2.1 
New gTLDs should respect:

a) The provisions of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
 which seek to affirm "fundamental human rights, in the dignity and worth of the human person and in the equal rights of men and women". 

b) The sensitivities regarding terms with national, cultural, geographic and religious significance.

· What criteria can be used to determine whether a proposed gTLD string violates this principle?

· If it is not possible to develop objectively measurable criteria, who should make the subjective judgment that would be required?

· Are there examples, perhaps within ccTLDs, where such criteria have been established and implemented?
2.6
It is important that the selection process for new gTLDs ensures the security, reliability, global interoperability and stability of the Domain Name System (DNS) and promotes competition, consumer choice, geographical and service-provider diversity.

· Does the GAC have suggestions for how best to balance stability and security of the Internet, with other criteria, such as geographic diversity? 

· The GNSO believes that ensuring security and stability must be the highest priority in the selection process for new gTLDs.

· But what happens if security and stability requirements conflict with geographical diversity goals?

· Does the GAC agree with the GNSO that security and stability should take precedence?

· What exactly does the GAC principle encouraging service-provider diversity mean?

· How would it be measured?

· Is the GAC suggesting that certain criteria be established to give new service providers priority in the selection process or simply suggesting that all possible service providers be given fair chances to compete?

2.7
Applicant registries for new gTLDs should pledge to:

 

a) Adopt, before the new gTLD is introduced, appropriate procedures for blocking, at no cost and upon demand of governments, public authorities or IGOs, names with national or geographic significance at the second level of any new gTLD.
b) Ensure procedures to allow governments, public authorities or IGOs to challenge abuses of names with national or geographic significance at the second level of any new gTLD.

· Can it be assumed from this principle that the GAC or its individual government members want to have an operational role in the selection process with regard to national or geographic names?

· If so, what could be done to ensure that any such involvement is timely and predictable? 

· Regarding 2.7.b), is the GAC suggesting that a UDRP like procedure be established for challenging abuses of names with national or geographic significance at the second-level?

· How would abuses be defined?

· What criteria would be used to determine significance?

· Would the legal jurisdiction of the registry be a determining factor regarding the definition of abuse and geographic significance?
2.8 
Applicants should publicly document any support they claim to enjoy from specific communities.

 
· If a condition was imposed on new gTLD applicants to demonstrate support from any relevant communities, including relevant government (s) and government agencies, and if public comment periods are provided as is the practice in ICANN, would this satisfy this GAC principle for any applicants that propose gTLDs using a geographical name?

2.12 
ICANN should continue to ensure that registrants and registrars in new gTLDs have access to an independent appeals process in relation to registry decisions related to pricing changes, renewal procedures, service levels, or the unilateral and significant change of contract conditions.

· If an appeals process for Registry decisions related to the topics mentioned in this GAC principle is required of new gTLDs, is it possible that this would handicap new entrants into the gTLD space in their ability to compete with existing gTLDs?  

· Is the GAC proposing something in addition to the evaluation process at the bid/award process? 

3.3 
If individual GAC members or other governments express formal concerns about any issues related to new gTLDs, the ICANN Board should fully consider those concerns and clearly explain how it will address them.

· Is this principle related to the introduction of new gTLDs in general or is it intended to relate to specific new gTLDs that may be proposed?

· If the latter, it appears that individual GAC members or governments may expect to be part of the operational selection process for new gTLDs; is this a correct understanding?
· If so, how could individual government involvement in the selection process be accomplished while still maintaining a timely and predictable process?

· Does the GAC have recommendations for how to reconcile the goals of timeliness and predictability with this GAC principle?







