided by the Requestor show that

Contractual Compliance considered all material information in investigating the First and Second

4
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Complaints and acted in conformance with ICANN policies when closing those complaints after
confirming that the Registrar had taken steps to suspend the Domain in compliance with the RAA.
The Board’s decision is also consistent with the conclusion reached by the Ombuds that “Compliance
considered the relevant material information, that the information [it considered] was neither false nor
inaccurate, and its closure of the [First and Second Complaints] was not, in any way, in contradiction

to or violation of ICANN’s Mission’ or its polic(ies).” (See Ombuds Evaluation.)

The Board also notes, as did the BAMC, that the Requestor’s argument that the method the Registrar
used to suspend the Domain was irregular and not “policy-compliant” seems to be based on the
Requestor’'s misunderstanding that the only action a Registrar may take to address potentially
inaccurate registrant data is to apply clientHold status. However, neither the ICANN Bylaws nor the
RAA designates clientHold status as the sole available remedy under these circumstances, as
explained above and in Contractual Compliance’s communications to the Requestor. Therefore,
Contractual Compliance appropriately closed the First Complaint after determining that the Registrar
had taken steps to suspend the Domain in compliance with the RAA and appropriately closed the
Second Complaint after confirming that there was no evidence that any subsequent noncompliance
occurred. That is, prior to closing the Second Complaint (which is the focus of Request 25-3),
Contractual Compliance considered all information material to determining whether the Registrar’s
actions were in compliance with the RAA and, in doing so, Contractual Compliance acted consistently
with ICANN'’s policies, including its Core Values. Accordingly, the Board agrees with the BAMC
Recommendation and the rationale contained therein, which is incorporated by reference here, that
there is no basis for reconsidering Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Requestor’s

Second Complaint.

Pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(q) of the Bylaws, the Requestor was provided 15 days from receipt
of the BAMC Recommendation to submit a rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation. The BAMC
Recommendation, along with the Ombuds Evaluation, was transmitted to the Requestor on 6
February 2026. The Requestor submitted a rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation on 21 February
2026 (Rebuttal).

In the Rebuttal, the Requestor reiterates his position that the RAA mandates the use of clientHold
status to effectuate a suspension following the identification of inaccurate registrant data. As
discussed above, however, the text of the RAA and the RDDS Accuracy Program Specification of the
RAA expressly treats clientHold status as just one permissible response, and registrars may opt to

use other mechanisms to enact suspensions consistent with the RAA.
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The Rebuttal also asserts that, by permitting a suspension using means other than clientHold status,
Contractual Compliance and the BAMC have incorrectly assumed that a domain name is functionally
equivalent to a website, rather than requiring that the suspension apply to all of a domain’s functions.
The Requestor’s assertion is incorrect. Contractual Compliance verified that the Registrar followed its
standard process to suspend the Domain and Contractual Compliance confirmed that the suspension
and the process complied with the RAA. While the details of Contractual Compliance’s informal
resolution processes are confidential, Contractual Compliance never suggested or implied, as the
Requestor claims, that a domain hame is not active simply because it does not host a website or that
the removal of certain records alone constitutes a satisfactory suspension. Here, the Registrar
properly suspended the Domain by implementing a series of measures designed to render the
Domain non-operative and to ensure that the registrant no longer had access to it, until such time that

the Registrar is able to validate the registrant’s data.

Similarly, the Rebuttal asserts that the BAMC improperly relied on “consumer-grade HTTP browser
checks,” rather than authoritative tools, to verify the Domain’s status. Again, this does not support
reconsideration. The BAMC referenced NsLookup.io in the BAMC Recommendation because this is
an easily-accessible tool for the public. Although the details of Contractual Compliance’s informal
resolution processes are confidential, Contractual Compliance independently reviewed and verified
the Domain’s status using authoritative tools in its investigations of both the First Complaint and the
Second Complaint based on the specific steps that the Registrar had taken to render the Domain

non-operative in order to achieve suspension.

In the Rebuttal, the Requestor also raises several issues regarding the Registrar's RDAP
[Registration Data Access Protocol] data, including alleged discrepancies regarding location data,
RDAP timestamps, and ROIDs [Repository Object Identifier] (collectively, alleged RDAP
discrepancies). These alleged issues appear to relate to events that post-date Contractual
Compliance’s decision to close the Second Complaint, which occurred on 27 October 2025 and which
is the challenged action set forth in Request 25-3. In addition, the Requestor provides no evidence
that any of these alleged RDAP discrepancies show that the Registrant maintained access to the
Domain after it was suspended. Instead, the alleged RDAP discrepancies appear to reflect possible
technical problems with the Registrar's RDAP system impacting its sponsored domain names, rather
than any inadequacy of the suspension process of the Domain that was followed in this case. For
these reasons, the alleged RDAP discrepancies do not provide a basis for reconsideration of

Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Second Complaint.
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Finally, in the Rebuttal, the Requestor asserts that the Ombuds Evaluation was procedurally
improper. The Requestor purported to attach a “rebuttal” to the Ombuds Evaluation, but no such
rebuttal is provided for under the ICANN Bylaws; and it would not be an appropriate part of the
Requestor’s rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation as it would render that rebuttal well over the 10-
page limit and beyond the scope permitted. Moreover, the Board notes that the Ombuds Evaluation
was a recommendation to the BAMC and was just one of several inputs that the BAMC reviewed in
its consideration of Request 25-3. In any event, the Requestor’s challenges to the Ombuds
Evaluation do not provide a basis for reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision to close

the Second Complaint.

This action is within ICANN's Mission and is in the public interest as it is important to ensure that, in
carrying out its Mission, ICANN is accountable to the community for operating within the Articles of
Incorporation, Bylaws, and other established procedures. This accountability includes having a
process in place by which a person or entity adversely affected by an action or inaction of the Board
or staff may request reconsideration by the Board of that action or inaction.

Adopting the BAMC Recommendation regarding Reconsideration Request 25-3 has no financial
impact on ICANN and will not negatively impact the security, stability or resiliency of the domain

name system.

This is an Organizational Administrative Function that does not require public comment.

Submitted By: Amy A. Stathos, Deputy General Counsel
Date Noted: 27 February 2026
Email: amy.stathos@icann.org
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REFERENCE MATERIALS - ICANN BOARD SUBMISSION NO. 2026-03-08-XX

TITLE: Consideration of Reconsideration Request 25-3

RELEVANT MATERIALS:
The following attachments are relevant to the Board’s consideration of Reconsideration Request
25-3:

Attachment A is Reconsideration Request 25-3, submitted on 25 November 2025, also

available here.

e Attachment B is the Ombuds Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-3, issued on 27
January 2026, also available here.

o Attachment C is the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee’s (BAMC)
Recommendation on Reconsideration Request 25-3, issued on 6 February 2026, also

available here.

e Attachment D is the Requestor’s Rebuttal to the BAMC Recommendation on

Reconsideration Request 25-3, submitted on 21 February 2026, also available here.
The following links are relevant to the Board’s consideration of Reconsideration Request 25-3:

Materials Regarding Reconsideration Request 25-3

ICANN Bylaws

ICANN Reqistrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA)

RDDS Accuracy Program Specification of the RAA

Submitted By: Amy A. Stathos, Deputy General Counsel
Date Noted: 27 February 2026
Email: amy.stathos@icann.org
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Reconsideration Request Form

Version as of 21 September 2018

ICANN's Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC) is responsible for
receiving requests for reconsideration (Reconsideration Request) from any
person or entity that has been adversely affected by the following:

(a) One or more Board or Staff actions or inactions that contradict
ICANN’s Mission, Commitments, Core Values and/or established ICANN
policy(ies);

(b) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that have been
taken or refused to be taken without consideration of material information,
except where the Requestor could have submitted, but did not submit, the
information for the Board’s or Staff's consideration at the time of action or
refusal to act; or

(c) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that are taken as
a result of the Board’s or Staff’s reliance on false or inaccurate relevant
information.

The person or entity submitting such a Reconsideration Request is referred to as
the Requestor.

Note: This is a brief summary of the relevant Bylaws provisions. For more
information about ICANN's reconsideration process, please refer to Article 4
Section 4.2 of the ICANN Bylaws and the Reconsideration Website at
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en.

This form is provided to assist a Requestor in submitting a Reconsideration
Request, and identifies all required information needed for a complete
Reconsideration Request. This template includes terms and conditions that shall
be signed prior to submission of the Reconsideration Request.

Requestors may submit all facts necessary to demonstrate why the
action/inaction should be reconsidered. However, argument shall be limited to
25 pages, double-spaced and in 12-point font. Requestors may submit all
documentary evidence necessary to demonstrate why the action or inaction
should be reconsidered, without limitation.

For all fields in this template calling for a narrative discussion, the text field will
wrap and will not be limited.

Please submit completed form to reconsideration@icann.org.
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1. Requestor Information
Name: Christos Fotiadis
Address: Contact Information Redacted
Email: Contact Information Redactec
Phone Number (optional):

(Note: ICANN will publish the Requestor's name on the Reconsideration Website
at https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en in
accordance with the ICANN Privacy Policy. Requestor’s address, email and
phone number will be removed from the publication.)

2. Request for Reconsideration of:
Board action/inaction

X__ Staff action/inaction

3. Description of specific action you are seeking to have reconsidered.

The final decision and closure of Case 01471139 by ICANN Contractual
Compliance (communicated Oct 27, 2025).

PROCEDURAL NOTE: SUPERSEDING FILING This Request for
Reconsideration SUPERSEDES AND REPLACES in its entirety any previous
request submitted by the Requestor regarding Case 01471139. This replacement
is necessitated by critical new factual developments—specifically, the
reactivation of the domain on October 31, 2025, and subsequent erratic registrar
behavior on November 24, 2025—which were discovered by the Requestor only
after the initial filing was made. This document consolidates the original
procedural arguments with this new, dispositive evidence.

4. Date of action/inaction: October 27, 2025 (Closure of Case) October 31,
2025 (Failure of the Remedy/Reactivation of Domain) November 25, 2025
(Registrar's erratic "Whack-a-Mole" response)

5. On what date did you become aware of the action or that action
would not be taken? October 27, 2025 (Closure Notice) / November 21, 2025
(Discovery of Reactivation) / November 25, 2025 (Discovery of Second
Deactivation)
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6. Describe how you believe you are materially and adversely affected
by the action or inaction:

| am materially and adversely affected because Staff's acceptance of a "phantom
suspension" (A-record removal) has failed to cure the material breach of ICANN
and Epik policy and fails to stop the infringement permanently.

As | explicitly warned Staff would happen, the fraudulent registrant retained
control of the domain and, as of October 31, 2025, has reactivated the
domain, reinstating the harm. While Epik removed the records again on
November 25, 2025, solely in response to a direct legal threat sent the previous
day, this "Whack-a-Mole" pattern proves the remedy is unstable and the breach
remains un-cured.

This inaction has empowered a fraudulent actor—whose very presence on
the registry is a violation—to continue holding my domain hostage. This
actor previously exploited a tainted and procedurally deficient UDRP process
and is now actively infringing on my trademarks with the willful blessing of Epik
and, by extension of this closure, ICANN Compliance.

Staff's refusal to enforce the proper remedy (cancellation/clientHold) has directly
allowed the bad-faith actor to un-do the "suspension" at will. | am now back in the
exact position | was in before filing the complaints, but with the added harm that
ICANN Compliance has formally blessed the loophole that allows this continued
abuse.

7. Describe how others may be adversely affected by the action or
inaction, if you believe that this is a concern.

This sets a catastrophic precedent for the security of the DNS and the rights of
intellectual property holders globally:

1. Safe Harbor for Fraud: It proves that a registrar can "resolve" a fraud
complaint by hiding the site for a few weeks (A-record removal) while
leaving the malicious actor in full control to reactivate it later.

2. Volatile Enforcement: It demonstrates that without ICANN enforcement,
compliance becomes a game of "Whack-a-Mole," where infringing content
flickers on and off based on the registrar's whim, rather than a stable
application of policy.

3. Fraudulent Conveyance: It signals that ICANN will not enforce policies
against the sale of "toxic assets" (infringing domains subject to active
dispute), allowing registrars to facilitate the fraudulent conveyance of
lawsuits to unsuspecting buyers.
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4. Supremacy of National Law Ignored: It suggests that administrative
"fixes" supersede Federal Law (ACPA/Lanham Act), degrading trust in the
RAA.

This decision harms all parties who rely on the WHOIS system for accountability
and the administration of justice, as well as the integrity of the ICANN compliance
model which now appears unable to distinguish between bona fide compliance
and bad-faith evasion.

8. Detail of Board or Staff Action/Inaction — Required Information
Provide the Required Detailed Explanation here:

The Staff action to close Case 01471139 was taken without consideration of
material information and has been proven demonstrably false by subsequent
events.

A. CRITICAL NEW EVIDENCE: The "Whack-a-Mole" Compliance Pattern The
core of Staff's decision (Oct 27) was that Epik's "suspension” (via A-record
removal) was an "appropriate compliance action." This decision is now
objectively proven to be false, and the remedy has been exposed as
illusory.

o Sept 3, 2025: Registrar ostensibly removes the root A-record. Staff deems
this "compliant." However, technical verification shows the remediation
was incomplete or unstable.

o Oct 3, 2025: | expressly warned Staff that this was a "phantom resolution”
because it "does not prevent the registrant from logging in and reactivating
the domain."

o Oct 27, 2025: Staff closed the case, ignoring my warning.

e Oct 31, 2025: The domain was reactivated. While the root A record may
have remained deleted, the WWW record was added back, which
effectively brought the site back online as browsers default to resolving via
WWW. This confirms the registrant retained control and the initial
"suspension” was porous.

o Nov 24, 2025: | served Epik a "Final Cease & Desist" citing the October
31 reactivation and their active facilitation of fraud.

e Nov 25, 2025 (Morning): Immediately following receipt of the Cease &
Desist, Epik removed the WWW record again. (Proof: viewdns.info
output).

This erratic behavior proves:
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1.

Epik has the technical ability to act instantly when threatened with a
lawsuit, but refuses to do so for ICANN Compliance. Note that Epik
first became aware of dispositive proof of the fraudulent registration on
June 12, 2025. It has now been 166 days that they have ignored black
letter policy with a clearly defined timeline of 15 days to cure. Instead of
curing, they have been playing games, toggling the site on and off (and
selectively managing WWW records) to evade accountability while leaving
the fraudulent actor in control.

Epik is manipulating the DNS to evade oversight. The correlation
between legal threats (Sept 2 ICANN notice, Nov 24 C&D) and immediate
record removal confirms that Epik is manually intervening to create the
appearance of compliance, while failing to enforce the actual policy
(cancellation/clientHold).

The current status is a temporary, reactionary measure, not a permanent
cure to the underlying fraud. Without clientHold or cancellation, the
domain can simply be reactivated again tomorrow once the pressure
subsides.

B. Procedural Deficiency: Willful Mischaracterization Staff mischaracterized
a complaint of willful fraud (RAA § 3.7.7.2) as a simple "inaccuracy." By doing
so, they justified a lower tier of remedy (A-record removal) that does not exist for
material breaches.

C. Substantive Error: Failure to Enforce RAA § 3.18.1 (Registrar's Own
Contracts) RAA § 3.18.1 requires the Registrar to take reasonable steps to
investigate and respond to abuse. Staff ignored the fact that the Registrar is in
active violation of its own Master Services Agreement. Staff failed to enforce:

Prohibition on lllegal Use: The Registrar's TOS prohibits unlawful
purposes. The active trademark infringement and identity fraud are illegal.
Staff's inaction allows the Registrar to knowingly facilitate this activity.

Toxic Assets & Fraudulent Conveyance: By failing to cancel the
registration, Staff is permitting the Registrar to maintain a "dead asset." If
this asset is sold, Staff's inaction will have facilitated the fraudulent
conveyance of a liability to an unsuspecting third party.

Waiver of Protections: By knowingly permitting these breaches, the
Registrar has effectively waived its own protections to shield unlawful
conduct. Compliance Staff failed to cite or enforce these clear contractual
obligations.

D. Substantive Error: Ignoring Dispositive Proof Staff failed to consider the
Monaco Business Center Letter, which proved the registrant does not exist at
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the claimed address. This is not an "inaccuracy" to be fixed; it is fraud to be
terminated.

E. Substantive Error: Failure to Consider Recidivist History & Monitoring
Status Staff failed to consider that Epik LLC (IANA #617) was the subject of a
formal Notice of Breach on June 1, 2023, for failing to pay accreditation fees
and failing to provide timely registrar services (renewals/transfers). Following this
breach, ICANN explicitly stated it would continue monitoring the registrar’s
compliance with all its RAA obligations. The existence of a prior formal breach
and the subsequent "continued monitoring" status creates a presumption of
enhanced scrutiny. By accepting a superficial "phantom suspension” from a
recidivist registrar on probation, Staff failed to apply the necessary level of
diligence required by the Registrar's history. This suggests that the "continued
monitoring" regime is either ineffective or was ignored in this case, allowing a
known bad actor to violate a different core obligation (WHOIS accuracy/Anti-
Abuse) with impunity.

F. Substantive Error: Violation of ICANN's Core Values (Public Interest)
ICANN’s Bylaws (Art. 1, § 1.2(a)) mandate that it act to "preserve and enhance
the administration of the DNS and the operational stability, reliability, security,
global interoperability, resilience, and openness of the DNS." Allowing a
fraudulent actor to conduct commerce via the DNS using verifiably false data is a
direct threat to the public interest and consumer safety. Staff's decision prioritizes
registrar convenience over the security and stability of the DNS, directly
contradicting this Core Value.

9. What are you asking ICANN to do now?

| request that the BAMC recommend the ICANN Board:
1. VACATE the closure of Case 01471139 immediately.

2. ACKNOWLEDGE that the "remedy" accepted by Staff failed on Oct 31,
2025, and remains unstable.

3. REMAND the case to Compliance with a mandate to ENFORCE RAA §
3.7.7.2: Compel Epik to CANCEL the registration immediately, as the
"suspension” has been proven ineffective and the breach remains un-
cured.

4. DISCLOSURE OF MONITORING REPORTS: | request that the BAMC
compel Staff to produce any and all "Compliance Audit Reports" and
"Continued Monitoring" status reports regarding Epik LLC from June 1,
2023, to the present. The public has a right to know if the monitoring
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10.

promised after the 2023 breach is actually occurring, or if this registrar is
operating without oversight.

Please state specifically the grounds under which you have the
standing and the right to assert this Reconsideration Request, and
the grounds or justifications that support your request.

| have standing because | am the target of the infringement facilitated by Staff's
inaction.

Direct Harm: The domain cryptoweed.com was reactivated due to Staff's
failure to enforce the clientHold or cancellation remedy, and while
currently suppressed by the registrar, it remains subject to the same
unstable, reversible "phantom suspension" that has already failed once.

Causal Link: If Staff had enforced clientHold (which locks the domain),
the registrant could not have reactivated it on Oct 31. Staff's specific
decision to allow the "A-record method" is the direct cause of the domain's
reactivation.

Public Interest Nexus: Furthermore, as a registered rights holder and
member of the Internet community, | have standing to challenge Staff
actions that degrade the safety of the DNS for the public at large (Bylaws
Art. 1, § 1.2(a)), specifically where that degradation has resulted in direct
financial and reputational injury to myself.

The harm is not caused by a third party; it is caused by the Staff's failure to
enforce the policies that govern that third party.

1.

12.

Are you bringing this Reconsideration Request on behalf of multiple
persons or entities? (Check one)

Yes

_ X _No

11a. If yes, is the causal connection between the circumstances of
the Reconsideration Request and the harm substantially the
same for all of the Requestors? Explain.

Are you bringing this Reconsideration Request on an urgent basis
pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(s) of the Bylaws?

X __ Yes
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No

12a. If yes, please explain why the matter is urgent for
reconsideration.

This matter is urgent because the harm is ongoing and active. The
remedy accepted by Compliance has failed. As of Oct 31, 2025, the
fraudulent registrant has reactivated the domain and is actively managing
it. Standard reconsideration timelines will allow this fraudulent actor to
operate with impunity for months. The "Compliance Shield" has been
pierced; immediate intervention is required to stop the abuse that was
reinstated the moment Staff looked away.

13. Do you have any documents you want to provide to ICANN?

1. Case history and dispositive proof of fraud (Monaco Letter).

2. Evidence of Reactivation & Erratic Behavior: Technical output (dig/whois)
showing the domain was reactivated on Oct 31, 2025, and subsequently
de-activated on Nov 25, 2025 only after legal threat.

3. Final Cease and Desist to Epik (Nov 24, 2025): Formal notice sent to the
registrar detailing the active policy violations, the "smoking gun"
reactivation, and the violation of their own Master Services Agreement
regarding Toxic Assets and lllegal Use.

4. ViewDNS.Info reports from November 24 & 25, 2025 showing WWW
record reactivation.

If you do, please attach those documents to the email forwarding this request.
Note that all documents provided, including this Request, will be publicly posted
on the Reconsideration Website at
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en.

Terms and Conditions for Submission of Reconsideration Requests

Reconsideration Requests from different Requestors may be considered in the
same proceeding so long as: (i) the requests involve the same general action or
inaction; and (ii) the Requestors are similarly affected by such action or inaction.
In addition, consolidated filings may be appropriate if the alleged causal
connection and the resulting harm is substantially the same for all of the
Requestors. Every Requestor must be able to demonstrate that it has been
materially harmed and adversely impacted by the action or inaction giving rise to
the request.

The BAMC shall review each Reconsideration Request upon its receipt to
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determine if it is sufficiently stated. The BAMC may summarily dismiss a
Reconsideration Request if: (i) the Requestor fails to meet the requirements for
bringing a Reconsideration Request; or (ii) it is frivolous. The BAMC's summary
dismissal of a Reconsideration Request shall be documented and promptly
posted on the Reconsideration Website at
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en.

Hearings are not required in the Reconsideration Process; however, Requestors
may ask for the opportunity to be heard. The BAMC retains the absolute
discretion to determine whether a hearing is appropriate, and to call people
before it for a hearing. The BAMC's decision on any such request is final.

For all Reconsideration Requests that are not summarily dismissed, except
where the Ombudsman is required to recuse himself or herself and Community
Reconsideration Requests, the Reconsideration Request shall be sent to the
Ombudsman, who shall promptly proceed to review and consider the
Reconsideration Request. The BAMC shall make a final recommendation to the
Board with respect to a Reconsideration Request following its receipt of the
Ombudsman’s evaluation (or following receipt of the Reconsideration Request
involving those matters for which the Ombudsman recuses himself or herself or
the receipt of the Community Reconsideration Request, if applicable).

The final recommendation of the BAMC shall be documented and promptly (i.e.,
as soon as practicable) posted on the Reconsideration Website at
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/accountability/reconsideration-en and
shall address each of the arguments raised in the Reconsideration Request. The
Requestor may file a 10-page (double-spaced, 12-point font) document, not
including exhibits, in rebuttal to the BAMC’s recommendation within 15 days of
receipt of the recommendation, which shall also be promptly (i.e., as soon as
practicable) posted to the ICANN Reconsideration Website and provided to the
Board for its evaluation; provided, that such rebuttal shall: (i) be limited to
rebutting or contradicting the issues raised in the BAMC’s final recommendation;
and (ii) not offer new evidence to support an argument made in the Requestor’s
original Reconsideration Request that the Requestor could have provided when
the Requestor initially submitted the Reconsideration Request.

The ICANN Board shall not be bound to follow the recommendations of the
BAMC. The ICANN Board’s decision on the BAMC’s recommendation is final
and not subject to a Reconsideration Request.

By submitting my personal data, | agree that my personal data will be processed
in accordance with the ICANN Privacy Policy, and agree to abide by the website
Terms of Service.

/Christos Fotiadis/ November 14, 2025
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Signature

Christos Fotiadis

Print Name
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Elizabeth Field, ICANN Ombuds

Submitted to Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee
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1. Summary

This substantive evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-3 is timely provided by me, the ICANN
Ombuds, to ICANN’s Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (“BAMC”).

I conducted a substantive evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-3, considering the written
Request itself, the Attachments provided by the Requestor, and discussion with and review of relevant
materials provided by an ICANN Contractual Compliance (“Compliance”) subject matter expert who
was well informed about the underlying complaints (Complaint Case 01471139 and its predecessor
Case 01438865) to which this Request refers.

On the basis of the Substantive Evaluation below, it appears clear to me that Compliance thoroughly
investigated and closed Case 01438865, and then properly closed Case 01471139, and there was no
inaction nor inaction by Compliance, nor other ICANN staff, relating to either Case 01471139 and
01438865 that contradicts ICANN’s “Mission, Commitments, Core Values and/or established ICANN
policy(ies).” Furthermore, Compliance considered all available material information, and did not rely
on false or inaccurate relevant information. Compliance closed Case 01471139 properly, and no
further action was needed or warranted based on the complaints raised in it and its predecessor, Case
01438865.

Therefore, I suggest the BAMC recommend to the ICANN Board of Directors (“Board”) that it deny
this Request 25-3, and that it take none of the actions requested by Requestor therein.

2. Background of Reconsideration Request 25-3

On 25 November 2025, Christos Fotiadis (“Requestor” or “Complainant” or “Fotiadis”), sought
reconsideration of ICANN Contractual Compliance’s decision to close his Complaint 01471139
(“Complaint”). The Requestor claimed that, as a result, he was unable to exercise his rights “as the
international trademark holder” of a domain to complete service for purposes of pursuing litigation
against the registrant. A key issue for the Requestor is that he believes that Compliance should not
have closed his earlier complaint (Case 01438865) without ensuring that the Registrar use a specific
method of suspension for the Domain cryptoweed.com.

The BAMC determined 25-3 was not urgent, but allowed the Requestor’s Request to proceed in the
non-urgent timeframe set forth in the Bylaws for Requests.' Per the BAMC, Request 25-3 would be
“handled expeditiously, to the extent feasible and practicable.””

The BAMC determined that Request 25-3 is sufficiently stated pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(k) of
the ICANN Bylaws (“Bylaws”) (but again, not as an “urgent” Request). Section 4.2(1) of the Bylaws
specifies that reconsideration requests must be sent to the Ombuds for consideration and evaluation if
a request is not summarily dismissed following review by the BAMC.

This Reconsideration Request (“Request” was sent to me on 12 January 2026.

! https://www.icann.org/en/governance/bylaws#article4 Section 4.2.
2 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-determination-board-accountability-mechanisms-
committee-01dec25-en.pdf
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2.1 ICANN Reconsideration Requests and the Ombuds’ Role in Reconsideration Requests

Per current ICANN Bylaws Section 4.2, it is my obligation, when I do not recuse myself, to provide a
timely “substantive evaluation” of a Reconsideration Request to the BAMC.

RECONSIDERATION

The Bylaws state in 4.2(c) that “A Requestor may submit a request for reconsideration or review of an
ICANN action or inaction (‘Reconsideration Request’) to the extent that the Requestor has been
adversely affected by:

(1) One or more Board or Staff actions or inactions that contradict ICANN’s
Mission, Commitments, Core Values and/or established ICANN policy(ies);

(i1) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that have been taken or
refused to be taken without consideration of material information, except where the
Requestor could have submitted, but did not submit, the information for the Board’s or
Staff’s consideration at the time of action or refusal to act; or

(iii) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that are taken as a result
of the Board’s or staff’s reliance on false or inaccurate relevant information.”

The ICANN Bylaws further state, in 4.2(1), in relation to the role of the Ombuds in a
Reconsideration Request:

For all Reconsideration Requests that are not summarily dismissed, except
Reconsideration Requests described in Section 4.2(1)(iii) and Community

Reconsideration Requests, the Reconsideration Request shall be sent to the Ombuds][],
who shall promptly proceed to review and consider the Reconsideration Request.

(1) The Ombuds[] shall be entitled to seek any outside expert assistance
as the Ombudsman deems reasonably necessary to perform this task to the
extent it is within the budget allocated to this task.

(ii) The Ombuds[] shall submit to the Board Accountability Mechanisms
Committee his or her substantive evaluation of the Reconsideration Request
within 15 days of the Ombuds[]'s receipt of the Reconsideration Request. The
Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee shall thereafter promptly proceed
to review and consideration.”

2.1.2 Considering Ombuds Recusal
The first issue for the Ombuds to address in considering a Request is whether to recuse:

4.2(D)(iii) For those Reconsideration Requests involving matters for which the Ombuds][] has,
in advance of the filing of the Reconsideration Request, taken a position while performing his
or her role as the Ombuds[] pursuant to Article 5 of these Bylaws, or involving the Ombuds|[]'s
conduct in some way, the Ombuds[] shall recuse himself or herself and the Board
Accountability Mechanisms Committee shall review the Reconsideration Request without
involvement by the Ombuds|[]. (Bylaws)
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After reviewing a Reconsideration Request that has been referred to the Ombuds by the BAMC, the
Ombuds is required to choose either recusal or agree to provide the BAMC with a substantive
evaluation of the Request.

As I have not taken any position with regard to the matter that forms the substance of Request 25-3,
and as it requests reconsideration of actions/inaction by ICANN Staff, namely Compliance, I do not
recuse myself, and provide the following substantive evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-3 to
the BAMC.

3. Request 25-3 — Summary of Complaints

In Complaint Case 01471139 submitted on 4 September 2025, Fotiadis challenged Compliance’s
closing of a prior complaint (Case 01438865). Although the Request only references Complaint
01471139, it is necessary to discuss both complaints.?

3.1 The Complaints to ICANN Contractual Compliance: 01438865 and 01471139
Complaint 01438865

On 18 June 2025, Fotiadis submitted a complaint to [CANN Contractual Compliance (Case
01438865) regarding Registrar Epik LLC’s (“Registrar” or “Epik, LLC”) handling of his complaint
related to the domain name cryptoweed.com (“Domain”).

In this complaint to Compliance, Fotiadis alleged that Epik, LLC had “fraudulent” registration data
associated with the Domain “cryptoweed.com”, and that “Epik is knowingly publishing and refusing
to cure strategically fraudulent WHOIS data.” The Complainant further stated:

Instead of curing this violation, Epik falsely claims it must await a UDRP decision. This is a
deliberate misdirection, as Epik knows a UDRP panel has no authority to order the correction
of fraudulent WHOIS data and that such enforcement is the exclusive domain of ICANN.*

Fotiadis had discovered this alleged “fraud[]” during a UDRP proceeding (a proceeding under the
Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy: CIIDRC Case 25087-UDRP), wherein he initiated
a domain-name dispute against the Registered Name Holder of cryptoweed.com.’

In September, at the time Fotiadis submitted Complaint 01438865 to Compliance, the Domain was
under a “Lock” (“Lock”). When a Complainant (such as Fotiadis) in a UDRP Proceeding submits
their complaint, the “Provider” of the dispute-resolution service must request that the Registrar place a
Lock on the domain in dispute.® The domain cannot be transferred, nor its data modified, during the
pendency of the UDRP Proceeding.

3 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf

4 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf, attachment 1,
email 18 June 2025.
Shttps://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf, attachment 1
email 10 July 2025; https://ciidrec.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2025-07-17-cryptoweed.com-25087-UDRP.pdf

% https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-policies/uniform-domain-name-dispute-resolution-policy/rules-for-
uniform-domain-name-dispute-resolution-policy-the-rules-11-03-2015-en
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Due to the Lock, Compliance could not meaningfully investigate Fotiadis’s complaint and it informed
the Complainant to convey to them when a disposition was reached in the UDRP Proceeding. On 16
July 2025, the Complainant informed Compliance that the UDRP Proceeding (25087) had been
resolved and was no longer pending. Compliance then initiated an investigation into the allegedly
inaccurate “Contact Data” for the Domain, based on the complaint made in Case 01438865.

On 3 September 2025, Compliance closed the case after concluding that the Registrar had taken
reasonable steps to investigate the inaccuracy claim, and this inaccuracy investigation culminated in
Epik, LLC suspending the Domain cryptoweed.com, because the Registrant did not provide or
sufficiently confirm its Contact Data.

Complaint 01471139

Fotiadis submitted his new Complaint to Compliance on 4 September 2025 (the next day after the
closure of 01438865), once again regarding the Domain cryptoweed.com. In Case 01471139 Fotiadis
alleged that the resolution of Case 01438865 was incomplete and unsatisfactory.’

A month later, Compliance, in consideration of the Complaint (01471139), asked Complainant if he
would like to submit more information about any alleged violation(s) by Epik, LLC of its Registrar
Accreditation Agreement (“RAA”) (presumably relating to the Domain cryptoweed.com).®

That same day (3 October 2025) Fotiadis replied to Compliance in a long email replete with
(apparently unsupported) allegations of Epik’s non-compliance with, and violations of the RAA.’

In an email on 27 October 2025, Compliance notified Fotiadis that, in this 3 October 2025 email, he
had failed to provide new or additional information to demonstrate any remaining issues relating to
Epik, LLC’s data accuracy obligations under its RAA, reiterating that the suspension by Registrar
Epik of cryptoweed.com was an “appropriate suspension” mechanism. Compliance also reiterated that
after its review, it had not found evidence that Epik, LLC was “engaged in activities prohibited by
ICANN policy or agreement.”'® On that clear note, it closed Case 01471139.

4. Ombuds Evaluation of Request 25-3
4.1 Materials Considered in this Evaluation
As part of my Substantive Evaluation of the Request, | reviewed the materials below:

e The Request 25-3 itself;'!
e Attachments 1-6 to Request 25-3;'*

7 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
(Attachment 3: 3 October 2025 email to Fotiadis from Compliance including the Original Complaint filed by Complainant
on 4 September 2025 (which became Case 01471139, the closure of which is the basis of this Request)).

8 Ibid.

°1d.

19 Tbid.

T https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf

12 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
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e Relevant policies including ICANN’s Accuracy Reporting System and the RAA;"

e Correspondence between the Requestor and Contractual Compliance and evidence provided
as part of the Complaints 01471139 and 01438865);

e Records and lookup tools (e.g., https://www.nslookup.io/domains/cryptoweed.com/dns-

records/); and

e  UDRP Decision 25087-UDRP brought by Fotiadis and concerning the domain
cryptoweed.com; the UDRP decision provides context for this Request, and by its rules
required a Lock suspension of the Domain while the UDRP was ongoing."*

In addition to these materials, I had a lengthy discussion with an informed Compliance subject matter
expert for this Request, and I also sought the advice and assistance of independent legal counsel.

4.2 Substantive Evaluation
In order for the ICANN Board to reconsider an action or inaction, the questions to be answered are:

e Did an action (or inaction) by ICANN’s Board or Staff contradict or violate ICANN’s
mission or an established ICANN policy?

e  Was such action taken or not taken without consideration of material information? Or

e  Was the action/inaction the result of reliance on false or inaccurate relevant information?

It is evident from my evaluation that Compliance took the initial data inaccuracy complaint seriously
and acted accordingly. Compliance was thorough; it sought (and received) evidence from Epik, LLC
that an RAA-compliant suspension had been enacted.’® Compliance provided detailed responses to
the Complainant outlining the reasons for its decision, and provided other relevant information, some
of which seems to have been ignored or misunderstood by the Complainant (for example, the fact that
an RAA-compliant suspension can be achieved by different means, not just the clientHold he desired).

Compliance’s obligation is to ensure that Epik, LLC is compliant with its RAA obligations under that
agreement, in this case, the handling of a registration data inaccuracy (“RDI”) investigation in
accordance with Section 3.7.8 of its RAA.'® In my view, it has demonstrably done this.

Compliance promptly commenced investigation into whether the Registered Name Holder (“RNH”)
identifying information was accurate (complaint Case 01438865) when it had been notified of the
resolution of the UDRP Proceeding. The impetus for the Complainant’s data inaccuracy report arose
from the aforementioned UDRP Proceeding. Fotiadis alleged that the RNH for cryptoweed.com—Dan
James, also the Respondent in the UDRP Proceeding, had provided (and Epik, LLC had maintained)
inaccurate data as the RNH. Fotiadis stated that he believed he had evidence of alleged fraud due to
the phone number provided being a non-working number and the address provided holding no record
of Dan James being any kind of tenant or owner at the address (in what appears to be a Monaco
Business Center). In various communications with Epik, LLC published in Request, the Complainant

13 https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/consensus-policies/registration-data-reminder-policy/registration-data-
reminder-policy-21-02-2024-en and https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/accredited-registrars/registrar-accreditation-
agreement

14 https://ciidre.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2025-07-17-cryptoweed.com-25087-UDRP.pdf and https://ciidrc.org/wp-
content/uploads/2025/06/2025-06-19-25028-UDRP-Decision-1.pdf

15 This is evident from the case management file and correspondence that I reviewed between Compliance and Epik, LLC.

16 https://itp.cdn.icann.org/en/files/accredited-registrars/registrar-accreditation-agreement-2 1jan24-en.htm#rdds
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demands that Epik, LLC provide “evidence that [they] have compelled the registrant to

provide...accurate contact information.”"’

Compliance determined that there might have been sufficient evidence to show some inaccuracy in
the associated registration information for cryptoweed.com. According to the informed Compliance
team member, as part of its investigation, and per its policies, Compliance sent Epik, LLC a
“Compliance inquiry” advising Epik of the reported inaccuracy in the RNH contact information for
the Domain and requesting that Epik, LLC conduct a registration data inaccuracy investigation (an
“RDI")."

Registrar Epik, LLC communicated to Compliance that the registration information for the Domain
was accurate, and noted the Registrant was using Epik’s own Privacy/Proxy Service.'” Based on its
inquiry, Epik requested the RNH of cryptoweed.com take action to verify and/or correct the contact
information by a certain date; this the Registrant apparently did not do, or did not do sufficiently. The
RDI did not validate Requestor’s claims of inaccurate information or "fraud,” but it did lead Epik to
suspend the Domain (per its obligations under its RAA) due to the Registrant’s having not updated or
confirmed its Contact Information.

Owing to this failure by the Registrant to correct or verify its registration data, Epik LLC suspended
the Domain cryptoweed.com, not by using a “clientHold”—as Requestor would have preferred (and
states in his Request is the “proper remedy”)—but by another RAA-compliant mode of “suspension,’
done according to Epik, LLC’s standard procedure.”® Compliance confirmed that Epik was in
compliance with its RAA, and closed Case 01438865.

)

This relates to what the Requestor calls in his correspondence relating to Case 01471139 “a phantom
resolution.” The Requestor claims that the suspension method utilized by Epik, LLC “failed” and “the
fraudulent registrant retained control of the domain and as of October 31 2025 has reactivated the
domain.” In fact, as of this writing (27 January 2026), and based on a review of information available
via different lookup tools, the Domain cryptoweed.com is a) not being used, and b) remains
suspended.?!

Further, there are multiple ways for a registrar to achieve “suspension” (which is not a defined term in
the RAA).?? Compliance explained to the Complainant that the RAA “does not enumerate each action

that a registrar may take to be deemed an acceptable compliance action.”*

Compliance also explained to the Complainant that:

7 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf, (Attachment 2
email 14 June 2025).

'8 In accordance with Section 3.7.8 of the RAA (Registrar Accreditation Agreement).

19 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
(Attachment 3: “In addition to and notwithstanding the explanations above, the domain name cryptowweed.com is registered
utilizing the registrar’s Privacy/Proxy (P/P) Service. P/P customer contact information is outside the scope of the disclosure
requirements under Section 10 of the Registration Data Policy.”)

20 RR 25-3 (6.). https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
Requestor also implies in 6 and 9 of its RR that “cancellation” of the Domain would also be a “proper remedy.”

21 https://www.nslookup.io/domains/cryptoweed.com/dns-records/

22 https://itp.cdn.icann.org/en/files/accredited-registrars/registrar-accreditation-agreement-2 1 jan24-en.htm#rdds

23 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
(Attachment 3).
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even in cases where the provision of inaccurate data by a registrant is deemed willful by the
registrar, the obligation is to either terminate, suspend or place such registration on
clientHold and clientTransferProhibited status. Suspension may be obtained by means other
than altering the EPP status.**

This distinction is set out clearly in the RDDS Accuracy Specification section:
Registrar shall either terminate or suspend the Registered Name Holder’s Registered Name or
place such registration on clientHold and clientTransferProhibited, until such time as
Registrar has validated the information provided by the Registered Name Holder.”* (emphasis
added)

In addressing Complaint 01471139, Compliance verified that a suspension was in place and again
offered the Complainant the chance to provide more information. In my conversation with the
informed Compliance subject matter expert, Compliance noted that the suspension was appropriate
due to the lack of verification by the Registrant, and not necessarily due to any inaccuracy of the
data.”® Again the Complainant did not provide any new evidence of non-compliance, and Compliance
once again closed the case, in my view, properly.

I will address briefly Attachments 5 and 6: the Requestor may believe that they demonstrate that the
Domain was not suspended at the time of the query dates (asserted by Requestor to be 24 and 25
November 2025 while this Request was filed 31 October 2025). These documents reflecting
Requestor’s queries regarding the Domain were not provided to Compliance.

I reviewed these Attachments to establish whether they may indicate if the Domain remained
suspended at the time of this Request. A subject matter expert has informed me that Attachments 5
and 6 do not show that the suspension of the Domain was lifted as of their query dates. Nor do they
show that the Domain loaded an active website (as opposed to no website, or an error, or a suspension
page) as of the time of these queries.

In this Request, the Requestor seemingly has many facts (and contentions) wrong. The suspension of
the Domain cryptoweed.com by Epik was RAA-compliant. As highlighted above, it remains in place
as of the date of this evaluation report. The Domain cryptoweed.com is not being used currently by
Dan James (or at all...).”’ If it is any consolation to the Requestor, in light of the adverse decision
against Requestor by the UDRP Provider (25087-UDRP),*® when one searches top search providers
for “cryptoweed”, the first results returned are https://www.weedverse.org/ and
https://www.cryptoweed.studio/about (both are Fotiadis’s or entities that are “his”).

This Request reflects a basic (and pervasive) misunderstanding of the role Compliance plays.
Compliance’s role is to ensure compliance by Registrars with their respective RAAs. Contrary to what

24 1d.

25 https://itp.cdn.icann.org/en/files/accredited-registrars/registrar-accreditation-agreement-2 1 jan24-en.htm#rdds-accuracy
(RDDS ACCURACY PROGRAM SPECIFICATION 5.)

26 The Registrar asserted the contact info was accurate given that the client was a “proxy” and was using the Registrar’s own
Privacy/Proxy service. https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-
25nov25-en.pdf (Attachment 3, 3 October 2025 email from Compliance to Fotiadis: “In addition to and notwithstanding the
explanations above, the domain name cryptowweed.com is registered utilizing the registrar’s Privacy/Proxy (P/P) Service.
P/P customer contact information is outside the scope of the disclosure requirements under Section 10 of the Registration
Data Policy.”).

27 https://www.nslookup.io/domains/cryptoweed.com/dns-records/

28 https://ciidre.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2025-07-17-cryptoweed.com-25087-UDRP.pdf

PAGE 8 OF 10
76/102


https://www.weedverse.org/
https://www.cryptoweed.studio/about
https://itp.cdn.icann.org/en/files/accredited-registrars/registrar-accreditation-agreement-21jan24-en.htm#rdds-accuracy
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
https://www.nslookup.io/domains/cryptoweed.com/dns-records/
https://ciidrc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2025-07-17-cryptoweed.com-25087-UDRP.pdf

has variously been requested by the Complainant, Compliance’s role is not to disclose registration
information (which it does not have) — nor to compel a Registrar to disclose information so as to aid
Complainant (for example, in its intention to serve process on Registrant in litigation of its
trademark(s)).” It does not compel cancellation of Domains based on alleged breaches (or actual,
evidenced breaches) of the RAA by a Registrar.

What it does — and has done here — is ensure that a Registrar is in compliance with its RAA. Towards
that end Compliance went to great lengths, when faced with Complainant’s lengthy, and at times,
hostile, correspondence, to investigate thoroughly the matter and to address the Complainant’s
questions and complaints fully. The Complaints to Compliance include many serious, but ultimately,
at this time, unsubstantiated, allegations. The Request speaks of “illegal” activity and identity fraud
(and “facilitation of fraud” by Epik, LLC), but fails to note the possibility that the identity information
provided by the Registrant of Domain cryptoweed.com may be accurate as provided to Epik, but is
being masked by the use of Epik’s Privacy/Proxy service. (The purpose of such permitted proxy
services is to shield the Registrant’s information such as name, address and telephone number from
public view).

Finally, I will discuss briefly the remedies that the Requestor sought in Request 25-3 and their
implication. The Requestor asks ICANN’s Board not only to “VACATE” Compliance’s closure of
case 01471139 but also to do the following:

2. ACKNOWLEDGE that the "remedy" accepted by Staff failed on Oct 31,
2025, and remains unstable.

3. REMAND the case to Compliance with a mandate to ENFORCE RAA §
3.7.7.2: Compel Epik to CANCEL the registration immediately, as the
"suspension" has been proven ineffective and the breach remains un-

cured.

4. DISCLOSURE OF MONITORING REPORTS: I request that the BAMC
compel Staff to produce any and all "Compliance Audit Reports" and
"Continued Monitoring" status reports regarding Epik LLC from June 1,
2023, to the present. The public has a right to know if the monitoring
promised after the 2023 breach is actually occurring, or if this registrar is
operating without oversight.

These requests may shed light on what the Requestor may be trying to achieve here: to become
Registrant of what he considers “his” Domain based on his trademark filing. In the Attachments, the
Requestor asserts that the Domain “cryptoweed.com” is “my domain name” and is being “held
hostage” by Epik, LLC.* This assertion is in contrast to the adverse decision rendered by the UDRP
panel on 15 July 2025 in the UDRP Proceeding 25087-UDRP.*' The gist of that UDRP Proceeding’s
decision was that since the Domain cryptoweed.com was registered on 18 March 2016, and Fotiadis’s

29 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
Attachment 1: “As it is, [ cannot enforce my legal rights under registered trademarks in 3 countries because of this
fraudulent data, as there is no way to effectuate Service of Process for the forthcoming lawsuit. I cannot sue a ghost.”

“Epik’s refusal to perform their duties under RAA makes it seem like the ‘new’ Epik LLC, is a lot like the ‘old’ Epik
inc. when it comes to their specific performance.”

30 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf
31 https://ciidre.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2025-07-17-cryptoweed.com-25087-UDRP.pdf
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relevant trademarks were applied for in 2021 and after (well after 2016, based on first use as of 2021),
Registrant/Respondent Dan James can continue as Registrant for cryptoweed.com, and can use it (or
transfer it) under UDRP Policy.*

But ICANN Compliance does not compel cancellation of domains under its relevant policies. Nor
as stated above, does Compliance reveal registration information, which the Complainant sought.
Compliance explained this to the Complainant 3 October 2025°* And while Compliance provides
oversight of accredited Registrars and Compliance Audit Reports are publicly available online,
the last request for the disclosure of over two years of Compliance Reports appears to be a
significant reach as a remedy to an alleged premature case closure by Compliance.

These aspects of the Request are not at all (in my opinion) relevant to whether or not ICANN
Compliance’s action of closing the Requestor’s complaints (or inaction by not doing anything
more) was proper.

5. Conclusion and Recommendation to the BAMC Based on this Substantive Analysis

After reviewing Request 25-3 as outlined in 4.2 above, based on the materials reviewed, I believe
Compliance considered the relevant material information, that the information was neither false nor
inaccurate, and its closure of the two underlying cases based on complaints brought by Complainant

Fotiadis was not, in any way, in contradiction to or violation of “ICANN’s Mission” or its polic(ies).

Therefore, I suggest the BAMC recommend to the ICANN Board of Directors that it deny this
Request 25-3, and that it take none of the actions requested by Requestor therein.

/ends

321d.
33 Attachment 3 email 3 October 2025 No further action regarding disclosure is available under the applicable
requirements. You may wish to consult with an attorney for legal advice as to what options you have available to you
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BOARD ACCOUNTABILITY MECHANISMS COMMITTEE
(BAMC) RECOMMENDATION ON RECONSIDERATION REQUEST 25-3
6 FEBRUARY 2026

I. Introduction and Summary

The Requestor, Christos Fotiadis, seeks reconsideration (“Request 25-3)! of ICANN
Contractual Compliance’s (“Contractual Compliance”) decision regarding Contractual
Compliance Case No. 01471139 (“the Second Complaint”). Prior to the submission of the
Second Complaint, the Requestor submitted Case No. 01438865 (“the First Complaint™) to
assert that an ICANN-accredited registrar had failed to adequately address what the Requestor
believed to be inaccurate contact information for a domain registrant.> After Contractual
Compliance closed the First Complaint, the Requestor submitted the Second Complaint,
alleging that he “filed [the Second Complaint] due to the incomplete and unsatisfactory
resolution of [the First Complaint]” and alleging that the registrar’s suspension of the domain at
issue “was an irregular, non-standard deactivation that falls far short of a proper, policy-
compliant suspension.”® Contractual Compliance responded, explaining that a registrar may
achieve suspension through various methods and is not required to enact “clientHold status”
(the method preferred by the Requestor) to achieve this.* Contractual Compliance reviewed the
actions taken by the registrar, determined that the registrar’s actions were in compliance with

the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (“RAA”) and the RDDS Accuracy Program

! Reconsideration Request 25-3 (“Request 25-37), available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf.
2 Request 25-3, at Att. 1 (Complaint #01438865), available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf.
3 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (Complaint #01471139), available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf.
4 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Case Number 01471139 — Additional information for complaint re: Generic
Registrar — cryptoweed.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!SO0RmO11TMYl:ref ]),” 3 October 2025.

1
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Specification of the RAA,> and consequently closed the Second Complaint.®

On 25 November 2025, the Requestor submitted the operative reconsideration request.’
In Request 25-3, the Requestor seeks reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s closure of
the Second Complaint, asserting that this action was taken “without consideration of material
information” and that Contractual Compliance’s conclusion that it could close the Second
Complaint without further action was “proven demonstrably false by subsequent events.”® The
Requestor also asserts that the closure of the Second Complaint violated several ICANN
policies.” The Requestor therefore asks that [CANN “VACATE the closure of [the Second
Complaint],” “ACKNOWLEDGE that the ‘remedy’ accepted by Staff failed,” and “REMAND
the case to Compliance with a mandate to ENFORCE” the RAA by compelling the registrar to
cancel the domain registration.!® The Requestor also asks that ICANN produce all audit reports
and “Continued Monitoring” status reports about the Registrar dating back to 1 June 2023.!!

Pursuant to the reconsideration process, the Ombuds evaluated these claims and
concluded that “Compliance considered the relevant material information, that the information
[it considered] was neither false nor inaccurate, and its closure of the two underlying cases
based on complaints brought by [the Requestor] was not, in any way, in contradiction to or

violation of ‘ICANN’s Mission’ or its polic(ies).”!?

SId.

6 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01471139 re: Generic Registrar — cryptoweed.com
(1 Domain) — Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!S00RmO011TMYl:ref ]”), 27 October 2025.

7 Request 25-3. The Requestor had previously filed a different version of the request, but officially withdrew that
version in favor of the operative version. /d. at § 3. Request 25-3 sought reconsideration on an urgent basis, id. at
§ 12, but on 1 December 2025 the BAMC determined that Request 25-3 did not satisfy the requirements for urgent
consideration. See Determination of the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee (BAMC) Re: Urgent
Consideration of Reconsideration Request 25-3, available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-determination-board-accountability-
mechanisms-committee-01dec25-en.pdf.

8 Request 25-3, at § 8 (emphasis removed).

°1Id.

10 7d. at § 9 (emphasis removed).

.

2JCANN Office of Ombuds Substantive Evaluation of Reconsideration Request 25-3, at 10 (“Ombuds
Evaluation”), available at https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-request-2025-12-02-
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Based on a review of all relevant materials, the Board Accountability Mechanism
Committee (BAMC) concludes that the closure of the Second Complaint was appropriate and
does not warrant reconsideration. Specifically, the materials provided by the Requestor show
that Contractual Compliance considered all material information and acted in conformance with
ICANN policies when closing the Second Complaint after confirming that the Registrar had
taken steps to suspend the domain at issue in compliance with the RAA. Accordingly, the
BAMC recommends that the Board deny Request 25-3.

II. Factual Background

A. The Requestor’s Complaint to the Registrar Alleging Inaccurate Registrant
Data.

The Requestor initiated a proceeding under the Uniform Domain-Name Dispute-
Resolution Policy (“UDRP”) with the Canadian International Internet Dispute Resolution
Centre (“CIIDRC”) regarding the domain cryptoweed.com (“Domain”) in April 2025.!* While
the UDRP proceeding was pending, the Requestor emailed Epik LLC (“Epik” or “Registrar”),
the registrar of the Domain, to indicate that the contact information (“Registrant Data”)
provided for the registrant of the Domain (“Registrant”) was “not merely inaccurate,” but part

of a “deliberate tactic to create a registration that is legally untouchable.”!*

According to the
Requestor, this resulted in the Requestor being unable to serve legal process for purposes of

enforcing his trademark rights.'> The Requestor therefore asked Epik to update and verify the

en. The “information [that] was neither false nor inaccurate” is the material information considered by Contractual
Compliance. Regarding the underlying Registrant Contact Information, Contractual Compliance’s investigation
“did not validate Requestor’s claims of inaccurate information or ‘fraud,” but [...] did lead Epik to suspend the
Domain (per its obligations under its RAA) due to the Registrant’s having not updated or confirmed its Contact
Information.” Id. at 7.
13 Canadian International Internet Dispute Resolution Centre Domain Name Dispute Administrative Panel Decision,
available at https://ciidrc.org/wp-content/uploads/2025/07/2025-07-17-cryptoweed.com-25087-UDRP.pdf.
14 Request 25-3, at Att. 2 (email titled “Formal Complaint and Demand for Action to Epik™), 14 June 2025, available
at https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-attachments-redacted-25nov25-en.pdf.
5.
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Registrant Data.'® The Requestor asserted that the Registrant Data consisted of a “verifiably
dead” UK phone number and a Monaco mail-drop box, despite the fact that a “mail-forwarding
address is not a valid physical address for a registrant under the RAA.”!

Epik responded, explaining that it had locked the Domain for the pendency of the UDRP
proceeding in compliance with instructions from the CIIDRC.'® Epik further indicated that,
“[t]o the extent that [the Requestor] allege[s] the [R]egistrant’s data is invalid, Epik LLC will
take appropriate steps to review and, if necessary, update the WHOIS record in accordance with
any findings or decisions rendered by the [CIIDRC] as part of the ongoing UDRP proceeding”
and consistent with applicable ICANN policies. '’

B. The Requestor’s Complaints to Contractual Compliance Alleging
Inaccurate Registrant Data.

In his First Complaint,?° the Requestor alleged that he had notified Epik of specific
inaccuracies in the Registrant Data that resulted in the Requestor’s inability to effectuate legal
service on the Registrant.?! The Requestor also claimed that Epik “refused to take any action,
falsely claiming they must await the outcome of the separate UDRP proceeding.”?? The
Requestor asked Contractual Compliance to “immediate[ly] interven[e] to compel Epik to
»23

comply with its contractual obligations.

Contractual Compliance acknowledged receipt of the First Complaint, noting that,

16 1d.
17 Request 25-3, at Att. 2 (email titled “Formal Complaint and Demand for Action to Epik™), 16 June 2025
(emphasis removed).
18 Request 25-3, at Att. 2 (email titled “Formal Complaint and Demand for Action to Epik™), 17 June 2025.
¥ 1d.
20 Request 25-3, at Att. 1 (Complaint #01438865). Prior to submitting the First Complaint, the Requestor had
copied Contractual Compliance on some of his communications with Epik (see Request 25-3 at Att. 2) and
submitted a letter to Contractual Compliance on 18 June 2025 (see Request 25-3 at Att. 1 (email titled “Formal
Complaint: Willful Breach, Deliberate Misrepresentation, and Facilitation of a Predatory Scheme by Epik LLC
(IANA #617) Regarding Domain <cryptoweed.com>), 18 June 2025). However, the Requestor’s submission of the
First Complaint using the correct complaint form is titled “Original Complaint” in Attachment 1 to Request 25-3.
2l Request 25-3, at Att. 1 (Complaint #01438865).
27d.
Bd.
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“[u]nder the [Accuracy Specification] of the [RAA], registrars are required to conduct certain
checks on the registration data [they are] required to collect.”?* Contractual Compliance
requested that the Requestor provide further information and records, including “[e]vidence of
the inaccurate registration data.”?> The Requestor responded, providing further evidence to
support his contention that the address and phone number for the Registrant were inaccurate.?¢

Contractual Compliance thoroughly “investigated [the First Complaint] under the RAA
and the Registration Data Accuracy Program Specification of the RAA (Accuracy
Specification).”?” Contractual Compliance did not make a determination as to whether the
Registrant Data was inaccurate but, based on its review of material information, it did reach out
to the Registrar regarding the reported inaccuracy to ensure that the Registrar took steps
pursuant to the terms of the RAA and the Accuracy Specification to appropriately address the
reported inaccuracy.?® Based on the Registrar’s response, Contractual Compliance concluded
that “the [R]egistrar demonstrated that it took reasonable steps to investigate the inaccuracy
claim by suspending and deactivating the [D]omain”?’ and closed the First Complaint.

The Requestor then submitted the Second Complaint, alleging “incomplete and
unsatisfactory resolution of” the First Complaint.>® The Requestor said that while Contractual
Compliance had determined that Epik “took reasonable steps” by suspending the Domain, in
fact Epik’s resolution was “an irregular, non-standard deactivation that falls far short of a

proper, policy-compliant suspension.”!

24 Request 25-3, at Att. 1 (email titled “Case Number 01438865 — Additional information for complaint re:
Registration Data Inaccuracy — cryptoweed.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!S00RmOIbf17:ref ]7), 8 July 2025.
Bd.
26 Request 25-3, at Att. 1 (email titled “Case Number 01438865 — Additional information for complaint re:
Registration Data Inaccuracy — cryptoweed.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!S00RmOIbf17:ref ]7), 10 July 2025.
27 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Case Number 01471139 — Additional information for complaint re: Generic
Registrar — cryptoweed.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!S00RmMO11TMYLref 1), 3 October 2025.
B1d.
¥d.
30 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (Complaint #01471139).
3 d.
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Specifically, the Requestor asserted that “the [R]egistrar failed to apply the official
clientHold status,” and that, rather than “perform[ing] a formal suspension,” Epik “took the
most minimal step possible to create the effect of a suspension”—a “phantom resolution” that
“completely fails to address the core breach of the WHOIS Accuracy Policy: the fraudulent
identity of the [R]egistrant.”** The Requestor argued that, if the Registrant failed to provide
accurate WHOIS data and clientHold status was not applied by the Registrar, then “the
[D]omain must be cancelled and allowed to follow the standard deletion lifecycle, eventually
returning to the market.”3?

In response, Contractual Compliance explained, again, that the RAA “does not
enumerate each action that a registrar may take to be deemed an ‘acceptable compliance
action[].” There is no accuracy-related requirement mandating that a registrar enact a specific
EPP status [e.g., a clientHold] to achieve domain name suspension.”** Contractual Compliance
also explained that “[e]ven in cases where the provision of inaccurate data by a registrant is
deemed willful by the registrar, the obligation is to either terminate, suspend, or place such
registration on clientHold and clientTransferProhibited status. Suspension may be achieved
by means other than altering the EPP status, as differentiated above, and there is no obligation
in the Accuracy Specification to enact clientHold status to achieve this. Indeed, many registrars
utilize other means to suspend a domain name, including for example, modification of
nameservers/redirection of domain resolution, removal of hosting records, removal of account

access, and the like. Further, the Accuracy Specification requires that where a domain is

suspended, the suspension be maintained until such time as the applicable contact information

2Id.
B Id.
3 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01471139 re: Generic Registrar — cryptoweed.com
(1 Domain) — Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!S00RmO011TMYl:ref ]”), 27 October 2025.
6
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is verified, but does not require that the domain name be terminated.”3>

Based upon its investigation and review of the requirements under the RAA, Contractual
Compliance closed the Second Complaint on 27 October 2025, indicating that its “review did
not find any evidence that Epik LLC [was] engaged in activities prohibited by ICANN policy or
agreement.”® Rather, “the Registrar provided sufficient information to demonstrate that it
[was] compliant with its accuracy-related obligations under the RAA,” which does not require
that a registrar is limited to one specific method to achieve domain name suspension.’’ As
Contractual Compliance explained, “ICANN does not have the contractual authority or remit to
force registrars to take actions that do not fall within the agreements [...] including those
requested in [the Requestor’s] response.”3®

C. Reconsideration Request 25-3 and the Ombuds Evaluation.

On 25 November 2025, the Requestor submitted the operative Request 25-3, seeking
reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s closure of the Second Complaint.*® The Request
asserts four grounds for reconsideration.

First, the Requestor claims that Contractual Compliance closed the Second Complaint

“without consideration of material information,” such as the evidence that the Requestor

provided allegedly showing that “the [R]egistrant does not exist at the claimed address” and the

35 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Case Number 01471139 — Additional information for complaint re: Generic
Registrar — cryptoweed.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!SO0RmMO11TMYLref ]”), 3 October 2025 (original
emphasis).

36 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Complaint Case Number 01471139 re: Generic Registrar — cryptoweed.com
(1 Domain) — Closed [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!S00RmO011TMYl:ref ]”), 27 October 2025.

37

51

39 Request 25-3, at § 3. The Requestor had previously submitted a different version of the request, but then
expressly withdrew that request. The operative version of Request 25-3 that was submitted on 25 November 2025
“SUPERSEDE[D] AND REPLACE[D] in its entirety” the prior request (emphasis removed). The Requestor asked
that Request 25-3 be considered on an urgent basis pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(s) of the Bylaws, but the
BAMC determined on 1 December 2025 that the Request did not satisfy the requirements for urgent consideration.
Determination of the Board of Accountability Committee (BAMC) Re: Urgent Consideration of Reconsideration
Request 25-3, 1 December 2025, found at https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-
determination-board-accountability-mechanisms-committee-01dec25-en.pdf.
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Requestor’s allegations regarding the Registrar’s “history” of RAA violations.** The Requestor
further asserts that “critical new factual developments” (that occurred after Contractual
Compliance closed the Second Complaint) demonstrate that staff’s acceptance of a “phantom
suspension” by Epik “failed to cure the material breach of [CANN and Epik policy and fail[ed]
to stop the infringement permanently.”*! Specifically, the Requestor alleges that the Domain
was reactivated on 31 October 2025 for a period of time.*> The Requestor thus claims that
Contractual Compliance’s “refusal to enforce the proper remedy (cancellation/clientHold) has
directly allowed the bad-faith actor to un-do the ‘suspension’ at will.”*?

Second, the Requestor claims that Contractual Compliance “mischaracterized a
complaint of willful fraud (RAA § 3.7.7.2) as a simple ‘inaccuracy’ [and] [b]y doing so, [...]
justified a lower tier of remedy (A-record removal) that does not exist for material breaches.”**

Third, the Requestor claims that Contractual Compliance failed to enforce RAA
§ 3.18.1, which “requires the Registrar to take reasonable steps to investigate and respond to
abuse,” because Epik was allegedly “in active violation of its own Master Services
Agreement.”®

Fourth, the Requestor claims that Contractual Compliance violated “ICANN’s [c]ore
[v]alues ([p]ublic [i]nterest),” in that “[a]llowing a fraudulent actor to conduct commerce via
the DNS using verifiably false data is a direct threat to the public interest and consumer
safety.”46

The Requestor thus has asked ICANN to: (1) “VACATE the closure of [the Second

Complaint] immediately”; (2) “ACKNOWLEDGE that the ‘remedy’ accepted by Staff failed”;

40 Request 25-3, at § 8.
41 1d. at §§ 3, 6.
21d.
B4 at§ 6.
“ 14 at§ 8.
HId.
4 1.
8
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(3) “REMAND the case to Compliance” to “[c]Jompel Epik to CANCEL the registration
immediately”; and (4) produce reports on the Registrar dating back to June 1, 2023.47
Pursuant to Article 4, Section 4.2(1) of the Bylaws,*® ICANN transmitted Request 25-3
to the Ombuds for consideration, and the Ombuds accepted consideration of the request. The
Ombuds concluded that “Compliance considered the relevant material information, that the
information [it considered] was neither false nor inaccurate, and its closure of the two
underlying cases based on complaints brought by [the Requestor] was not, in any way, in
contradiction to or violation of ‘ICANN’s Mission’ or its polic(ies).”#® Thus, the Ombuds
recommended that Request 25-3 be denied.
III.  Standard of Review
Article 4, Sections 4.2(a) and (c) of ICANN’s Bylaws provide, in relevant part, that
“any person or entity materially affected by an action or inaction of the ICANN Board or Staff
[...] may submit a request for reconsideration or review of an ICANN action or inaction [...] to
the extent the Requestor has been adversely affected by:
(1) One or more Board or Staff actions or inactions that contradict ICANN’s
Mission, Commitments, Core Values and/or established ICANN policy(ies);
(i) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that have been taken or
refused to be taken without consideration of material information, except where
the Requestor could have submitted, but did not submit, the information for the
Board’s or Staff’s consideration at the time of action or refusal to act; or

(ii1) One or more actions or inactions of the Board or Staff that are taken as a result

47Id. at § 9 (emphasis removed).
4 JCANN Bylaws, 9 Jan. 2025, Art. 4, §§ 4.2(1), available at https://www.icann.org/en/governance/bylaws.
4 Ombuds Evaluation, at 10.
0 1d.
9
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of the Board’s or Staff’s reliance on false or inaccurate relevant information.”>!

The BAMC reviews each reconsideration request upon its receipt to determine if it is
sufficiently stated.”> Where the BAMC determines a request is sufficiently stated, the BAMC
reviews the request on the merits and provides a recommendation to the Board.’® Denial of a
reconsideration request is appropriate if the BAMC recommends and the Board determines that
the requestor has not satisfied the reconsideration criteria set forth in the Bylaws.>*

IV.  Analysis and Rationale

The Requestor seeks reconsideration on the basis that Contractual Compliance
improperly closed the Second Complaint in violation of ICANN’s Core Values, without
consideration of material information and/or in reliance on false or inaccurate relevant
information. Based on our review of all relevant materials, the BAMC concludes that the
closure of the Second Complaint was appropriate and Contractual Compliance considered all
relevant material information in making its decision.

Although the Requestor frames Request 25-3 around several alleged violations, all of
the Requestor’s claims are rooted in a concern that Contractual Compliance, through its alleged
failure to enforce the Registrar’s compliance with ICANN policies, allowed the Domain to
remain active despite inaccuracies in the Registrant Data. All of the Requestor’s bases for
reconsideration thus fall short, given that, after investigating the matter and reviewing the
relevant material information, Contractual Compliance concluded that the Registrar did suspend

and deactivate the Domain in response to those reported inaccuracies, as required by the RAA.

Under RAA Section 3.7.7.1, a registrant “shall provide to Registrar accurate and reliable

SLICANN Bylaws, 9 Jan. 2025, Art. 4, §§ 4.2(a) and (c).
214, § 4.2(K).
53 See id. § 4.2(e).
*1d.
10
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contact details,” which shall be updated within seven days of any changes.>> Per the RAA’s
RDDS Accuracy Program Specification, “willful provision of inaccurate or unreliable contact
details” by a registrant should lead the registrar to “either terminate or suspend the Registered
Name Holder's Registered Name or place such registration on clientHold and
clientTransferProhibited, until such time as Registrar has validated the information provided by
the Registered Name Holder.”>® Therefore, Epik had an obligation to ensure that the Registrant
Data was correct or to take one of the remedial measures identified in the RAA.

Contractual Compliance confirmed that this obligation was satisfied prior to closing the
Requestor’s complaints. As Contractual Compliance explained to the Requestor, the First
Complaint was closed because an investigation revealed that Epik had suspended and
deactivated the Domain, as required by the RAA, based upon the reported inaccuracies in the
Registrant Data.>’

Notably, the Requestor does not dispute that the Domain was suspended before the First
Complaint was closed. Instead, the Requestor argues that the method of the suspension was
irregular and not “policy-compliant.”® That argument, though, is based on the Requestor’s
misunderstanding that the only action a Registrar can take to address potentially inaccurate
registrant data is to apply clientHold status.’® However, neither the ICANN Bylaws nor the
RAA designates clientHold status as the sole available remedy under these circumstances.
Rather, as Contractual Compliance informed the Requestor, “the obligation is to either

terminate, suspend, or place such registration on clientHold,” meaning that “[s]uspension

55 Registration Accreditation Agreement (“RAA”) at § 3.7.7.1, available at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/registrar-accreditation-agreement-2 1 jan24-en.pdf.
% Id., at RDDS Accuracy Program Specification at § 5.
STICANN Bylaws, 9 Jan. 2025, Art. 4, §§ 4.2(e); see Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Case Number 01471139 —
Additional information for complaint re: Generic Registrar — cryptoweed.com (1 Domain)
[ ref:100D6106tJk.!SO0RMO1 1 TMY Liref |), 3 October 2025.
38 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (Complaint #01471139).
¥ 1d.
11
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may be achieved by means other than altering the EPP status.”® In fact, Contractual
Compliance further explained that “[i]ndeed, many registrars utilize other means to suspend a
domain name, including for example, modification of nameservers/redirection of domain
resolution, removal of account access, and the like.”®! Because the Requestor’s claims are
premised on the notion that the Domain was not adequately suspended when the Domain was in
fact adequately suspended, reconsideration is not warranted.

Because the Domain was appropriately suspended as a result of the asserted
inaccuracies and given Contractual Compliance’s thorough response to the Requestor, there is
no basis for the Requestor’s various related claims regarding alleged staff inaction. The fact
that the Domain was suspended makes claims pertaining to a purported lack of suspension
moot. For example, the Requestor claims that Contractual Compliance failed to consider
“material information” the Requestor submitted to support his view that the Registrant Data was
inaccurate, including “the Monaco Business Center Letter,” which the Requestor claimed
“proved the [R]egistrant d[id] not exist at the claimed address.”? 1t is clear that Contractual
Compliance did consider the relevant information, however, because it was Contractual
Compliance’s review of the Requestor’s submitted materials that prompted Contractual
Compliance to ask the Registrar to address the reported inaccuracies in the Registrant Data.
And Contractual Compliance’s review of the relevant information and follow up with the
Registrar ultimately resulted in the suspension of the Domain. Suspension is an appropriate
response to the Requestor’s report of allegedly inaccurate registrant information under the

RAA, as discussed above, and is the very outcome that the Requestor sought (albeit he would

0 Request 25-3, at Att. 3 (email titled “Case Number 01471139 — Additional information for complaint re: Generic
Registrar — cryptoweed.com (1 Domain) [ ref:!00D6106tJk.!5S00RmO011TMYL:ref ]7), 3 October 2025 (original
emphasis).
ol Id.
2 Request 25-3, at § 8; see id. at Att. 2 (email titled “RE: address verification™), 26 June 2025.
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prefer suspension by different means). There is no indication that Contractual Compliance
failed to consider any material information or relied on false or inaccurate relevant
information.%?

Similarly, while the Requestor claims that Contractual Compliance failed to enforce
RAA §§ 3.7.7.2 and 3.78 because it did not require Epik to terminate the Domain or place it on
clientHold, those claims are misplaced given that neither section of the RAA requires a
Registrar to enact those specific steps.® Instead, suspending the Domain—as Epik did—is an
appropriate response under both provisions. See RAA § 3.7.7.2 (providing that a Registrant’s
“willful provision of inaccurate or unreliable information . . . [shall] be a basis for suspension
and/or cancellation” of the Domain) (emphasis added); RAA § 3.78 (requiring the Registrar to
comply with the Accuracy Specification, which permits suspension as discussed above).

Finally, as to RAA § 3.18.1, the Requestor did not ask Contractual Compliance to
address the Registrar’s response to reports of abuse under that section, making this an
inappropriate basis for reconsideration. In any event, given that the Registrar’s suspension of

the Domain was an appropriate response under the sections discussed above, the Requestor has

63 Request 25-3 asserts that “[t]he Domain was reactivated” on 31 October 2025. Request 25-3, at § 8. It should
first be noted that this alleged event occurred after Contractual Compliance closed the Second Complaint and
therefore falls outside of the relevant timeline of this merits analysis. It is also worth noting that there is no
indication that any of the actions taken by Epik to deactivate the Domain have since been reversed. While there may
have been a change in EPP status on or around 31 October 2025, this did not lift the suspension because Epik’s
deactivation actions were not applied through the Domain’s EPP status. Even today, the Domain remains
suspended, as confirmed by publicly available DNS records (such as the DNS records for “cryptoweed.com” on
NsLookup.io, available at https://www.nslookup.io/domains/cryptoweed.com/dns-records/) and the failure of the
Domain to resolve when searched for using a browser. Additionally, the Requestor never informed Contractual
Compliance of his belief that the suspension had been lifted, raising this claim only in Request 25-3.

Similarly, the Requestor purported to supplement Request 25-3 on 2 February 2026, alleging a “distinct and second
instance of the willful provision of fictitious registration data” in connection with the Domain. These additional
allegations were never raised with Contractual Compliance and therefore do not support reconsideration of
Contractual Compliance’s decision to close the Second Complaint on 27 October 2025. In any event, the ongoing
suspension of the Domain remains an appropriate response to the allegedly inaccurate information, and allegations
of additional inaccuracies would not have changed the outcome of the Contractual Compliance process and do not
warrant reconsideration of Contractual Compliance’s decision.
% Request 25-3, at § 8.
5 See RAA, at §§ 3.7.7.2 and 3.78.
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not established that suspending the Domain constituted a failure to “respond appropriately”
under RAA § 3.18.1.%
V. Conclusion and Recommendation

The BAMC has considered the merits of Request 25-3, as well as all relevant
information provided and the Ombuds Evaluation. Based on the foregoing, the BAMC
concludes that Contractual Compliance’s closure of the Second Complaint was not based on a
failure to consider any material information nor was it taken as a result of reliance on false or
inaccurate relevant information; but, rather, it was an appropriate action and does not warrant

reconsideration. Accordingly, the BAMC recommends that the Board deny Request 25-3.

6 See RAA, at §§ 3.18.1.
14
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Date: 21 February 2026  To: ICANN Board of Directors / BAMC  From: Christos Fotiadis
Subject: Rebuttal to BAMC Recommendation on Reconsideration Request 25-3

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT: PREJUDICIAL FRAMING OF THE EVIDENTIARY RECORD Before addressing the substantive
legal, contractual, and procedural discrepancies contained within the Board Accountability Mechanisms Committee
(BAMC) Recommendation on Reconsideration Request 25-3, this Rebuttal must formally note a pervasive methodological

defect in the drafting of the Recommendation itself.

Throughout the Recommendation, the BAMC relies upon a strategy of repetitive affirmation rather than objective
evidentiary analysis. The document asserts—no fewer than 27 separate times—that the Registrar "acted reasonably,"

that a "proper suspension" occurred, or that the Claimant's allegations remain unproven.

These assertions are fundamentally contested and structurally false. The Claimant’s allegations were previously
substantiated with dispositive evidence already on the record. Furthermore, this Rebuttal introduces additional,
unassailable forensic evidence—comprehensively documented in the attached APPENDIX - FORENSIC ROID

EVALUATION.pdf—demonstrating unequivocally that the Registrar's actions were neither reasonable nor policy-

compliant, and that no valid suspension was ever executed.

The BAMC's repetition functions as a prejudicial framing of the evidentiary record. The BAMC grounds its conclusion on
the repetitive assertion that Contractual Compliance confirmed the Registrar "took reasonable steps to investigate the
inaccuracy claim by suspending and deactivating the [D]Jomain." However, substituting repetitive rhetorical assertions for
forensic substantiation does not satisfy the standard of review required in ICANN administrative proceedings. The sheer
volume of times the word "suspended" is utilized does not cure the underlying, cryptographically verifiable reality that a

policy-compliant suspension never took place.

This Rebuttal relies strictly on the immutable architecture of the Extensible Provisioning Protocol (EPP) layer, explicit and
mandatory contractual clauses, and timestamped forensic logs. We will demonstrate, through a procedural and
evidentiary audit, that ICANN Contractual Compliance and the BAMC have arbitrarily waived strict liability contractual
mandates, departed from foundational ICANN Bylaws, and ratified a procedural outcome that compromises the integrity
of the global Domain Name System (DNS). By rubber-stamping a flawed technical analysis, the BAMC has effectively

endorsed the creation of dangerous security vulnerabilities under the guise of regulatory discretion.
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I. The "Phantom Resolution" (The Fact Pattern) The Textual Contradiction of RDDS Accuracy Specification §5 The
BAMC'’s foundational premise—that the Registrar effectuated a valid "suspension" of the domain—is irreconcilable with
both the technical record and the explicit text of ICANN's own policies. The BAMC defends Contractual Compliance’s
conclusion by noting that a registrar "may achieve suspension through various methods" and explicitly validates the
Registrar’s use of surface-level remediation, such as the "modification of nameservers/redirection of domain resolution,"

asserting that an EPP clientHold status is not strictly required.

This assertion is a direct, textual contradiction of the Registration Data Directory Service (RDDS) Accuracy Program
Specification®. Section 5 explicitly dictates the mandatory technical protocol for handling a willful provision of inaccurate
data: "Registrar shall either terminate or suspend the Registered Name Holder’s Registration or place such registration on
clientHold and clientTransferProhibited, until such time as Registrar has validated the information." The policy does not
list HTTP-layer redirection, A-record removal, or local zone file alterations as acceptable remedies when a registrant
retains backend access. ICANN Compliance materials and EPP documentation confirm that clientHold is the authoritative
protocol for compliance suspensions. By permitting a registrar to simply mask a domain's resolution at the HTTP layer,

the BAMC is endorsing an illusion and acting ultra vires against the explicit text of the RDDS.

Contradiction of ICANN's Own Technical Standards (OCTO & SSAC) Furthermore, the BAMC’s defense relies on the
fundamentally flawed premise that a domain name is functionally equivalent to a website, and therefore, removing an A-
record neutralizes the asset. This position directly contradicts the published, authoritative standards of ICANN’s own

Office of the Chief Technology Officer? (OCTO) and the Security and Stability Advisory Committee® (SSAC).

A domain name and its associated DNS zones constitute essential, non-web digital infrastructure. They are required for
email routing (MX records), application service discovery and deep linking (SRV and TXT records), blockchain address
resolution and decentralized identity systems (ENS and DID), OAuth/OpenlID Connect federation, code-signing certificate
pinning, zero-trust network access controls, and cryptographic key distribution—functions that operate entirely

independently of any A-record or active website.

ICANN has long recognized this broader operational reality in its own technical and advisory publications, including:

1 https://www.google.com/search?q=https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/approved-with-specs-2013-09-17-en%23whois-accuracy
2 https://www.icann.org/octo
3 https://www.icann.org/groups/ssac
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e OCTO-039* (Introduction to Blockchain Name System Technologies): Explicitly frames domains as bridges for
blockchain namespaces and decentralized identity (DID) operations. ¢ Universal Acceptance Initiative®: Defines
domains as core to email and application functionality beyond web resolution. ¢ SSAC SAC053° (Report on
Dotless Domains): Directly addresses the infrastructural use of MX records and zone services. * Good Practices
for the Administration of Domain Name Portfolios’: Focuses on infrastructural email routing and bailiwick
issues independent of HTTP operations. » 2024 DNS Abuse Advisory®: Categorizes domains broadly as

mechanisms for DNS Abuse, acknowledging that abusive operations thrive at the zone and DNS record level

regardless of whether an A-record is present.

The Systemic Technical Deficiency of the Regulatory Record- Thus far in this case, a harsh reality must be stated plainly
for the record - neither ICANN Contractual Compliance or the BAMC has demonstrated a working knowledge of how the
DNS operates, what constitutes a domain, or how to authoritatively check a domain's status. The systemic lack of
technical diligence on display in the BAMC's Recommendation is profoundly alarming and deeply prejudicial to the
Claimant. The fundamental distinction between HTTP-layer resolution and EPP-layer cryptographic status is a concept

accurately accounted for by first-year Computer Science students.

The BAMC ignored dispositive evidence derived from ICANN's own authoritative RDAP® tools in favor of an unreliable,
consumer-grade HTTP browser check (e.g., NsLookup.io). This constitutes willful blindness. The BAMC cannot claim that
a "browser check" confirms a suspension when ICANN’s own technical bodies have extensively documented that a
domain's infrastructural threat remains fully intact without a website. A domain left in active EPP status with no A-record
can be weaponized in seconds to launch a Business Email Compromise (BEC) attack or act as a command-and-control
server simply by altering non-web zone files. Furthermore, the authoritative RDAP data undeniably showed the domain's
EPP status was ACTIVE and UNLOCKED at the time the BAMC signed their report. It is trivially easy to simulate a dead

website while maintaining a fully active domain profile at the Registry level.

A Documented Trajectory of Willful Falsification and 1ISO-3166 Violations- The Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA)

and the appended RDDS Accuracy Program Specification establish strict liability contractual mandates regarding data

4 https://www.google.com/search?q=https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/octo-039-24oct24-en.pdf

5 https://www.icann.org/ua

6 https://www.icann.org/en/groups/ssac/documents/sac-053-en.pdf

7 https://www.icann.org/en/blogs/details/good-practices-for-the-registration-and-administration-of-domain-name-portfolios-part-i-30-5-2017-en

8 https://www.icann.org/en/contracted-parties/advisories/documents/advisory-compliance-with-dns-abuse-obligations-in-the-registrar-accreditation-agreement-and-the-registry-
agreement-05-02-2024-en

9 https://rdap.icann.org 95/102



accuracy. The BAMC's analysis fails to apply the standard of strict liability to the data collected by the Registrar, treating

the inaccuracy as an isolated anomaly rather than a documented, active pattern of willful fraud.

This is not a static inaccuracy; it is a live, ongoing evasion operation spanning the entirety of the Claimant's mandated

escalation path (Registrar = Contractual Compliance = Ombudsman = BAMC):

1. 1. The Initial Fabrication & GDPR Shield: At the time of the UDRP filing, the underlying registration was already
provisioned under a fake identity ("Dan James") utilizing a verifiably fabricated physical address at a Monaco PO
Box. During the UDRP proceeding, the registrant actively shielded this fraudulent underlying data from scrutiny
by claiming anonymity privileges under European/UK GDPR—a legally unfounded defense, as the Article 6(1)(f)*°
legitimate interest carve-out proves no such absolute right to anonymity exists to shield bad-faith registrations

from a UDRP dispute.

2. The Geographic Impossibility (Feb 2, 2026): After the Claimant exposed the Monaco fabrication and escalated
the failure through Contractual Compliance and the Ombudsman, the data was actively altered during the
BAMC's Reconsideration review to the geographic impossibility of "Wyoming, India"—a fact formally submitted?!

to the BAMC on February 2.
3. The EPP Status Reversal (Feb 8, 2026): The Domain's EPP status was subsequently altered back to "OK" (Active).

4. The Stealth Cover-Up (Feb 20, 2026): Finally, as proven by the cryptographically hashed RDAP retrieval captured
today, February 20, the data was stealthily altered again, changing the Country Code from "IN" to "US" in an

attempt to silently cure the geographic impossibility exposed to the BAMC just weeks prior.

The "Wyoming, India" data payload was not merely a geographic impossibility; it was a structural violation of the 1SO-
3166 data validation standards'? mandated by ICANN's RDDS policies. Registrar systems are strictly required by protocol

to validate Country (1SO-3166-1 alpha-2) and Subdivision (ISO-3166-2) code pairings. Accepting the state of "Wyoming"
under the country code "IN" (India) mathematically proves the Registrar's validation protocols are either fundamentally
broken or were deliberately bypassed to harbor the asset. Under established principles of administrative law, the

Registrar possessed Constructive Knowledge of this material inaccuracy the exact millisecond the malformed data

10 https://gdpr-info.eu/art-6-gdpr/

11 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/reconsideration-25-3-fotiadis-requestor-supplemental-statement-regarding-request-02feb26-en.pdf

12 IS0 3166-1:2020, Codes for the representation of names of countries and their subdivisions — Part 1: Country codes. Available at: https://www.iso.org/obp/ui/#search/code/
https://www.iso.org/standard/72483.html 96/102



payload hit its server. A Registrar cannot disclaim knowledge of a data set that violates its own mandatory validation

protocols.

The "Frozen Timestamp" Evidence of Technical Fraud Crucially, despite the registrant data being altered three separate
times since Contractual Compliance supposedly "suspended" the domain, the authoritative RDAP "last changed"

timestamp for the Registrant Entity remains frozen at October 31, 2025.

This timestamp manipulation provides dispositive proof of technical fraud. The Registrar and/or Registrant is actively
utilizing backend database edits to bypass standard EPP logging protocols, deliberately falsifying the audit trail while the

Board's review is actively pending.

The BAMC's Bad-Faith Dismissal of Real-Time Evidence The BAMC Recommendation attempts to dismiss the February 2,
2026 "Wyoming, India" data manipulation by asserting it was "never raised with Contractual Compliance" and therefore
cannot support reconsideration. This is a bad-faith framing of the administrative record. The foundational premise of this
entire Reconsideration Request is that the Registrar failed to execute a comprehensive, protocol-compliant suspension
due to proven fraudulent data, thereby allowing the registrant to retain full administrative control. The fact that the
registrant actively manipulated the data during the BAMC's review process is not a "new allegation"—it is real-time,
dispositive proof of the exact structural failure the Claimant originally reported to Compliance. Furthermore, because
this calculated evasion occurred after the initial Request was filed, this evidence of ongoing fraud is strictly admissible

under Article 4, Section 4.2(q)(ii) of the ICANN Bylaws.

I-B. The Evidentiary Paradox and Structural Failure of Suspension This trajectory of real-time falsification creates an
inescapable evidentiary paradox for the Registrar. The BAMC claims the domain was properly "suspended" and
deactivated. Yet, the egregious "Wyoming, India" data, and the subsequent stealth edit to "US", were injected during this

purported suspension.

If the domain was genuinely suspended and the registrant's access was revoked, then the Registrar itself must have

willfully provisioned, published, and stealth-edited this false data into the authoritative registry. If the Registrar inserted
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this fictitious data, it has been publishing verifiably false WHOIS data for months, constituting an independent, direct

violation of the RDDS and the RAA.

The BAMC cannot reconcile this paradox. Either the registrant retained full access (proving no comprehensive suspension
occurred, rendering the BAMC's foundational premise invalid), or the Registrar directly committed WHOIS falsification.
Because the Registrar's selected lesser remedy (HTTP-masking) facilitated repeated subsequent insertions of false data,

that remedy has structurally failed.

I1l. The Doctrine of Mandatory Enforcement ("Shall" vs. "May") The Collapse of Discretionary Alternatives The
architecture of commercial contract law relies upon the fundamental distinction between discretionary actions ("may")
and mandatory obligations ("shall"). The BAMC implies that ICANN Staff possesses the discretion to accept minimal
remediation that falls short of cancellation. This interpretation effectively renders the mandatory enforcement provisions
of the RAA functionally moot and strips the public of its right to rely on the contractual safeguards of the multi-

stakeholder model.

RAA Section 3.7.7.2 is unambiguous: "A Registered Name Holder's willful provision of inaccurate or unreliable
information... shall constitute a material breach of the Registered Name Holder-registrar contract and be a basis for
suspension and/or cancellation of the Registered Name registration." While RAA 3.7.7.2 provides a basis for "suspension
and/or cancellation," the factual record dictates the necessary application. As established in Section Il, the lesser remedy
of "suspension" was structurally defeated by the registrant's (or registrar's) willful insertion of new, mathematically
impossible false data, ISO-3166 violations, and subsequent timestamp tampering after the initial remediation was

supposedly enacted.

In the landmark Independent Review Process (IRP) ruling of DCA Trust v. ICANN'3, the IRP panel established
unequivocally that the ICANN Board and its Staff are strictly bound by their own Bylaws and core policies and cannot act
arbitrarily. They cannot invent "discretion" to bypass explicit rules. Once a chosen discretionary remedy (suspension)
facilitates a secondary, aggravated material breach (subsequent WHOIS falsification and technical evasion), the

discretionary "and/or" clause collapses. Cancellation ceases to be an optional alternative; it becomes the sole remaining

13 DotConnectAfrica Trust v. ICANN, ICDR Case No. 50-20-1300-1083, Final Declaration (July 9, 2015). Available at: https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/dca-v-icann-2013-10-24-en
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legally adequate remedy capable of curing the breach. Ignoring this operational reality is arbitrary, capricious, and

represents a direct violation of the standard of review set forth in DCA Trust.

REMEDY FOR SECTION llI: The Board must acknowledge that the repeated, willful provision of false data and
manipulation of the EPP audit trail exhausted the viability of a discretionary suspension under RAA 3.7.7.2. The Board
must overturn the BAMC's arbitrary waiver, enforce the strict contractual meaning of the word "shall," and order the

immediate cancellation of the domain.

IV. Procedural Defects in the Ombudsman Evaluation (Due Process) Jurisdictional Inconsistency, Prejudgment, and
Mandatory Recusal The ICANN Ombudsman operates under strict Bylaw mandates designed to ensure absolute
neutrality, fairness, and due process. In this matter, the Ombudsman's Evaluation—relied upon blindly by the BAMC to
justify its recommendation—is not merely flawed; it is the product of a willful violation of ICANN's mandatory recusal
bylaws. Because the BAMC's findings rely so heavily upon this tainted evaluation, the Recommendation itself represents

the "fruit of the poisonous tree."

The structural failures of the Ombudsman’s evaluation are so pervasive and heavily documented that they require
dedicated procedural briefing. Accordingly, the Claimant hereby incorporates by reference the attached addendum,
formally titled Exhibit A - OMBUDSMAN_rebuttal_recusal, which provides dispositive documentary evidence of the

Ombudsman’s procedural misconduct. The core defects include:

o Willful Violation of Mandatory Recusal (Bylaw 4.2(l)(iii))**: The Ombudsman formally documented her own
conflict of interest in writing on November 14, 2025, admitting she would be required to recuse herself if she
evaluated the prior compliance complaint. She then actively concealed this conflict from ICANN staff on January

13, 2026, to improperly maintain control of the Reconsideration Request evaluation.

e The Jurisdictional Disclaimer & Inconsistent Application of Evidence: On July 25, 2025, the Ombudsman
transmitted an official communication explicitly disclaiming jurisdiction over the Canadian International Internet

Dispute Resolution Centre (CIIDRC) UDRP proceedings. Yet, in the subsequent Evaluation, she reversed this

14 ICANN Bylaws, Article 4, Section 4.2(1)(iii): Reconsideration (Ombudsman Recusal). Available at: https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/governance/bylaws-en/#article4
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jurisdictional stance, improperly utilizing the outputs of those exact proceedings as verified "facts" to validate

Contractual Compliance's actions.

e The "Open Docket" Firewall Violation'®: The Ombudsman improperly introduced the CIIDRC UDRP proceeding—

a matter that is currently the subject of an active, open investigation on Contractual Compliance's docket (Case
01458066). Leveraging an unresolved, ongoing investigation to justify the closure of a separate Reconsideration
Request constitutes a material violation of ICANN's internal investigative firewall and irreversibly taints the

Reconsideration record by cross-contaminating distinct legal disputes.

The BAMC's reliance on this procedurally compromised, fatally biased, and bylaws-violating evaluation irreparably
corrupts the entire Reconsideration process and denies the Claimant their fundamental right to a neutral administrative

review.

REMEDY FOR SECTION IV: The Board must explicitly strike the Ombudsman’s Evaluation from the record in its entirety
due to documented jurisdictional inconsistency, the "Open Docket" firewall violation, and the willful breach of

mandatory recusal bylaws.

V. Systemic Risk to Critical Infrastructure (Cyberflight & Ledger Fragmentation) Cryptographic Desynchronization and
Motive for Cyberflight The BAMC's validation of the Registrar's superficial remediation has created a severe technical
vulnerability that directly conflicts with ICANN's primary mission: ensuring the stable and secure operation of the
Internet's unique identifier systems. The BAMC explicitly states that "Epik’s deactivation actions were not applied

through the Domain’s EPP status". This admission is a confession of a critical security vulnerability.

Forensic analysis of the Registry Object Identifiers (ROID)—as detailed in the attached Appendix
Dragnet_Code_Output.docx—reveals a severe, hardcoded mismatch. Specifically, the authoritative Verisign Registry
ROID (2013616432_DOMAIN_COM-VRSN) and the Epik Registrar ROID (22744185-VRSN) are completely desynchronized.
Because the Registrar deliberately bypassed standard EPP commands, the domain exists in a state of cryptographic

purgatory, subject to what is effectively a "ROID mangling" operation. This ROID mismatch has birthed a "Headless

15 A material breach of the Ombudsman’s mandate of Independence and Neutrality as established in Article 5 of the ICANN Bylaws and the Ombudsman Framework, requiring mandatory
Recusal under Bylaw 4.2(l)(iii). Available at:
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/ombudsman-framework-26mar09-en.pdf
https://www.google.com/search?q=https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/governance/bylaws-en/%23article5
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Domain"—a digital asset that exists on the Registrar’s internal ledger, utterly decoupled from the authoritative oversight

of the Registry. A formal CIRCIA disclosure to CISA regarding these systemic DNS anomalies is forthcoming.

This specific cryptographic anomaly is not a technical glitch; it is a calculated mechanism of cyberflight. The Registrar
(Epik LLC) is currently operating under a formal Cease & Desist order regarding this asset. By stripping the A-record to
simulate a suspension at the HTTP-layer while maintaining an ACTIVE EPP status and a mangled ROID, the Registrar has
successfully harbored the asset off-ledger to evade legal service. Furthermore, the forensic reality that the asset was
desynced at the exact same time as the Registrar's own operational domains (e.g., masterbucks.com,
nameliquidate.com, anonymize.com), combined with the subsequent publication of three additional fraudulent ROIDs,
provides undeniable, loud signals that cyberflight is imminent. Because the BAMC willfully ignored this dispositive
cryptographic evidence displayed by their own authoritative tools in favor of an unreliable consumer-grade HTTP
checker, if cyberflight takes place, it will have occurred under the direct view and administrative enablement of the

BAMC and the ICANN Board.

Critical Infrastructure Standard of Care Violations- As the global coordinator of critical infrastructure, explicitly named in
the Cyber Incident Reporting for Critical Infrastructure Act (CIRCIA), ICANN cannot willfully ignore the creation of a
Headless Domain. The Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security Agency (CISA) classifies Split Horizon discrepancies and
orphaned ROIDs as high-severity threat vectors. As extensively documented in threat intelligence reports on the “Hasty
Hawk” threat actor group, these exact DNS anomalies (dangling DNS records and orphaned cloud resources) are
routinely exploited by Advanced Persistent Threats (APTs) for command-and-control (C2) obfuscation, domain

shadowing, and malware propagation.

By validating the Registrar's HTTP-layer "Phantom Resolution" as "appropriate", the BAMC is actively endorsing a practice
that degrades the cryptographic integrity of the global DNS ledger, violating its obligations as a coordinator of DNS critical
infrastructure. Allowing a domain with fictitious data to operate off-ledger is a direct threat to the public interest and a
flagrant violation of the following laws and infrastructure protocols: ® IETF RFC 5730'’& 5731'%: Mandates strict,
mathematically verifiable synchronization of Domain Objects between Registrar and Registry ledgers. Bypassing EPP
commands to enact HTTP cloaking fundamentally breaks this structural integrity.

16 https://indico.dns-oarc.net/event/52/contributions/1144/attachments/1093/2248/Tudor_Chance_DNSOARC44.pdf
17 https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc5730
18 https://www.rfc-editor.org/info/rfc5731
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* NIST SP 800-81r3%: Validating "dangling" DNS records with a severed ROID connection violates federal directives on
DNS data integrity and zero-trust architecture, intentionally facilitating known hijacking vectors. ¢ CIRCIA?® & PPD-21%%:
As a covered CISA Sector 16 entity, ICANN is legally obligated to mitigate systemic vulnerabilities. Endorsing "Headless
Domains" as a valid regulatory compliance mechanism violates baseline federal infrastructure resilience mandates. e
CISA "Secure by Design"?%: Validating HTTP cloaking over protocol-level synchronization (clientHold) violates CISA’s

mandate to secure infrastructure at the architectural root, recklessly shifting systemic risk onto the broader ecosystem.

Structural Failure in Global DNS Oversight- ICANN'’s conflation of a functional DNS entity with a surface-level website
creates extreme risk for the security and stability of the global namespace. By treating a domain merely as a "website,"
the BAMC willfully ignores documented exploits of headless domains that thrive without an A-record. In the modern era
of machine-to-machine communication, emerging X.402 standards, and autonomous Al protocols, sophisticated attack

vectors operate entirely independent of active web pages.

Accountability becomes mathematically impossible if the governing body accepts a surface-level HTTP screenshot as
authoritative proof of a "suspension.” By misunderstanding the fundamental architecture of the DNS, the BAMC's
enforcement methods risk the mass enablement of critical, unmitigable attack vectors. Refusing to enforce mandatory

EPP-layer standards effectively transforms ICANN into an administrative enabler for threat actors.

REMEDY FOR SECTION V: The Board must declare the 2013616432_DOMAIN_COM-VRSN vs. 22744185-VRSN ROID
mismatch and the resulting "Headless Domain" a critical security violation. The Board must require Contractual
Compliance to mandate full EPP-layer synchronization (clientHold) for all compliance suspensions to prevent the

proliferation of dangerous Shadow Ledgers within the global DNS.

CONCLUSION The BAMC Recommendation rests upon structural evidentiary paradoxes, jurisdictional overreach, and a
material failure of technical due diligence that contradicts ICANN's own published technical standards. Contractual
remediation cannot be achieved through rhetorical repetition or HTTP-layer obfuscation. We formally demand the Board
reject the BAMC's findings, enforce the mandatory contractual cancellation required by RAA 3.7.7.2, and rectify this

systemic failure of regulatory oversight to protect the integrity of the global namespace.

19 https://csrc.nist.gov/pubs/sp/800/81/r3/ipd

20 https://www.cisa.gov/sites/default/files/2023-01/ppd-21-critical-infrastructure-and-resilience-508_0.pdf

21 https://www.cisa.gov/topics/cyber-threats-and-advisories/information-sharing/cyber-incident-reporting-critical-infrastructure-act-2022-circia
22 https://www.cisa.gov/resources-tools/resources/secure-by-design
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