Partial comparison of 1999-2000 statements and 2005-2006 statements on the introduction of new gTLDs

This table attempts to compare statements made be various groupings on the introduction of new gTLDs from 1999 and the current PDP. It attempts to provide a point of comparison across the four currently posed questions: 

· whether to introduce new gTLDs

· selection criteria

· allocation methods

· contractual conditions

A direct comparison has proved impossible because:

1 Not all constituency statements for the current PDP have been submitted/are final and complete, 

2 The 1999 statements do not map or even approximate to the current constituency groupings, and several of the statements are signed up to by the same individuals, and 

3 The 1999 statements do not map to the current policy questions, and inferences cannot always be drawn as to how they might respond. 
	ISSUE
	1999-2000 statements
	2006 Constituency statements on the PDP on new gTLDs

	Whether to introduce new gTLDs
	DNSO Working Group C – Interim Report, October 1999

· Working Group C of the DNSO reached ‘rough consensus’ in 1999 that new gTLDs should be introduced. 

· “overwhelmingly supported” except for dissent for 2 members who wanted a trademark dispute resolution mechanism and/or famous names exclusion dealt with first. 

· Sharp division between those wanting cautious approach; addition of few gTLDs, pause, consideration; and uninterrupted rollout of many TLDs. 

· Compromise (supported by 70%) position: initial round of 6 – 10 gTLDs, followed by evaluation.


	ISPCP statement

· None of ICANN’s source documents require the introduction of new gTLDs

· New gTLDs should create value by adhering to the  principles of competition (not just ‘me too’ names), differentiation, good faith (avoid confusion, potential for bad faith / fraud), diversity (serve both commercial and non-commercial users) and certainty (of meaning; avoid obscure names, recognise semantic importance).

· No new gTLDs unless they ‘add value and competition while promoting the public interest’. 

	Selection Criteria
	
	· “Any new gTLD proposal should be sponsored.”

· “…allow for proposals for sponsored names to come forward on an annual basis and provide a reliable process for judging the proposals against the criteria set forth above.”

	Allocation methods
	
	· “…an auction model is a very bad idea” 

· Auctions don’t allocate according to the principles of differentiation, certainty and good faith. 

· Auctions can allow market distortion by “dominant or desperate businesses”. 

	Contractual Conditions
	
	· “…simply opening the name space to all and any new ideas is a very bad idea.”

· Using minimal criteria to establish a new gTLD means some would fail – significant registry failure with no safeguards is against the public interest and ICANN’s values and mission. 



	
	
	

	Whether to introduce new gTLDs
	Report (Part One) of  Working Group C to Names Council (21 March 2000)

· “ICANN should add new gTLDs to the root.”

· “..begin the deployment of new gTLDs with an initial rollout of 6 – 19 new gTLDs, followed by an evaluation period.”

Reasons for: 

· Increase consumer choice and create opportunities for organisations that are ‘locked out’ because they don’t have a .com registration. 

· Small number of gTLDs creates artificial scarcity and inflates prices in the secondary market 

· Enlarge the non-commercial namespace 

· Multiple gTLDs eliminate single point of failure and improve stability

· Partf of ICANN’s mandate - US DoC White Paper saw one of ICANN’s goals as establishing policy for adding new gTLDs

Reasons against: 

· Needs for new gTLDs are illusory (Bell Atlantic and Marilyn Cade) 

· Cause confusion to consumers 

· Increase trademark owners’ policing costs and cause defensive registrations 

· Deployment should be delayed till after introduction of UDRP (AOL, BT, Disney, Ninetendo, Time Warner)

· Should be delayed till UDRP and better registrant content data are in place (Steve Metalitz) 

Those who said IPR issues should not delay deployment : individuals from ISPCP, Non-Commercial users, several registrars, and the US Small Business Administration Office of Advocacy.  

 
	Non-Commercial Users Constituency

· The domain name market must not be frozen or static.

· Currently, 80% of gTLD market is one operator. 

· “..periodic addition of a limited number of new TLDs has not created any adverse technical consequences.”

· IDNs create legitimate demand for new gTLDs.

· Not introducing new gTLDs “would be to permanently block 2/3 of the world from .. expertise and wealth”.

· ICANN should accept the need for “a well-defined, efficient and fair TLD addition process.”

	Selection Criteria
	
	· “…make ICANN’s selection criteria as simple, predictable and content-neutral as possible.”

· “ICANN’s only role in the acceptance process should be to determine whether a gTLD application meets the minimal technical and operational criteria” …“ensuring that registry operations do not harm the global compatibility of the DNS”. 

· Any criteria should support global domain name compatibility

· It is “unnecessary and overly restrictive to build the sponsored-unsponsored concept into ICANN’s permanent framework of new registry contracts”. 

· ICANN should develop “a simple and objective ‘registry accreditation’ process, similar to the registrar accreditation process.”

· There should be fewer criteria, not more. 

	Allocation methods
	
	·  Beauty contests are “slow, politicized, manipulable and unpredictable, no matter how carefully administered. The results have been disastrous.”

· Pressure by political and economic interests is placed on Board and staff, and there is insider lobbying by incumbents.

· The only alternative is neutral and objective methods; auctions and lotteries. They are objective, non-discriminatory and pro-competitive, and give clarity to applicants. 

	Contractual Conditions
	
	· Oppose individual negotiation of registry contracts.

· Believe GNSO should set general policy guiding the contracts, including price caps and presumptive renewal.  

	
	
	

	Whether to introduce new gTLDs
	Working Group C - new gTLDs 
Interim Report, October 23rd 1999

Position Paper A on New gTLDs

· Add a large number of new gTLDs, both general-purpose and limited-purpose domains. 
· Begin with an initial testbed rollout of six to ten new gTLDs, add more if evaluation period reveals no major problems.

	Intellectual Property Constituency

· slow and controlled introduction of new gTLDs 

· should “create a new and clearly differentiated space and satisfy needs that cannot reasonably be met through the existing gTLDs.”

· Same 5 principles as the ISPCP; differentiation, certainty, good faith, competition and diversity. 

· Focus on sponsored TLDs representing discrete and identifiable communities with enforcement of eligibility requirements to police cybersquatting and fraud

	Selection Criteria
	· Authorize both for-profit and non-profit gTLD registries 
· Mix new limited-purpose gTLDs with new general-purpose ones.
	· “All new gTLDs should be sponsored.”

· Selection criteria should be updated following the 2000 and 2005 processes. 

· New criterion – market differentiation – should be added

· Sponsorship is a key component of market differentiation

· Let market determine which sponsoring communities want a TLD – even small sTLDs create value. 

· Give priority to non-ASCII TLDs. 

	Allocation methods
	
	· Allocation process should not be left to chance

· Auctions have serious problems – dominance, bias, added value, lottery, market hype. 

· Comparative evaluation process is best but must be improved. 

	Contractual Conditions
	
	· IPC “recommends policies to guide the contractual criteria which are publicly available and go beyond the technical aspects of the DNS”. Policies should be developed on competition, IPR, consumer and other interests, UDRP maintenance, security and stability of the DNS and Whois. 

· Only “vigilant oversight” by the registry and ICANN can lead to security, stability and reliability of registry services. 

· On contractual compliance, self-regulation is not the complete answer. ICANN should continue to increase its compliance capability and develop a graduated sanction system. 

	
	
	

	Whether to introduce new gTLDs
	
	gTLD Registry Constituency

· Continue to support new gTLDs – they facilitate competition at registry level and encourage creativity and differentiation.

·  Benefits of new gTLDs; user choice, expansion of Internet usage, opportunity to test user demand, opportunity to serve community needs. 

· The two previous rounds showed ample demand to operate a TLD. 

	Selection Criteria
	
	· Recommend testing each selection criterion with a series of questions: consistent with limited ICANN m,ission, encourage private sector participation, encourage differentiation, ensure technical security and stability, allow market forces to work freely, and allow for policy decisions to be made for and by relevant user communities?

· Should require compliance with IDN standards and ICANN IDN guidelines in cooperation with ongoing IDN work

· Geographic user TLDs should identify specific market of users and show how it will work to encourage their use of Internet.

· Show how they will support registrars in local languages, locate name servers, market registration accreditation and facilitate sign-up of registrars with specific skills or regional focus. 

· No TLDs that are transliterations or lexical/semantic equivalents of existing TLDs. 

· Not convinced sponsored gTLDs specifically encourage innovation – this could come from any type of TLD.

· Accept new TLDs that seek to differentiate based on communities if they have the market research data to support. 

· Need a failsafe process for registry failure. 

· Security and stability should be the primary objective of selection criteria, but different user communities may have different needs. If minimum criteria are met, there should be flexibility. 

	Allocation methods
	
	· Allocation process should be timely, predictable and facilitate, within reasonable support constraints, the regular, ongoing introduction of new gTLDs 

· Comparative evaluation should be minimised, used on in cases of duplicate/similar applications.

· If application meets predefined objective criteria (and isn’t to serve a specific community), then implement it. 

· ICANN should say in advance how long it takes to enter new TLDs in the root, and give detailed steps and timeframes. 

· If there are more approved applicants than can be implemented, use 1st come, 1st served in same order as evaluations are completed. 

· Once implementation timeline is finalised and before applications are submitted, ICANN must commit all necessary resources to meet obligations. 

	Contractual Conditions
	
	· Applicants should be provided the base contract at the same time as a request for proposals is issued. 

· Presumptive right of renewal encourages participation, investment, innovation and competition. Policies on contractual criteria should not compromise these goals. 

· “Limiting guidance of the contractual criteria to consensus policy matters as they apply to the TLD in question allows ICANN to stay within its role of technical coordinator.” 

· Latest version of the ICANN-Registry/Sponsor agreements provides clarity – little or no need to develop additional policies to guide the contractual criteria of registry services. 

· Contractual compliance programs for registry services do not have policy implications. 

	
	
	Business Constituency

	Whether to introduce new gTLDs
	
	There is no official BC constituency statement regarding this PDP.  The BC submitted a draft paper on the 2005 round of new sponsored top-level domain names which contains principles.

· Priority should be to introduce IDN TLDs, no other TLDs should be introduced at this time

· Only sponsored TLDs should be introduced



	Selection Criteria
	
	Introduction of sponsored TLDs should follow the following principles: 

· competition, differentiation, good faith, diversity and certainty.

· Selection criteria used in previous STLD rounds should be refined.

Sponsored TLDs should meet the following criteria/answer the following questions:

· Is it sponsored? 

· Community support. 

· Diversity. 

· Sufficient resources. 

· Technical competence. 

· Risk of failure. 

· Registrant compliance. 

· ICANN policies. 

· Sunrise period. 

· Who can register? 

· Charter compliance.  

· Charter violation. 

 

	Allocation methods
	
	· Comparative evaluation method

· Structured allocation method with assessment by a neutral and professional team

	Contractual Conditions
	
	

	
	
	

	Whether to introduce new gTLDs
	
	Registrar Constituency 

No constituency statement submitted – a draft was submitted on behalf of a various individual registrars. 

	Selection Criteria
	
	

	Allocation methods
	
	

	Contractual Conditions
	
	


