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Names sponsored through eNom’s accreditation — even if processed through Registerfly a
reselier — were eNom’s responsibility.

In April 2006, ICANN continued to receive complaints about Registerfly as both a registrar and
as a reseller. Registerfly's customers reported being inexplicably locked out of their accounts.
Additionally, complaints stated that domain names were disappearing from customer accounts.
Kevin Medina, Registerfly’s listed primary contact, contacted Mike Zupke, ICANN’s Registrar
Liaison Manager, and stated these issues were as a result of “growing pains.” On 18 April 2006,
Mike Zupke reiterated to Registerfly ICANN’s concerns regarding the volume of complaints
against Registerfly, and the fact that many of these complaints concerned chargebacks. The
complaints continued, and in May 2006 started to include reports of problems with “stolen”
registrations and Registerfly reseller renewals, which actually resulted in transferred registrations
to Registerfly as a registrar.

On 19 May 2006, ICANN received a complaint from a Registered Name Holder that after a
reportedly heated argument with Registerfly, the Whois information for the 220 Registered
Names held by that party had been changed to reflect “Kevin Medina™ as the Registered Name
Holder instead of the customer. As part of its investigation of this situation, ICANN
immediately requested documentation pursuant to section 3.4 of the RAA. After receiving no
response, on 26 May 2006, ICANN announced an on-site audit to obtain the requested
information. On 6 June 2006, Kevin Medina agreed to respond to ICANN’s request voluntarily.
On 12 June 2006, Registerfly provided incomplete records to ICANN. ICANN had to
continually pressure Registerfly until the documentation was complete.

On 15 June 2006, in response to ICANN’s audit notice and in addition to dealing with the
requested documentation, Registerfly, through its representatives Kevin Medina and Glenn
Stansbury (VP of Operations for Registerfly), came to ICANN’s Marina del Rey headquarters to

- meet with ICANN staff to discuss the inordinate number of complaints ICANN had received
regarding Registerfly. Mr. Medina and Mr. Stansbury both assured ICANN that Registerfly was
working hard to improve its customer service and that it was working to relieve the pressure on
the Registerfly employees who worked in the Risk/Fraud department so that chargebacks would
no longer be an issue. Mr. Medina disclosed that employees in Registerfly’s Risk/Fraud
department were paid strictly on commission, but that the policy would be changed as a result of
Registerfly's discussions with ICANN.

Over the next few months, complaints to [ICANN about Registerfly's handling of chargebacks
decreased, although overall complaints regarding Registerfly increased. In particular, ICANN
began to see a number of complaints from customers who experienced difficulty in renewing
their registrations because they were unclear about "renewal/transfers." These
“renewal/transfers” were apparently transactions in which Registerfly (as registrar) offered
Registerfly's (as reseller) eNom-managed customers incentives fo migrate to Registerfly's
accreditation.
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