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New gTLD Subsequent Procedures

Leadership Team | Face-to-Face | 3 November 2016
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Current Status

® Overarching Issues/CC1

® WG has preliminarily considered 6 overarching subjects within its
charter

® Sought input from the community (Community Comment 1, or
CC1)

® Considering that input and working to reach preliminary
recommendations, where applicable

® Established 4 Work Tracks to consider remaining subjects in charter




Timeline

Send CC2 to Preliminary Full WG Publish Initial Publish Complete
SO/AC/SG/Cs completion of agreement on Report for summary of Final Report
Work Tracks recommendati public public
ons from WTs comment comment

To Summarize

This is a long-range schedule that is subject to variability, given the high number of subjects and the
possibility of additional work being introduced that is directly applicable to new gTLDs. It is also subject to
certain dependencies, where the PDP is expecting inputs from other efforts (e.g., CCT-RT, RPMs PDP, etc.)




Timeline, a Different View

GED G
4
G D
G
@ @ @ @ o @ @ @
Oct16 Jan17 Apri17 Jul17 Oct17 Jan18 Apr18 Jul18
Work Track- Incorporate Full WG review of WT Draft Publish Initial Consider Public
' based efforts CC2 input Recommendations Initial . Report for Public Comment and
Report Comment Prepare Final

Report

To Summarize

There are 4 separate Work Tracks working on a number of different subjects. Their findings will be
dependent upon input from the community and will be reviewed as a full WG.




PDP WG — Work Plan

. Name Duration otr 4, 2015 latr 1, 2016 atr 2, 2016 otr 3, 2016 lotr 4, 2016 otr 1, 2017 otr 2, 2017 otr 3, 2017 lotr 4, 2017 otr 1, 2018 |qtr 2, 2018 lotr3, :
= \Aug |Sep |Oct \Nov \Dec \Jan \Feb \Mar |Apr May \Jun |Ju| \Aug \Sep \Oct \Nov \Dec |Jan \Feb \Mar |Apr \May \Jun \Jul \Aug \Sep \Oct \Nov \Dec \Jan \Feb \Mar \Apr \May \Jun \Ju\ \

1 [Prepare Issue Report 143 days P v

10 *l FInitiate PDP Operations 53 days P

14 *l [FMisc WG Activities 147.875 days | ) 4

20 *l [FOverarching Issues/Topics 389 days W  J

38 |[@] #4 |FTrack 1 - Overall Process 135 days [ y

39 @l 4.2.8: Accreditation Programs 84 days |

40 j:t [4.2.14: Support for Applicants from Developi... 135 days | ) 4

43 @] 4.2.6: Clarity of Application Process 29 days | —

44 ol 4.2.10: Application Fees 29 days | —

45 ol 4.2.17: Variable Fees 29 days | —

46 @l 4.2.12: Application Queuing 18 days =

47 |[@l 4.2.13: Application Submission Period 11 days =

48 |[@l 4.2.9: Systems 23 days .

49 |[@l 4.2.5: Applicant Guidebook 41 days [

50 (@l 4.2.11: Communications 23 days 1

51 |[@] #4 |FTrack 2 - Legal/Contractual/Regulatory 190 days |

52 *l [-4.3.2: Base Registry Agreement/Differentiat... 157 days L 4

55 | b [-4.3.7: Second-level RPMs 149 days L 4 v

59 @l 4.3.1: Reserved Names List (Top-level, second-lev... 73 days | —

60 @l 4.3.3: Registrant Protections 47 days |

61 |[@l 4.3.10: IGO/INGO Protections 6 days O

62 |[@l 4.3.11: Closed Generics 49 days |

63 |[@l Applicant Terms and Conditions 49 days |

64 j:! [-4.3.5: Registrar Non-Discrimination 88 days | e s 4

67 | [-4.3.8: Registry/Registrar Standardization (S... 108 days P —

70 @l 4.3.6: TLD Rollout 51 days | ——

71 @l 4.3.4: Contractual Compliance 51 days [

72 *l [4.3.9: Global Public Interest (GAC Advice/Saf... 129 days |

75 iEr *. [FTrack 3 - String Ci ion, Objecti & Disp... 190 days |

76 j:t [-4.4.3: Objections (Role of Independent Objec... 120 days L 4 v

81 @l 4.4.1: New gTLD Applicant Freedom of Expression 32 days ||

82 | [F4.4.5: C ity Applications (C: ity ... 110 days v v

85 | b [F4.4.2: String Similarity (Evaluations) 190 days | |

89 |[@l 4.4.4: Accountability Mechanisms 19 days | —

90 E' [FTrack 4 - IDNs & Universal Acceptance/SSR a... 109 days | . 4

91 |[@l 4.5.1: Internationalized Domain Names 60 days |

92 |[@l Universal Acceptance 40 days [ —

93 |[@ 4.6.2: Applicant Reviews 100 days [ |

9 @ 4.6.3: Name Collisions 80 days |

95 | [-4.6.1: Security and Stability 89 days P

98 *l [FCommunity Comment 2 (CC2) 166 days | = 4

135 *l [FPhase 2: Contil Work on D Driv... 45 days

148 [FInitial Report 127 days \ 4

149 Prepare Draft Initial Report 45 days

150 WG Agreement on Initial Report 14 days

151 Publish Initial Report for Public Comment 40 days

152 Publish Summary of PublicComment 28 days

153 [-Final Report 162 days? 2 4

154 Consider PublicComment 28 days ;

155 Revise Report 120 days [ L

156 WG Agreement on Final Report 14 days h
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Work-Tracks Discussion: Introduction

® Each Work Track leadership team has selected topics for discussion
today. This is only a selection of subjects within each Work Track’s
purview.

® We will spend equal time on each Work Track

® The Work Track leaders are there primarily to introduce the topic,
propose questions, and steward the discussion. This is a dialogue and
exchange of ideas — participation from those in the room and online is
essential!
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WT1 Questions

® What went wrong with the Applicant Support Program in the 2012
round? Were the issues related to the guidance in the Joint Applicant
Support WG’s Final Report, the implementation (and timing issues), the
scope of the support, systemic issues, other, or a combination of

multiple factors? How can these issues be improved or resolved? Is
there a need for such a program in future rounds?

® From RSP Accreditation to Third-Party Certifier - what is the most
effective method to meet the needs of RSPs, Registries, Registrars,

Applicants, and possibly registrants/end/users? How will existing RSP’s
be treated differently from new RSP’s? What are some ways to ensure
the best practices are attained to ensure security and stability?
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WT2 Questions

® Is a single Registry Agreement still suitable for the needs of all new
gTLDs moving forward? Some have argued that different
“categories” of new gTLDs warrant differential treatment in the Registry
Agreements which are more suited to their TLDs’ unique
characteristics. Do we need to consider allowing for category based
agreements and what is the justification for such? If yes, how does this
balance with ICANN’s “non-discrimination” obligations as well as its
ability to manage contracts for thousands of gTLDs? Or, if we agree on
one single base agreement, how should the single base agreement
address the various needs of different categories?




WT2 Questions, cont.

® Reserved Names. In the 2012 round for new gTLDs strings were
reserved at the top and second levels.

® The names that were reserved at the top-level were set forth in the
Applicant Guidebook and were therefore not eligible to be applied
for. The names reserved at the top level included all single and 2
character strings and certain ICANN/IANA names (eg., ICANN,
IETF, EXAMPLE, SSAC, TLD, etc.). Subsequent to the GNSO
policy development process, IOC and Red Cross Names were
added by the ICANN Board. Through the Names Collision debate,
.home, .corp and .mail were also declared ineligible for delegation.
Are any changes to the Applicant Guidebook required moving
forward?

® Continued on next page




WT2 Questions, cont.

® Continued from previous page

® The names Specification 5 to the Registry Agreement sets forth
the strings that are to be reserved from registration at the second
level. Some of the strings were removed from reservation (eg., the
majority of 2 characters), while others provided for the release
subject to certain conditions being met. In addition to ICANN-
mandated reserved names, the Registry Operator is permitted to
reserve up to 100 names for promotional and/or operational use by
the Registry Operator. The Registry Operator is also permitted to
reserve an unlimited amount of strings at the second level for any
purpose, including the designation of premium names, founders
programs, auction, etc.. Do any changes need to be made to the
reserved names policy, the names to be reserved, the process for
the release of reserved names, and/or the interaction between the

release of reserved names and the rights protection mechanisms
(including Sunrise and Claims).




WT2 Questions, cont.

® Inthe 2012 round a Continuing Operations Instrument was required to be
submitted in the form of a Letter of Credit to fund an Emergency Back
End Registry Operator. The very specific requirements for this COIl proved
to be difficult for a number of registries to meet.
® Do we still need the EBERO function?
® If so, what other options are there to fund the EBERO functions?
® Also, some registries, such as Brand TLDs, consider that a Continuing
Operations Instrument is not required due to the nature of their TLD.
This spans into the background of EBERO requirements, as well, but
would the Continuing Operations Instrument be required for TLDs
that would qualify for an exemption to the Code of Conduct for the

RA?
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WT3 Questions

® The SubPro Working Group has discussed at length whether the
introduction of new gTLDs on a going forward basis should be in
“rounds” like the 2012 round or on a first-come, first-served process. A
number of proposals have emerged including (a) starting with one or
two rounds to handle pent-up demand and then moving to a first-come,
first-served process, or (b) a hybrid approach whereby there is a
predictable schedule of rounds per year giving more predictability for
when public comments and objections procedures to be held.

® Continued on the next page

@ | 21




WT3 Questions, cont.

® Continued from previous page

® Whether or not applications for future new gTLDs are accepted in
rounds or other batch groupings vs. being accepted in an open &
ongoing process ("first come, first served") will impact, among
other things, the string contention process and objections. What
are some of the foreseeable impacts to string contention and
objection processes with either choice? How should those factors
be weighed? Should the community decide first what application
acceptance methodology will be used in subsequent procedures
and then deal with the downstream issues? Or should the effects
and resolution of these issues, such as string contention, be fully
dealt with in order to drive the application methodology?

@ | 22




WT3 Questions, cont.

® In order to determine what the role of an Independent Objector (10) will
be, if any, in subsequent application procedures it is necessary to both
review what happened during the 2012 round and what has happened
in both the community and world at large since the 2012 round. For
example: What was the community's impression of the role the 10
played in the 2012 round? Did it live up to expectations? Did the 10
act in the community's best interest? Has the level of awareness within
the community and consumers risen to the level that an IO is no longer
necessary? Would an ongoing application process necessitate that an
|O be in place to ease the burden of constant vigilance on the part of
the community & consumers?

@ | 23
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WT4 Questions

® Should technical competence be shown during the application process
or only required to be shown prior to signing a gTLD agreement?
Should financial capability be shown during the application process or
only required to be shown prior to signing a gTLD agreement? If one or
both of those capabilities are not met, would the string be offered to
other contention set members or only be available in subsequent
procedures?

® IDNs - Should single character IDNs be allowed in languages where a
single character could denote a word or phrase? In the 2012 round, the
ICANN Board made a decision to prioritize applications for IDN strings.
Should IDNs continue to have higher priority in application processing?
How should IDN variants be treated?

L | 25




WT4 Questions

® What suggestions do you have for improving the application criteria
and evaluation processes? Were the right questions asked? Was the
way the questions were asked aligned with expectations of evaluators?
Were the thresholds for passing appropriate? How can questions be
made more clear to avoid the overwhelming number of clarifying
questions that plagued the 2012 round? Were there issues with
consistency for evaluation results?

® Name Collisions — During the 2012 round, it was determined that
certain strings be prevented from moving forward (.home, .corp, .mail)
for “name collision” reasons. Are there additional High Risk strings that
can be identified prior to the launch of subsequent procedures? What
is the methodology that should be used in determining “high risk
strings”™?

@ | 26
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® GNSO Project Page: hitps://gnso.icann.org/en/group-
activities/active/new-qgtld-subsequent-procedures

® WG Wiki: https://community.icann.org/x/RgV1Aw

® WG Charter: https://gnso.icann.org/en/issues/new-gtlds/subsequent-
procedures-charter-21jan16-en.pdf
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Engage with ICANN

Thank You and Questions
jﬁ, Reach us at:

Email: engagement@icann.org
ICANN

Website: icann.org
v i~

twitter.com/icann soundcloud.com/icann

f &

facebook.com/icannorg weibo.com/ICANNorg

3
youtube.com/user/icannnews flickr.com/photos/icann

m m SlideShare
linkedin.com/company/icann slideshare.net/icannpresentations
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