Draft Statement of Work for Sunrise Working Group
Proposed Purpose:  Analyze processes used to allow owners of trademark and analogous intellectual property rights to register, before the Landrush or general public registration period, domain names corresponding to such rights ("Sunrise processes"), identify commonalities among such Sunrise processes, assess the feasibility of developing and implementing a Sunrise process that is scalable for new gTLDs, and identify and evaluate alternative processes.
Suggested Outline of Working Group Work Plan
I. Analyze Existing Sunrise Processes

A. Identify Relevant TLDs

B. Identify problems that existing sunrise processes are designed to solve as well as any new problems that may have surfaced

C. Describe Sunrise Processes
1. Eligibility

2. Rights bases or requirements

3. Submission process and costs of submission

4. Review of applications

5. Challenge mechanism and cost of mechanism

D. Issues Arising out of or Related to Sunrise Process

1. Eligibility

2. Rights bases or requirements

3. Review of applications
4. Allocation 

E. Analyze Quantitative Success

1. Define quantitative success in light of the problems identified in Section 1
2. Number of Sunrise registrations, number of Sunrise registrations vs. overall number of registrations; proportion of registrations that are purely defensive

3. Number of Sunrise challenges overall and in relation to number of registrations; challenger success rate

4. Evaluate quantitative success in light of the problems identified in Section 1
F. Analyze Qualitative Success

1. Define qualitative success in light of the problems identified in Section 1
2. Nature of use of names registered during sunrise

3. Whether Sunrise process protects IP rights in a cost-effective manner

4. Evaluate qualitative success in light of the problems identified in Section 1
G. Impact on registries and registrars

1. Resource allocation

a) Development of Sunrise process

b) Implementation of Sunrise process

2. Revenue generation

3. Other considerations

II. Identify Commonalities and Variances Among Sunrise Processes (I recognize that you simply followed the guidelines that were provided, which only referred to commonalities, but I still think it would be helpful to also identify variances.)
A. Eligibility Commonalities and Variances
B. Procedural Commonalities and Variances
1. Submission

2. Review

3. Challenge

C. User Satisfaction

III. Developing and Implementing Scalable Sunrise Process (This should be done relative to the problems that are identified in Section I.)
A. Feasibility

1. Likely to be certain conclusions derived from I and II above -- sunrise registration user satisfaction; impact on registrars, registries, and other affected parties; IP owner concerns

B. Content

C. Implementation Considerations

IV. Identify and Evaluate Alternative Mechanisms (This should be done relative to the problems that are identified in Section I.)
A. Alternatives

B. Evaluation

Suggested Working Group Membership*
1. U.S. owner of globally famous brand
2. Non-U.S. owner of globally famous brand 

3. INTA Internet Committee member or Sunrise dispute panelist 
4. Non-profit educational or charitable organization representative
5. Registrar that participated in Sunrise process
6. Registrar that participated in alternate mechanism

7. Registry with Sunrise process
8. Registry with alternative mechanism
9. Representative from EURid or PWC, EURid validation agent

10. Commercial financial institution representative
11. IPC designee
12. NCUC designee
13. ISP designee
14. BC designee
* Suggested Working Group Membership is “floor”, not “ceiling”
(I compliment what you did with regard to suggested work group membership.  Whereas I think the number of suggested members may be too large to be effective, I do like the fact that you tried to make sure that opposing view points are represented in the WG.  One way of keeping the WG size manageable would be to have members who represent more than one point of view from your list above.)
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