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BACKGROUND & METHODOLOGY

The International Trademark Association (INTA) is a global organization of 6,600 trademark owners and professionals
from over 190 countries. In 2013, hundreds of new generic top-level domains (“New gTLDs”) were introduced. INTA
members and intellectual property owners have expressed concern about the New gTLDs on the basis that such
expansion would likely create additional and increased costs in enforcing intellectual property rights.

ualifying criteria
Q ying JUUUU

¢ INTA member able to speak for company, business unit or group
Sample

ONLINE SURVEY
January 17-February 28,

* INTA-supplied members (corporate); 1,046 records with valid email addresses 2017

Survey
¢ Self-administered online survey.
» Total of 33 completed the survey SURVEY
COMMISSIONED BY
INTA AND CONDUCTED

BY NIELSEN

KEY OBJECTIVE:

Obtain a solid
understanding of
reported estimated cost
impact of the new gTLDs
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SAMPLE DISPOSITION

Invitations sent 1,096

Bouncebacks
(bad or non-existent email
addresses)

Real email .- 1,046
addresses

50 (5%)

93 (9% of real addresses)

Entered
survey
DNQ/ o 57
Suspends
Qualified o 33 (3%)
completes




SURVEY PROTOCOL

Members were emailed a survey invitation and a worksheet to use to Method Used to Estimate 24-Month

gather costs of trademark enforcement relative to domain Period Costs
registrations prior to taking the survey. They also were given the (n=33)
opportunity to suspend the survey in order to complete the

worksheet.

Members were asked to capture all costs over the past 2 years (2015
and 2016) and that their cost estimates include:

* Both in-house and outside legal fees,

* Filing fees,

* |nvestigation costs,
Nearly two-thirds

* and the total costs, including benefits, of personnel responsible for these reviewed 2016 and
activities. 2015 data

Reviewed data for both 2016 and 2015
Estimated based on 2016 data only
Estimated based on 2015 data only
Varied across questions

Members were asked to make their answers as accurate as possible,
but were told that giving their best estimate was accepted practice.

Final results represent these reported estimated costs provided by
members.



A NOTE ON READING THIS REPORT

Respondents who completed this survey reported that compiling the data necessary to properly respond to the
survey was a significant task. The response rate for the survey is actually above the norm for a similar sample and
when considering this level of required effort.

However, the sample size of completed interviews is still small from a statistical standpoint and requires some
cautions, including:

e Analysis of sub-samples less than 30 are subject to high variability—caution is advised when interpreting them. This is
noted on the relevant slides.

e Additionally, with a small sample size like this, percentages will not always add to exactly 100% due to rounding error.
The decision was made to display whole numbers and accept this rounding error rather than displaying numbers with
decimal points which are visually more cumbersome

e Lastly, some members occasionally reported that they were engaged in certain activities, but listed the costs as $1.
This could indicate that the costs were zero (the survey did not allow SO as a cost for activities they said they were
engaged in) or that the costs could not be captured or were contained in some other costs they entered. We do not
know the actual intent, but the S1 responses do not have a material effect on the averages shown. If anything, they
would suggest that the costs may be understated.



MEMBERS WHO PARTICIPATED

Total Total
(n=33) (n=33)
No. of Employees Region Conduct Business
Less than 500 12% Europe: European Union 82%
500-4999 9% Europe: Non-European Union 73% ° The members WhO
5000-24,999 39% Europe: Russia & CIS 70% pa rticipated in the
25,000 or more 39% North American (US & Canada 100%
- ( ) - research represent a
Latin America, Caribbean, or 82% b d it Of aREl
Total Annual Revenue bR 'roa b g d b Fl) Y
)\\9 Less than $10M 3% East Asia & Pacific 79% sizes but tend to be larger.
South Asia 76% . q
>10M to less than 3% * They conduct business in a
$250M Middle East & North Africa 76% £ hi b
$250M to less than $1B 6% Sub-Saharan Africa 61% relizs O FEeiErElp |es,. ut
S18 o less than $58 J— I?I two-thirds are based in
$5B or more 52% Region of Origin North America.
Not sure 9% Europe: European Union 21%
Europe: non-European Union 3%
North America (US & Can) 67%
Latin America & Caribbean 6%

East Asia & Pacific 3%




MEMBERS WHO PARTICIPATED

Total
(n=33)
Business Focus
Business to Business sales 0
(828) 12%
Business to Consumer sales 39%
(B2C) * Business focus tends to be a mix or
Some combination o
(B2B, B2C, Gov't, Non-Profit) 48% BZC focused :
® * Nearly all respondents were able to
Member Stat . 5 q . .
a provide information for their entire
Regular 94% compan
SME (1 participant) 3% p y.
Non Profit (1 participant) 3%
A
Q Able to Speak For:
Entire company 91%
Business unit/division 6%

Group within 3%
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REGISTRATION ACTIVITY IS HEAVILY DEFENSIVE

INTA members are active in the registration of domain names, including new TLDs.

e Vast majority (97%) of members registered domain names in past 24 months, with
9 in 10 registering new TLDs. But the volume of registrations varies widely across
companies.

» Registrations of new TLDs were overwhelmingly made for defensive purposes—to
prevent someone else from registering it. As such, few (10%) felt there were
alternative domains to consider—whether registering a New, Legacy or ccTLD.

* Parking these domains is a very common practice. Redirection is also common,
but less so for the new TLDs.




DEFENSIVE ACTIONS: APPROX. S150K/YEAR

Internet monitoring and diversion related actions are the largest line item.

* Costs specific to new TLDs comprise about a seventh of the total amount spend on defensive internet
monitoring/diversion related activities.

* Since these costs were for the early years of the new TLD program, it is reasonable to expect the
proportion specific to new TLDs to rise.

* Estimated costs vary widely among the survey respondents and are not correlated to company size. The
range of total costs reported ran form zero to $5.2 Million.

Average 2yr Costs
2015-2016 (n=33)

Actions vs. Owner [N <29,999 Monitoring, B ;227

diversion, etc.
Actions vs. Registrar [l 57,536

Trademark related || $22,636

Actions vs. Registry [ $2,993

B General costs ® New TLD costs

10



ACTIVE USE OF TMCH AND SUNRISE PERIODS

Over 90% of members have at least 1 trademark in the TMCH and more than half
(61%) have registered between 1-10 trademarks.

* Almost three-quarters (73%) have received Trademark Clearinghouse notices in
the past 2 years, with more than one-third (36%) receiving 100+ notices.

* When these notices result in costs, investigations are the biggest cost contributor,
followed by warning/cease and desist letters.

* 3in4(73%) members have at least one Proof of Use filed, with an average of 13
filed. Reported costs related to Proof of Use filings vary greatly, but average
around $1800.

* Most members (90%) have registered new TLD domains in the past 2 years during
a Sunrise Period.

11



MONITORING IS COMMONPLACE

However, few have actively investigated damages from diversion.

* Low levels of active investigation of these costs is likely related at least in part
related to the fact that these costs are not readily defined or quantified

* 3in4 members (76%) have incurred costs for internet monitoring of trademarks in
the past 2 years, with more than half (57%) of the members spending $10k or
more.

* Relatively few (33%) members have investigated damages incurred of web traffic
diversion, and fewer still (only 2 members) have calculated actual costs.

* Costs for counter-confusion efforts are substantial in the past 24 months, but only
incurred by 15%.

12



NEW TLD ENFORCEMENT—75% TOOK ACTION

Most typically take action via cease and desist letters and/or UDRP.

Three fourths (76%) of members have taken action against domain name owners
using new TLDs by sending cease and desist letters and one in four (27%) have
used UDRP proceedings.

Few have taken the next steps of Civil Actions, URS Proceedings, ACPA
Lawsuits/Appeals and Trademark Infringement Lawsuits/Appeals (between one
and 4 members for each).

* Three fourths (76%) have spent more than $1,000 on Cease and desist letters in the
past 24 months.

* While less common, those who have taken UDRP actions spend 3x the average of cease
and desist efforts.

Actions against Registrars are much more common than against Registries. Costs
against Registrars average almost S8k.

Most receive responses from letters sent to privacy/proxy services.
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PREMIUM PRICING AFFECTS MOST

Members (73%) evaluate premium pricing on case-by-case basis and most (67%) say
they are affected by it to some degree.

* The majority (73%) of members evaluate premium pricing on a case-by-case basis,
while 15% flatly refuse to pay premium pricing and another 6% pay for top marks
only.

* In general, two-third (67%) of members feel their domain name registrations have
been affected by premium pricing (notably .sucks).

* Half of the members (55%) have observed evidence or examples of discriminatory
pricing or unfair business practices related to new TLDs.

* For legacy TLDs, only 2 in 10 (21%) are aware of premium pricing.
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SOME PRACTICES HELP MITIGATE EFFECTS

Two-thirds feel UDRPs (67%) and required Sunrise periods (64%) have helped
mitigate risks to a major or moderate extent.
* Many fewer feel that Trademark Claims (36%) or URS (27%) helps, and only 15% feel PDDRP,

RRDRD, or PICDRP help —and then only to a moderate extent.

* The general sense is that the new TLDs have complicated the landscape, and effectiveness of
the tools for mitigating risks to trademarks has been limited—most have suggestions for

@ve you heardm

improvement.

They have helped mitigate risk\

in that they permit brand owners
the ability to take action in cases
of abusive registrations after the
fact, but have failed to deter
individuals from registering
abusive domains in the first

@ce. /

The new TLDs are not at all
beneficial. The cost is totally
unreasonable and most
established businesses are not
using them. Instead,
speculators purchased TLDs in
the hope of extorting money
from established businesses.
The only real beneficiary of
this system is ICANN.

Mole? This is what domain
enforcement is. As a brand

that doesn't buy much

Wtection.

owner, | fail to see the need for
all of the new TLDs and feel like
the RPMis are just another way
to spend money on something

/

15



AN UNCOMMON SENSE OF THE CONSUMER

>
=
=
—
O
<
L
=
<
=
=
<
>
o
O




DOMAIN NAME REGISTRATION

registering/acquiring anywhere from 1 to around 3,500 domains (nearly two-thirds registered/acquired 50 or more).

Registered Additional Domain Number of Different Domain Names
Names in Past 24 Months Registered/AchirEd in Past 24
%Yes Months
(n=33) (n=32)
1-29 22%
30-49 16%
50-99 19%
100-250 16%
- 63%
251-500 16%
501 or more 13%

Average Number: 352
Median: 78
Range: 1-3,511

The vast majority of members surveyed have registered additional domain names in the past 24 months, with members

17



TYPE OF DOMAIN NAMES REGISTERED

9 in 10 members have registered one or more new TLD domains (not legacy or ccTLDs). Members are registering a wide
range of number of domains in all three categories, fewest among ccTLDs. The new TLDs are common but the top end of
the range is lower than for other types.

Number of Different Domain Names

Registered One or More New Registered in Each Category
1 o)
THD Domains veves Legacy TLDs ccTLDs New TLDs
(n=32) (n=32) (n=29)*
‘ 0 13% 19% 0%
1-5 25% 19% 10%
- 59% r 75% - 55%
6-20 9% 25% 21%
21-49 13% 13% 24%
50-100 16% 16% 24%
41% 25% 45%
101 or more 25% 9% 219
Average Number: 167 Average Number: 105 Average Number: 89
Median: 28 Median: 17 Median: 37
Range: 0-1,806 Range: 0-1,580 Range: 3-546

il\ *Caution: low base size n=<30



TYPES OF NEW DOMAIN NAMES

New TLD registrations primarily duplicate legacy TLD or ccTLD registrations. Among these large companies, replacing old
with new TLDs was not observed behavior.

Number of Domains Registered Under New TLDs in Each Category

(n=29)*
Newly Registered Name Replaced an Existing Domain Duplicated a Domain in a
Legacy TLD or ccTLD
1-5 14% 0% 7%
6-20 | 0% 0% 21%
21-49 | 0% 0% 24%
50-100 | 3% 0% 519
101 or more | 0% 0% 21%
Average Number: 2 Average Number: 0 Average Number: 87
Median: 0 Median: 0 Median: 37
Range: 0-55 Range: 0-500

S *Caution: low base size n=<30 19



0

1-5

6-20

21-49

50-100

101 or more

Another New TLD

90%

3%

3%

0%

0%

F3%

Average Number: 18
Median: 0
Range: 0-500

*Caution: low base size n=<30

NEW TLD ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

For the new TLDs registered, the vast majority of members felt there was no practical TLD alternatives or they did not
consider alternatives.

Number of TLD Alternatives Considered
(n=29)*

Legacy or ccTLD
0%

0%

14%

10%

3%

Average Number: 17
Median: 0
Range: 0-123

No Practical TLD
Alternatives/Did Not Consider

21%
17%
21%
14%
14%

25%

Average Number: 54
Median: 10
Range: 0-500
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1N
CONSIDERED NEW TLD AS ALTERNATIVE FOR LEGACY TLD OR ccTLD l

For those who registered domain names in a Legacy TLD or ccTLD, 9 in 10 did not consider a new TLD as an alternative.

Number of Domain Names Registered in a Legacy TLD or ccTLD Considered
Registering in a New TLD as Alternative

(n=31)
Considered New TLD as Did Not Consider New TLD
Alternative as an Alternative
0 90% .
The fact that few alternatives
1-5 g 3% were considered between New
and either Legacy or ccTLDs
6-20 3% .
suggests that competition from
21-49 | 0% the new gTLDs, at least among
these larger scale, commercial
50-100 || 3% registrants, is limited. It
101 or more | 0% 39% appea.rs the prutn.ary behavior is
to register specific new TLDs.
Average Number: 2 Average Number: 278
Median: 0 Median: 40

Range: 0-50 Range: 1-3,336 -



DUPLICATED NEW DOMAIN NAME REGISTRATIONS

Members report that nearly all of the new domains registered as duplicates to a Legacy or ccTLD were intended
primarily to prevent the name from being used by another registrant.

Number of Duplicated Domain Registrations Primarily Intended to Prevent Name
from Being Used by Another and Not

(n=27)*
Primarily to Prevent Not Primarily to Prevent
Name from Being Used by Name from Being Used by
Another Registrant Another Registrant
0| 0% 89%
1-5 7% 4%
6-20 19% 7%
21-50 26% 0%
51-100 26% 0%
101 or more 22% 0%
Average Number: 92 Average Number: 1
Median: 40 Median: 0
XM *Caution: low base size n=<30 Range: 4-3500 Range: 0-15
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PARKED DOMAIN NAMES

Parking (not including redirected) domains is a common practice — particularly so for new TLDs, but is also widespread
for Legacy and ccTLDs.

Number of Domain Names Registered in Past Two Years Parked

Parked New TLDs Parked Legacy TLDs Parked ccTLDs
(n=29)* (n=28)* (n=26)*
15 | 7% ] 18% | 3% |
6-20 21% 0% 4%
21-49 24%  L79% 14% L g19 12% - 62%
50-100 17% 11% 19%
101 or more 10% 18% 4%
Average Number: 70 Average Number: 97 Average Number: 54
Median: 22 Median: 5 Median: 1
Range: 0-546 Range: 0-1,475 Range: 0-995

*Caution: low base size n=<30
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1-5
6-20
21-49
50-100

101 or more

Average Number: 33
Median: 0
Range: 0-546

AN
i *Caution: low base size n=<30

REDIRECTED DOMAIN NAMES

Redirecting domain names to active sites is much less prevalent with new TLDs, but quite prevalent for Legacy or ccTLDs.
Since many domains were registered for defensive purposes, these high rates of parking and redirection fit.

Redirected New TLDs
(n=29)*

62%

~38%

Redirected Legacy TLDs

(n=28)"
- 29%
4%
14%

299 [71%

14%

11%

Average Number: 107
Median: 25
Range: 0-1,700

Number of Domain Names Registered in Past Two Years Redirected to Active Sites

Redirected ccTLDs
(n=26)*

31%

38%
- 69%

Average Number: 71
Median: 9
Range: 0-1,470

24



APPLIED TO OPERATE NEW TLD

More than 4 in 10 members have applied to operate a new TLD, and the majority (87%) had their
application delegated to the root zone by ICANN.

Application Delegated to the

Applied to Operate a New TLD Root Zone by ICANN

%Yes
_ %Yes
(n=33) (n=15)*
No
Some were, 7%

some were not
8

) ‘l *Caution: low base size n=<30
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AN UNCOMMON SENSE OF THE CONSUMER"™

ENFORCEMENT COSTS — AVERAGE TOTAL
COSTS PER COMPANY




AVERAGE TOTAL DEFENSE COSTS PER COMPANY

On average, INTA members spend $150,000 per year on defensive actions with internet monitoring and
diversion actions the largest line item. Costs specific to new TLDs comprise about a seventh of the total.

Since these costs were for the Average 2yr Costs
early years of the new TLD 2015-2016
program, it is reasonable to (n=33)

expect the proportion specific
to new TLDs to rise in future. It
is also worth noting that while
the new TLDs account for a 7t
of the costs, they do not yet
represent 1/7™ of domains.

Monitoring,
_ 228,897
diversion, etc. 2
$251,533

Trademark related 22,636
86% I 2

$40,528
14%

Costs show a slight correlation
with the number of domains
registered in the period. There
is no consistent relationship to
company size.

Actions vs. Owner |G (529,999

M Actions vs. Registrar I $7,536

B General costs ® New TLD costs
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AN UNCOMMON SENSE OF THE CONSUMER"™

ENFORCEMENT COSTS — GENERAL COSTS




TRADEMARK CLEARINGHOUSE

The majority of members (~9 in 10) registered at least 1 trademark in the TMCH, with 6 in 10 registering 1-10

the gamut, ranging anywhere from $1 to $48,000.

Number of Trademarks
Registered Within the
Trademark Clearinghouse

(n=33)
0 9%
1-5 27%
r61%
6-10 33%
11-20 12%
- 30%
21 or more 18%

Average Number: 15
Median: 7
Range: 0- 148

Cost of Trademark
Clearinghouse Registrations —

2015 and 2016
(n=30)

Less than $1,000 USD 17%

$1,000 to $4,999 USD 37%

$5,000 to $9,999 USD 20%

$10,000 or more USD 27%

Average Cost: $7,773
Median: $4,038
Range: S1-548,000

Keep in mind that
not all trademarks
will require
actions—creating
and average cost per
trademark does not
reflect the cost per
action.

. Costs run

29



1-5
6-10
11-20

21 or more

# *Caution: low base size n=<30

27%

21%

24%

15%

12%

Average Number: 13
Median: 6
Range: 0- 146

Number of Proof of Use Filed
(n=33)

r73%

TRADEMARK CLEARINGHOUSE — PROOF OF USE FILINGS

Nearly 3 in 4 members have at least Proof of Use filed and reported costs vary.

Cost of Proof of Use Filings —

2015 and 2016
(n=24)*

54%
Less than $1,000 USD ’

38%
$1,000 to $4,999 USD

$5,000 or more USD 8%

Average Cost: $1,790
Median: $837
Range: S1-$17,500
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SUNRISE REGISTRATIONS

9 in 10 members have registered new TLD domains in the past two years in the Sunrise Period.

*Caution: low base size n=<30

Number of New TLDs
Registered in Past Two Years

That Are Sunrise Registrations
(n=29)*

1-10 34%
11-24 21%
25-74 21%

75 or more

Average Number: 64
Median: 13
Range: 0-495
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TRADEMARK CLEARINGHOUSE CLAIM NOTICES

Almost three-quarters of members have received Trademark Clearinghouse claim notices in the past two years, with
more than one-third receiving 100 or more notices.

Number of Claim Notices
Received — 2015 and 2016

(n=33)
0 27%
1-10 18%
11-99 18%
100-299 27%
300 or more 9%

Average Number: 107
Median: 16
Range: 0-999
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Investigations

0 29%
1-10 21%
11-99 21%
100-299 21%

300 or more 8%

Average Number: 74
Median: 13
Range: 0-551

) }\ *Caution: low base size n=<30

TRADEMARK CLEARINGHOUSE CLAIM NOTICES

Of those who have received Trademark Clearinghouse claim notices that have resulted in costs, the majority have been
for investigations, followed by warning/cease and desist letters.

Number of Claim Notices Resulting in Costs Incurred

(n=24)*
Warning/Cease and
Desist Letters

54%
29%
17%
0%

0%

Average Number: 9
Median: 0
Range: 0-93

UDRPs

79%

17%

4%

0%

0%

Average Number: 1
Median: 0
Range: 0-11

Other Actions

4%

4%

4%

0%

Average Number: 6
Median: 0
Range: 0- 105

NOTE: According to the “Independent Review of TMCH Services, Revised Report” (Liu, Rafert and Seim)
93.7% of domain name applications that were subject of Trademark Notices were abandoned

88%
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even lower.

Investigations
(n=17)*
Less than $1,000 USD 29%
$1,000 to $4,999 USD 29%
$5,000 to $9,999 USD 12%
$10,000 or more USD 29%

Average Cost: $12,837
Median: $2,625
Range: S1-560,500

ﬁ: *Caution: low base size n=<30

TRADEMARK CLEARINGHOUSE CLAIM NOTICES

Although very low base size, there is an indication that Investigation costs vary greatly, and generally cost around $500
per Investigation. Actions needed for Warning / Cease and Desist Letters appear to be more costly but base sizes are

Costs Incurred — 2015 and 2016

Warning/Cease and UDRPs
Desist Letters (n=5)*
(n=12)*
¥ st
'i‘ 2: $3,400
55% .
Y 3: 317500

|i| 4: $22,000

'i' 5: $45,000

Average Cost: $4,652
Median: $2,000
Range: $500 - $16,800

Average Cost: 17,580
Median: $17,500

Other Actions
(n=3)*

|i| 1: 8955
'i' 2: $3,000

§ 3 s6500

Average Cost: $3,485
Median: $3,000
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INTERNET MONITORING OF TRADEMARKS

Three-quarters of the members have incurred costs for internet monitoring of trademarks to identify potentially abusive

or infringing domain names, with more than half spending $10,000 or more.

Total Amount Spent to Identify
Potentially Abusive or Infringing Domain

Names — 2015 and 2016
(n=33)

souso [l 2+

$1,000 to $9,999 USD . 18%

$10,000 to $49,999 USD - 30%
$50,000 or more USD - 27%

Average Cost: $50,726
Median: $13,300
Range: SO - $405,000
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Disclaimer added

STEPS TAKEN REGARDING DAMAGES INCURRED FROM WEB —
TRAFFIC DIVERSION

Two-thirds of members have not investigated (either they are aware but haven’t done so or are not concerned). One in
three have investigated but few (only 2 members) actually calculated costs.

Steps Taken Regarding Damages Incurred
from Diversion of Web Traffic from
Trademark Owner’s Legitimate Website

Total Damages of Web Traffic Diversion —
2015 and 2016

(n=2)*
(n=33)
33% 67%
A A
[ (I \
45% o
- ’I' 1: $0
21%
®
6%
: T 2: $5,000,000
Investigated, Investigated Issue we are Not NOTE: This data is not typically or readily collected by
but do not and have aware of, but something we companies
have aclear  calculated have not have been
estimate of costs investigated  concerned
costs about

W *Caution: low base size n=<30 )



COSTS INCURRED WITH COUNTER-CONFUSION OR EDUCATION

Only 15% of members reported to have incurred costs in connection with counter-confusion marketing efforts. More
than twice that reported to have incurred costs for the education of internal teams about enforcement efforts related to
new TLDs, with dollar amounts varying greatly — but averaging around $4,000.

Counter-Confusion Marketing Efforts — Education of Internal Teams About Enforcement
2015 and 2016 Efforts Related to New TLDs — 2015 and 2016
(n=33) (n=33)
$0 USD 85% 39%
S1 to $999 USD 3% 3%
$1,000 to $9,999 USD 6% 42%
$10,000 or more USD 6% 15%
Average Cost: $2,243 Average Cost: $3,967
Median: SO Median: $1,000

Range: $0 - $50,000 Range: $0-$25,000
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AN UNCOMMON SENSE OF THE CONSUMER"™

ENFORCEMENT COSTS — NEW TLDs




ACTIONS TAKEN AGAINST DOMAIN NAME OWNERS USING NEW TLDs

Three-quarters of the members have taken action against domain name owners using new TLDs by either sending cease
and desist letters and/or UDRP proceedings.

Number of Actions Taken —
2015 and 2016

(n=33)
Cease and UDRP Civil Actions Filed After URS Proceedings ACPA Lawsuits and Trademark Infringement
Desist Letters Proceedings Adverse UDRP Rulings Appeals or Unfair Competition
Lawsuits and Appeals
0
24% 73% S Showing actual responses by members (other than zero)------------------- >
® () [ o
1 1% 9% (R | ! | R
(]
w 2: 6
2-29 36% 12%
@
'I\ 3: 11
30-99 9% 3% ®
'I\ 4: 16
w 100 or more 15% 0%

Average Number: 336 Average Number: 2
Median: 2 Median: 0

Range: 0-9,500 Range: 0- 30
39



COSTS OF ACTIONS TAKEN AGAINST DOMAIN NAME OWNERS
USING NEW TLDs

Cost vary by the action taken, however 76% have spent more than $1,000 on cease and desist letters and 88% have
spent the more $1,000 on UDRP proceedings.

Costs Incurred for Actions Taken

Cease and UDRP Civil Actions Filed After URS ACPA Lawsuits and Trademark Infringement
Desist Letters Proceedings Adverse UDRP Rulings Proceedings Appeals or Unfair Competition
(n=25)* (n=9)* (n=1)* (n=4)* (n=1)* Lawsuits and Appeals
(n=1)*
< Showing actual responses by members >
® (] @
$0 USDi 8% 11% ll\ 1: $3,000 (1) In\ 1: $2,450 (2) ll\ 1: $50,000 (1) ,i 1: $3,720 (2)

|i| 2: $6,300 (16)
$1-$999 USD. 16% 0% = 3: $6,350 (6)

- e e

4: $16,500 (1)
$1,000 to
$9,999 USD

=i c=ai)

$10,000
or more USD

Average Cost: $17,813 Average Cost: $46,152
Median: $3,000 Median: $9,500
Range: $0-$250,000 Range: $0-$300,000

)} *Caution: low base size n=<30 40



ACTIONS TAKEN AGAINST DOMAIN NAME OWNERS

Among members who have taken action against domain names owners, more than 3 in 4 involve privacy and proxy
services. Nearly 2/3rds encounter some level of inaccurate/incomplete WHOIS information.

TR Privacy and Prox
Incomplete WHOIS y . v

Information Services

n (n=26)*

(n=26)*
r62%
—77%
Average Percent: 22% Average Percent: 41%
. 76%-100% . 51%-75% . 26%-50% . 1%-25% . 0%

*Caution: low base size n=<30



Cease and Desist

Letters
0 48%
1-10 30%
11 or more 21%

Average Number: 9
Median: 1
Range: 0-50

ACTIONS AGAINST REGISTRARS

Just over half of the members have sent cease and desist letters to registrars. Fewer than 20% have filed WHOIS
inaccuracy complaints or ICANN contractual compliance complaints and only 1 had a lawsuit.

Number of Actions Against
Registrars Taken

WHOIS Inaccuracy

Complaints

12%

6%

Average Number: 13
Median: 0
Range: 0-289

(n=33)

ICANN Contractual
Compliance
Complaints

82%
12%

3%

Average Number: 0.8
Median: 0
Range: 0-17

Lawsuits

| -

0%

Average Number: ~0
Median: 0
Range: 0-1
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ACTIONS AGAINST REGISTRARS

70% of members have incurred cost of $1,000 or more for cease and desist letters, but costs average much higher.

Costs Incurred for Actions Taken
Against Registrars

Cease and Desist WHOIS Inaccuracy ICANN Contractual Lawsuits
Letters Complaints Compliance Complaints (n=1)*
(n=17)* (n=6)* (n=5)*
< Showing actual responses by members >
$0 USD 12% Iw 1: %0 li! 1: $250 i. 1: $4,500
i 2: $500 'i' 2: $1,164
$1 to $999 USD 18% . o
Im 3: $500 'l' 3: $5,000
$1.000 to $9,999 USD 41% ‘I‘ 4: $2,000 'I' 4: $5,000
l‘ 5: $9,892 ’l‘ 5: $75,000
$10,000 or more USD 29% .
1 & s10,000

Average Cost: $7,869
Median: $4,000
Range: S0 - $30,000

U *Caution: low base size n=<30
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ACTIONS TAKEN AGAINST REGISTRIES

18% of members have sent 1 or more cease and desist letters to registries.

Number of Actions Taken —
2015 and 2016

(n=33)
Cease and Desist PDDRPs RRDRPs PICDRP ICANN Contractual Lawsuits
Letters Compliance Complaints
< Showing actual responses by members (other than zero) >

82% ®

’ll 1: 1 'n\ 1: 15
@
'I‘ 2: 1

1-10 12%

6%

Average Number: 4
Median: 0
Range: 0-75
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COSTS OF ACTIONS TAKEN AGAINST REGISTRIES

As few members have taken actions against registries, a good feel as to the costs incurred is difficult to ascertain.

Costs Incurred for Actions Taken -
2015 and 2016

Cease and Desist Letters PDDRPs RRDRPs PICDRP ICANN Contractual Lawsuits
(n=6)* (n=1)* (n=1)* (n=2)* Compliance Complaints (n=0)*
(n=1)*
< Showing actual responses by members >
llllz $1 ll‘ 1: $10,000 n\ 1: $10,000 II\ 1: $15,000 li\ 1: $2,000
lllz; $120 |i\ 2: $30,000
li|3: $1,640

|i|4; $10,000
|i\5: $10,000
,ies: $10,000

AR ) )
A ,\‘“}“ *Caution: low base size n=<30
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BEHAVIORS, POLICIES AND PERCEPTIONS




CEASE AND DESIST LETTERS

Number of Cease and Desist Letters
Directed to Privacy/Proxy Service —
2015 and 2016

(n=11)*
0 36%
1-10 36%
11-24 9%
25 or more 18%

Average Number: 8
Median: 1
Range: 0-36

*Caution: low base size n=<30

Of the members who sent cease and desist letters, 64% were directed to privacy/proxy service. Among those directed
to privacy/proxy service, the majority (86%) have received at least one response from the registrant.

Number That Received

Response From Registrant
(n=7)*

1-10 71%
11-24

25 or more

Average Number: 7
Median: 2
Range: 0-27
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PREMIUM PRICING FOR DOMAIN NAMES

Three-quarters of the members evaluate premium pricing for domain names on a case-by-case basis. Two-thirds of their
domain name registration decisions have been affected by premium pricing with .sucks being mentioned the most as a

TLD that they did pay premium pricing for.

Domain Name Registration
Decisions Affected by Premium

Pricing %Yes
(n=33)

New TLDs Paid a Premium

Price to Register
.movie l

Company’s Policy on Premium

Pricing for Domain Names
(n=33)

(n=22)*

.sucks, .security, .protection

73%

.HBO

fun .asia
v‘

Y
.watch
l .shop l

.sucks, .tickets l

.news, .earth, .london

—X
.sucks, .sh/ozj

l .sucks, .xxx [TFQLW

Evaluate Refuseto  Pay for Other
ona pay all our top
case-by-  premium marks
case pricing but not -design, .digital,
basis for all .ceo, technology, .sucks, .photography, .photos,
.software, .engineer, .buzz, .pictures, .video, .website,

4
Ui *Caution: low base size n=<30

.wiki, .club

.software
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PREMIUM PRICING — LEGACY TLDs

Only 2 in 10 are aware of premium pricing for Legacy TLDs. Of those aware, .mobi, .xxx and country specific TLDs are the
Legacy TLDs mentioned most often as having premium pricing.

Aware of Premium Pricing for
Legacy TLDs

4
*Caution: low base size n=<30

Registries Observed Premium

Pricing for Legacy TLDs
(n=7)*

.mobi

43%
XXX 43%
Country specific TLD 43%
.asia 29%
tel
Other
Don’t know




COMMENTARY: DISCRIMINATORY PRICING/UNFAIR PRACTICES

Roughly half of members did not provide an answer or said ‘no’ they did not observe evidence of discriminatory pricing.

( l Everyone knows about the .sucks issue; having higher prices during the Sunrise period effectively means trademark owners will pay higher prices to ensure they

obtain an important domain registration in a certain new TLD.

Some TLDs consider our “[sports]" trademark to be a premium due to being three letter characters and as a result are charged a premium. Also, other TLDs -
including .tickets - charged a premium for domain name registrations related to some of our member teams (but not others).

A number of registries charge premium prices for our core house brand on the basis that it was "valuable" despite the fact that it is not a descriptive term.
We were also concerned that registries like .SUCKS set their pricing to discriminate against the brand owner, whereas the price to the public was lower.

Increasing number of nTLDs that are setting premium pricing for both Sunrise and trademark registration of domain names including: .sucks, .top, .love, .yoga,
.voting, .site, .rent

Certainly with regard to .SUCKs, as well as programs which charge a significant fee to block registration of marks across a variety of domains under the control of
the same registry.

Yes, as "premium" domain names lists are not published or defined in advance but only on a case by case basis, after the trademark owner asked for the
registration. Moreover, premium names are often excluded from protection program (such as former DMPL from DOnuts, and not known in advance !)

Yes, the .FEEDBACK registry is targeting brand owners with discriminatory premium pricing and also is engaging in a number of other activities that violate its PICs,
among other things.

Yes - Rightside Registry and Donuts have charged premium pricing.

We are aware that there are significant differences in pricing among Registrars. In addition, we are aware that some Registries and Registrars for new TLDs
engage in premium pricing or charge early access fees for domains containing our trademarks. We consider this discriminatory, unfair and trademark
infringement.

Yes, with .sucks and .feedback. We also find the premium fees charged by registries to be over-the-top.

Yes, the .top registry raised the Sunrise fee by 530,000 for [company].top. We refused to register.

7)
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RIGHTS PROTECTION MECHANSIMS

Two-thirds of the members feel that UDRPs and required sunrise periods have helped mitigate risks to a major/moderate
extent.

How Well Rights Protection Mechanisms

Have Helped Mitigate Risks
(n=33)

}15%

Required Sunrise Trademark Claims Uniform Rapid Post-Delegation UDRP
Periods Suspension Dispute Resolution
System (URS)  Procedures (PDDRP,
RRDRP, PICDRP)

l To a major extent [l To a minor extent
M To a moderate extent M Not at all B Unsure o1



COMMENTARY: RIGHTS PROTECTION MECHANISMS

I I Going after cyber squatters remains a very expensive line item, because they are very good at hiding. The .vn registry allows cyber squatters to thrive and
hold domain names for ransom. Defensive registrations are also expensive because there are so many new TLDs. You can't register in them all, and when
you do register in a select few, some have much higher prices during the Sunrise period, which is the only time you can guarantee being able to register the
name.

They have helped mitigate risk in that they permit brand owners the ability to take action in cases of abusive registrations after the fact, but have failed to
deter individuals from registering abusive domains in the first place.

We support the idea of having RPMs, however given the volume of new gTLD real-estate created, we do not believe that the balance has been struck
correctly between the high cost and limited effectiveness of the measures

UDRP still helps mitigate risks the best. While URS is helpful, the escalated proof required and limited remedy makes it of limited usefulness. Trademark
Claims are merely another form of Monitoring and are useful in perhaps 20% of cases where an inadvertent application is filed. And Sunrise Periods have
quickly become more a money-making product than a protective tool.

For Trademark Claims, Trademark registration is higher and more difficult than obtaining domain names. The owner of the registered trademark in any
jurisdiction might be considered to be authorized by the Trademark Office to use the mark. Therefore, | feel that Trademark Claim has mitigated the risks.

The URS and DRPs are burdensome procedures - have to be selectively pursued, compared to the broad number of registrations which incorporate a
protected mark. More effective (unfortunately) to defensively register, and only target particularly concerning domains using the RPMs.

The new TLDs are not at all beneficial. The cost is totally unreasonable and most established businesses are not using them. Instead, speculators purchased
TLDs in the hope of extorting money from established businesses. The only real beneficiary of this system is ICANN.

Have you heard of Wack a Mole? This is what domain enforcement is. As a brand owner, | fail to see the need for all of the new TLDs and feel like the RPMs
are just another way to spend money on something that doesn't buy much protection.

I don't think URS is very useful since it only suspends the domain temporarily.

Sunrise periods always helped protect trademark owners, the UDRP has traditionally been an incredibly effective tool for reclaiming assets, the claims ’ ’
process strong. Cannot speak to the URS or post procedures; have not used these mechanisms.



CHANGES PROPOSED TO IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OR

EFFECTIVENESS OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS IN NEW TLD SPACE
{

Extended/Unlimited period of time for TMICH warnings when domains are registered by third parties. More "Donuts"-like blocking mechanisms.

More pro-active respect for trademarks: e.g.., no discriminatory pricing to brand owners; a global blocking mechanism across all registries; a means to challenge
premium name designation. Currently the entire process is skewed towards domain name registrants and brand owners are forced to take reactive action.

Include a "Loser Pays" provision in both UDRP and URS actions -- this would be a real threat to bad acting speculators (NOTE: we think speculation is fine, but not
using Trademarks, etc.). Also reduce rates and consider penalties on Defaulting domain name registrants. Stronger WHOIS requirements -- even if there is an
"actual controversy" requirement for obtaining the contact information -- should be applied universally. NOTE: .com remains the most frequent source of cyber
squatters, but this could change if certain nTLDs become popular.

Increase the time for which TMCH claims notices will be sent to at least a year, and enlarge to include domains with only slight spelling variations.
Blocking lists for trademark owners
Award some kind of monetary penalty on registrants who fail to respond to demand letters or default in proceedings.

URS should also allow the transfer; WHOIS accuracy/verification or any similar checking process; Fair pricing: "premium domains" list to be approved in advance
and should not include protected trademarks; Trademark claim: exact domain matching: should be object of a express consent of owner of the trademark registered
in the TMCH (For instance with a one click action when logged in the TMICH account).

Strictly prohibit any registration of new gTLDs domain names incorporating a well-known trademark.
Recovery of domains at the conclusion of a proceeding- not suspension as in the URS.
Improvements to URS. Perhaps a loser-pays model. Perhaps improvements to the remedly.

The URS should be even more rapid. The evidentiary burdens should continue to be on the domain registrant - it would be unfair to shift them to the trademark
owner. We need controls against premium and better WHOIS accuracy. We should encourage more mechanisms like the Donuts DPML block, across registries.
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ADDITIONAL THOUGHTS ON NEW TLDs OR THEIR EFFECT ON
TRADEMARK AND ASSOCIATED COSTS

{

So far, there is no indication of any return on investment or other value in the new gTLD's for our company. It is a cost source only.

The system has improved but not nearly enough to offset the vast amount of new TLDs within which trademark owners now to have
police their marks.

We consider that the expansion of the TLD space without adequate checks and balances has imposed significant costs and risks on
brand owners without any proven value to consumers. We would urge that ICANN exercises much greater caution in any further
expansion.

Further and follow-up study of this information should be conducted. Also, there appears to be a general sentiment among registry
and registrar operators and domain speculators that corporations can easily absorb the costs of monitoring and protecting their
trademarks in the DNS. However, all of these costs have a negative impact on both the business and the consumers to whom
businesses offer their goods and services, and have limited value to most businesses. ICANN is an industry organization that
establishes marketplace rules, regulations, and costs, but it is largely controlled by companies and individuals that directly benefit
from the DNS system and the decisions they make. Compliance and protection of both privacy and intellectual property rights
should obtain greater emphasis.

We have plenty of TLDs. Adding more just adds more enforcement costs.

On the principle we agree with the new TLDs, but it is the way it has been managed (notably by ICANN and some major domain
names actors such as registries) which is questionable and not in favour of IP rights' owners

If Google and other social media and aggregating sites are ever going to update their activities and SEO protocols, then please
encourage them to do so NOW - not to wait any longer. TOO many brand owners are on hold waiting for their actions - meaning
that the whole experiment fails other than for new language entrants

7).
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SUMMARY THOUGHTS

The new TLD program does appear to have increased the overall costs of
trademark defense.

These costs are not well correlated with company size—some of the smallest
companies in the sample spent the largest amounts. With a larger sample, such
a relationship may appear, but this data suggests that the size of the company is
not a driving factor—brand activity more likely is.

However, there does appear to be a slight correlation between the number of
domains registered during the two year period and defense costs incurred.

Most of the domain registrations were made for defensive purposes, and
alternatives were few—the registrations were for specific domains related to the
brand portfolio. So, while the goal of the new TLD program is to increase choice,
for brand managers choice does not seem to be the prime consideration.
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APPENDIX — ADDITIONAL VERBATIM
COMMENTS




DISCRIMINATORY PRICING/UNFAIR BUSINESS PRACTICES
(CONT’D)

14

Not other than premium pricing.

Example: .LOVE

yes, for .sucks

.sucks - pricing was predatory and outrageous.

We have identified a couple of registrars who were withholding/reserving our company trademark from
registration. In one case, we were able to work with the registrar to "unlock" the domain and register it.

14
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RIGHTS PROTECTION MECHANSIMS (CONT’D)

I I Sunrise - often come with a major cost to the brand owner: Claims - the name is already registered before we are notified; URS - name does not get transferred;
narrow criteria for action; PDDRP - criteria are so narrowly drawn that circumstances extremely unlikely to arise; UDRP - criteria are well-defined, there is now
a body of helpful case law; transfer of the name is an option. However price is a deterrent for all but the most egregious cases.

Sunrise period and trademark claim periods are too short; companies need to implement additional measures to watch their portfolio in numerous gTLDs being
published week per week.

Some we use and they work. Other not.

URS: it is costly only to suspend (and not transfer) the litigious domain; Post Delegation: very interesting, but difficult and heavy to put in place (joint actions
from various TM holders almost required).

Sunrise periods have only a minor effect because many registries target brand owners with discriminatory pricing while at the same time many offer the same
domain name to non-brands at a much cheaper price. Claims notices do not prevent squatters from registering domain names despite notice of existing rights,
which means that the same problems as exist in the legacy TLDs persist in the new gTLDs after registration has occurred. The URS has a fairly high burden of
proof compared to the less cost effective UDRP. The PDDRP, RRDRP, and PICDRP can be effective, but are not well understood as available options, leading
them to have minor impacts on mitigating risks.

Most of what we have done is defensive registration.

These are good, but incomplete mechanisms. URS is faster than UDRP, but it is more than a matter of "days," - ineffective with really bad malware - and you
don't get the domain. UDRP takes a few months. Both are costly. Businesses still need to register defensively at significant cost to protect our customers from
misuse of our trusted brands.

We would prefer to have a blocking procedure for trademarks which would greatly mitigate the risks, but in the absence of blocking, the TMICH at least provides
a mechanism for us to register domains with our marks before they are squatted. The TMCH claims procedure works only to a minor extent because it only
captures filings for a very limited period of time. We find the URS of limited value because of the requirement for multiple domains. We use UDRP but only have
done so with legacy TLDs because an overwhelming volume of infringing domains are in .com.

The Sunrise Period allows trademark owners to purchase a domain incorporating a key trademark before anyone else can. The other mechanisms, however, do
not seem that effective and require a significant outlay of resources from trademark owners.

We've not had the opportunity to use. ’ ,
Registrants are willing to risk a small registration fee to use a domain name with a famous trademark in it.



CHANGES PROPOSED TO IMPROVE EFFICIENCY OR
EFFECTIVENESS OF ENFORCEMENT ACTIONS IN NEW TLD SPACE

(CONT’D)
{(

They should be cheaper.

There should be designated employees at each registrar and proxy service who actually answer emails from brand owners and those registries
should ban certain registrants who are repeat offenders.

More understanding by marketing and sr. management within organizations. Currently, most are still focused on .com and do not see any benefit
of new TLDs - especially since they are not relevant for SEO activities

Acceptable Use policies at the registry level have been very helpful. If ICANN would take notice of what bad registries are currently doing in the
new gTLD space it would help with keeping the new gTLD space safer and cleaner.

7)
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APPENDIX — SURVEY AND WORKSHEET
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SURVEY

BANK (258 AND Q635 ON THE SAME SCREEN]
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SURVEY

BASE: ALL RESPONDENTS [SECTION 700: tAAIN SURVEY |
Q99  SCREENER QUALIFICATION IDENTEICATION QUESTION {DOES NOT APPEAR ON SOREEN) SP: DISPLAY BACK BUTTON

y ‘ oy BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS

; o QP00 Tostart, MU's get as understandng of your company’s recent sctivity related te dosain nases.
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5 OVERALL QLK registrations for ecsting domain mames)? For clirity, by domain same we =seas s intemet domain nase sach i

6 NOT SCREENER 06932 Lom or your xye.

i Y&
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TLDs caled “ccTLDS™ such as “yourcompany us® or “yourcomoarry.uk®,

Rucuntly, sew TLDS have een made svailable for registration of domain sames. For exasgle, bink, space,
photegraghy, vl dosain nases can be regstered.

Did you register any domans names usisg 4 new TLD thet WAS NOT o of the fellowng TLDs?
LEGACY AND ccTLDs

o
arpa
asla
bz
Lat
com
coop
L
Py

rt

job

i

mob
musaum
nare
et

oy

post

ore

wl
travel
xxx
a country specfic TLD Fhe s of .uk, called & «TLD

Yeu, regatered one of more new TLD domains—a TLD NOT in the list abowe
F No, did not register a doman n & new TLD

No, did not register a doman in & new TLD bt registered 4 legacy TLD
=1 No, dd not register a deman in & new TLD -~ but registered 4 ¢cTLD



SURVEY

BASE: REGISTERED MORE THAN 1 DOMAIN PAST 24 MOS (705>1]
Q715 Of thw (RESPONSE FROM Q705)

o ain nases you registered, how many did you register in each categery:

1 LepaoyTWDs ||| I_| [RANGE: 0-9999)
PRSI Il bl ] [RANGE: 0-9999)
3. MewTLDs Iod il ] [RANGE 1-9999] |DISPLAY ONLY IF Q740/1]

DISPLAY SUM — TOTAL MUST EQUAL RESPONSE FROM Q705

PN ALLOW RESPONDENTS TO GO FORWARD WITHOUT ENTERING A RESPONSE IN EACH BOX AS LONG AS THE
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using other TLDs 1L IRANGE: 0-9999)

2. A new TLD registration that reglsced an eesting
domain that wied a legacy TLD o ¢cTLD |

1 IRANGE: 0-9999)
3. Aregistration that duplcated &
domain in & kgacy TLD o ccTLD ~ for example,
You regatered yourcasoarry. bank
and ako hive yourcompasy com Il bl IRANGE: 0-9999)
DISPLAY SUM

NSES MUST - Q715

)

\
\

NEW TLD RESP

IF RE NS 1-3 LEFT BLANK, FORCE A
& EACH
[PN: ALLOW RESPONDENTS TO GO FORWASD WAITHOUT ENTERING A RESPONSE IN EACH BOX AS LONG AS THE TOTAL MATCHES
RESPONSE FROM Q715 _3]

=

Xos 2o

BASE: REGISTERED 1 DOMAIN PAST 24 MOS AND REGISTERED A NEW GTLD (7051 AND 710~1
Q722 ‘Which of the folloming categories did the new TLD dosain nase you registered fall ime?

-

1. Anewly registered same—no other smilar domains hiree been regstered using ctver TLDs

2. Aregistration that replaced an existisg domain thit awd 2 kgacy TLD or ecTLD

3. Aregistration that duplicated 4 dossain in a legacy TLD or ¢€TLD

yourcompany. bask and ako have yourcom pasy cos

== IF REGISTERED 1 DOMAIN PAST 24 MOS AND REGISTERED A NEW GTLD (705+1 AND 710«1) AND
. THEN FORCE Q720 _1~1 ELSE FORCEA D
, THEN FORCE Q720 _2-1 ELSE FORCEA D
Q722/3, THEN FORCE Q720 _3-1 ELSE FORCEAQ

for example, you registered

BASE: REGISTERED 1 DOMAIN IN PAST 24 MOS AND REGISTERED A NEW TLD (Q705~1 AND Q7101
Q725 What TLD aternatives did you consider, f arry, for the demain registered in & new TLD?
3. There were no practical TLD alternatives or we did not contider slternatives for the sew TLD domain we

wanted
1. Closest alermnative was another NEW TLD, e 8., fnasce isatead of .bank
2. Closest alermnative was 4 LEGACY er <<TLD, .., com wirdus ank
5F. REGISTERED 1 DOMAIN N PAST 24 NOS AND RECISTERSD A NOW TLD (QT03=1 AND Q7 10=1] AND:

Q . THEN FORCE Q727 _1~1 ELSE FORCEAQ
, THEN FORCE Q727 _2=1 ELSE FORCEAQ
, THEN FORCE Q727 _3~1 ELSE FORCEAQ

BASE: REGISTERED MORE THAN 1 DOMAIN PAST 24 MOS AND REGISTERED A NEW GTLD (705>1 AND 715 _3»0)

Q727 For the (RESPONSE FROM Q715_3) domain nares that you registerad in a nam TLD, for hom many did you
cordider altarmative TLDs?

3. There were no practical TLD alternatives or we did not contider slternatives for the sew TLD domain we

wanted |__1 1 | 1 [RANGE: 0-99%9)
1. Asother NEW TLD ik thw clonust sltersative, e, finance instead of 2ane |1 | |,
9999
2. ALEGACY TLD or ceTLD wirk thw chonast alter native, e.g., com wersus bank | __|__|
2999

1 [RANGE: 0-
| [RANGE:O-
L 3 NS 1-2 LEr B, MK, FORCE EALK

(PR ALLDW RESAOMOENTS TO GO FORWARD WITHDUT ENTTRING A RESPORSE |N EACH BOX AS LONG AS THE TOTAL MATONES RESPONSE
qrs_ 1)
BASE: REGISTERED 1 LEGACY OR CCTLD DOMAIN NAME (715 _1-1 OR 715 2-1

Q730 For the deman same that you regatened i & legacy TLD or ceTLD, did you convidur regateriog n a new TLD a s
alternative?

i Yes

2. Ne

SF. REGSTEARD 1 LOGACY DR CCTLO DOMAIN NAME [T12_%et OR 712_2e1] AND:
Q , THEN FORCE Q732 _1~1 ELSE FORCEAQ
Q?

V2, THEN FORCE Q732 _2-1 ELSE FORCEAQ

BASE: REGISTERED MORE THAN 1 LEGACY OR CCTLD DOMAIN NAME (715 _1>1 OR 715_>»1

Q732  For the (SUM OF RESPONSES FROM Q715 _1 AND Q715 _2) doman namues that you regivtered in & legacy TLD or
e TLD, how miny did you convder regsterisg in 4 new TLD &t an aternative?

1. Considered NEW TLD s i natiee
2. DID NOT conuider NEW TLD as an aternative

|RANGE: 0-9999]
[RANGE: 0-9999]

DESPLAY SUM
TOTAL OF REPONSES MUST = SUM OF Q715 1
LEGACY TLD RESPONSE AND Q715 _2 CCTLD RESPONSE
IF RE NS 1-2 LEFT BLANK, FORCE A EACH
(PP ALLDW AESAOMOENTS
THE SUM OF O

DRWARD WITHOUT ENTERING A RESPORSE |N EACH BOX AS LONG AS THE TOTAL MATONES RESPONSE FAOM
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SURVEY

BASE: NEW DOMAINS REGISTERED WAS DUPLICATE TO LEGACY (Q720 _3»1)
QY35. For the (RESPONSE FROM Q720_3) domains that duplicsted a registration in a legacy TLD or «cTLD, hew many
registrations were intended primerily Lo prewent the aame from beisg wed by ancther registrant and how many

ware not?
1. Primarily 10 prevest the nase from being used by snotwr registrant [ |
RANGE: 0-999%
2. Not primarily 10 prevent the name from Deing used by another regstrant | O O I |

RANGE: 0-999%

DEPLAY SUM
TOTAL OF REPONSES MUST - Q720 3
DUPLICATED A LEGACY TLD RESPONSE

PN: ALLOW RESPONDENTS TO GO FORWARD WITHOUT ENTERING A RESPONSE IN EACH BOX AS LONG AS THE TOTAL
MATCHES RESPONSE FROM Q

BASE: 1 NEW DOMAIN REGISTERED WAS DUPLICATE TO LEGACY (Q722/3)
Q737. For the deman same Bt duplicated a registration wing a kegacy TLD er ccTLD, wis the registration ntended
primaniy 10 prevent the nasse from beng used by snother registrant?

¥ DOMAIN REGISTERSD WAS DUPLICATE TO LEGALY [Q72273) AND
THEN FORCE Q73S _1~1 ELSE FORCEA QD
2, THEN FORCE Q73S _2=1 ELSE FORCEAQ

BASE: REGISTERED A DOMAIN NAME (705>0

Q739 The next fem gaestions wil be asking sbout pirked and redirected domain nases. By pirked, we mean that
domain sames are registered and rewreed for pour ae, But not in active service. The site dsplays &
placeholder webipige lice “under develop=ent™ or sisslir term. By redirected, we muin that they transfer the
web: browsier 1o ancther site that & sctive

BASE: REGISTERED MORE THAN 1 DOMAIN NAME (705>1)

Q740. Howm =any of each type of the [RESPONSE FROM (705) dosain nases you have registered in the past twe years are
parked? By parked, we = an that thay are registered and resersed for your wie, But not in active service. The site
displays & placehelder meboage ke “asder deveiopment” o Umiar term

PLEASE DO NOT COUNT SITES THAT ARE REDRECTED TO ACTIVE SITES.

For your reference, earlier pou said you registered a total of [RESPONSE FROM Q705) domain sames is the past two

years
DISPLAY IF Q715 )] (REFERENCE q715_3) mew TLDs
DISPLAY #F Q715 _1 (REFERENCE q715_ 1) wgacy TLDs
DISPLAY 0F Q715_2>0] (REFERENCE q715_2| ¢cTLDs
1. Parked mew TLDs Il [RANGE 0-Q715_3] [JDISPLAY IF Q715_3»0]
2. Parked Legacy TLDs Il ] [RANGE:O S_1] [DEPLAY IF Q715 _1»0)
3. Parked ccTLDs Il )] IRANGE:0-Q715_2] [DISPLAY IF Q715

—  DEPLAYSUM
TOTAL OF REPONSES MUST B2 < OR = Q705

PN ALLOW RESPONDENTS TO GO FORWARD WITHOUT ENTERING A RESPONSE IN EACH BOX AS LONG AS THE TOTALS
LESS THAN OR EQUAL TO Q705 RESPONSE)

BASE: REGISTERED 1 DOMAIN NAME (70!

Q74 Is the don AIME YOu e arked? By parked, me mean that they sre registered and reserved for your use,

But not is active wrvice. The site dsplays & placehoider web e duvek 1" o similar term.
i Yes
2. Mo
5. REGISTEARD 1 DOMAIN MNAM o] AND:

EQ740_1~1 ELSE FORCE A D
EQ740_2«1 ELSE FORCE A D
E Q740_3~1 ELSE FORCE A O

Q742/1 AND Q
Q742/1 AND Q
Q7a/1 AND Q
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SURVEY

BA EGISTERED MORE THAN 1 DOMAIN NAME (7051
Q745. How many of each type of thw [RESPONSE FROM Q705) domain nases you have registered in the past twe years are
redirected 1o bctive sites? By redirectod, we =oan that thay trasafer the web browser 10 another site that is active.

For your reference, earlier you ssid you registered a total of [RESPONSE FROM Q705) domain sames is the past two

years
DISPLAY OF Q715 _3»0) (REFERENCE q715_3| mew TLDs
DISPLAY 0F Q715 _1>0) (REFERENCE q715_1) wgacy TLDs
DISPLAY IF Q715_1>0) (REFERENCE q715_2) ¢cTLDs
1. Redicected 1o new TLDs I )| [RANGE: 0-Q715_3] [DISPLAY IF Q715 _3>0]
2. Rudirected 1o Legacy TLDs I | [RANGE:0-Q715_1] [DISPLAY IF Q715_1>0]
3. Redicected 1o ccTLOs 1) [RANGE:0-Q715_2] [DISPLAY ¥ Q715_2»0)

DISPLAY SUM
TOTAL OF REPFONSES MUST BE <« OR = QNS

PRt ALLOW RESPONDENTS TO GO FORWARD WITHOUT ENTERING A RESPONSE IN EACH BOK AS LONG AS THE TOTAL 5 LESS THAN
OR EQUALTO ¢ ESPONSE]

BA 13 D 1 DOMANN NAME [705-1] AND NOT PARKED (742~2

Q747. s the domain same you regstered redicected? By redicected, we mean th

hey transfer the web browser te
another ste that is active.

AED 1 DOMAIN NANE (703e1] AND NOT PARKED (T4De2) AND:
ND Q710/1, THEN FO Q745_1«1 ELSE FORCE A O

Q745 _2~1 ELSE FOR
/4, THEN FORCE Q745_3~1 ELSE FO

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS
Q750. Did your compiany apply 1o operate 4 sew TLD? To be dear, we dre not ssking about registering & domain name, bt
hiring the rights to control the use of a TLD registry.

BASE: APPLIED TO OPERATE A NEW TLD (Q750-1)
QISS. Was your apglication(s) dewgated 10 the root rone by ICANN?

L Ye
2. Mo
3. Some mere, s0me were not

n

SECTION 200~ ENFORCEMENT COSTS |

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS

QB00 Mow me want Lo sk about the costs of trademark enforcement relative 1o these doman registrations. Waen
You were ineted 1o compete this sureey, we presided o weoreksheet for you 1o use to gather thew costs. If you
hirvw compheted that morksheet, filing out the remaising questicns wil go such maore quickly. If you do not
hiree your completod woeksheet handy, ypou can suspend the sunsey now until you re ready.

Do you want to saigend?

i Y PROVIDE INSTRUCTIONS AND ABILITY TO REQUEST NEW WORKSHEET
INTINUE

PG F OB000, THEN DISPLAY THE FOLLOAWING TEXT: Cick o= he ink below S cpen 8 copy of the workahest. Onze you
REVE {78 WSCITeN! SO, JTU TET IUATENT 118 Jarvey Dy SHSENG SN TeaUTe [Bter Bt the ST center of the 3ceen. AWhen
Y5 mave compietes e wTraheet, O ok on e auney |rk 25 30d £l Bioe JTU IS e e e survey whens you efl oY,

[PM: INSERT A HYPSALINK THAT WL OFEN UP THE WORKSHERT FLE)

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS

QR04  Please be sure that, 10 the best of your abilty, yoar cost estimates inclade

Both in-hoaw and cutsde counse’ sl Tees,

Fling foes,

Investigation ceats

and the total conts, inchuding benefits, of personned resposaibile for these activities.

You should capture all costs incorred over the past 2 years (2015 and 2016).

We are lcoking for the costs spent over U past 24 months (2015 and 2016) « If you osly have costs svailabile for a
tmue-senth period, use that 1o estisate costs for the 10tal 28 months based on the levdl of activity in each 12-
month period (e, if the level of activity wis mach grester in the year foe wivich you Save data, do your best to
adpust the tetal for the two years combined )

Which method did pou use 1o estisate your costs for e 24-menth period?

Ruviewed dats for both 2015 and 2016
Estimated based on 2016 data only
Estim based on 2015 duta enly
Vared acrens gaestions

o

BASE: ALLQUALIFEED RESPONDENTS
QA0S For the remainng questions, while you shoald =ake your sswers it sccurite as poasilie, we understand that yeu
miry only be abie 10 give your Dest estissate and that & fine.

Workstwet 1: How many, ifany, of your trademirks are regatered within the Trademark Clearnghouse?

Il )| Trademarks registered in the Tradessark Ouirisghose [RANGE: 0-999]
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SURVEY n

BASE: HAD ONE OR MORE DOMAINS IN THE TCH {QB0S»0 BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS
Q307 Worksswet 2: What & your estimate of the 1otel costs |imena sad third party) of these Tradesark Oearisghosie Q830 Worksswet 9: What & your estimate of the 1ot ount spent in 2015 and 2016 on inturset menitering of
Repstrations for 2015 and 2016, is USD? trademarks o identify potentially sbusive o infrisging domain names, in USD?

Db Lt )] USDS [RANGE: 0-99,999,994]
b L) )] USDS [RANGE: 1-99,999,994]

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS
BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS Q240 Workstwet 10 How many of sach of the following actions his your compasy taken in the past 24 months agaisat
Qa816 Workeswet 3: For how many of the (REFERENCE QE05) trade=arks registered within the Tradesark Quirisghosie

domain same owners ukng nes TLDS?
did you file & Proof of Use?

1. Cosse and desin tters Il [RANGE: 0-9999)
1ol h | Prools of Use fled in the Trademark Charinghouse |[RANGE: 0-999] 2. UDEP preceedngs Il [RANGE: 0-9999]
3. Civil actions Sled alter adverse
BASE: FILED ONE OR MORE PROOFS OF LISE IN THE TMCH (O816>0) UDRF rdings LAl bl IRANGE: 0-9999)
Q817 Workeswet &: What & yeur estimate of the total costs of thew Proofs of Use Flisgs Sor 2015 and 2016, in USD? 4. Uniform Ragid Sasgensien Syssem |URS)
proceedings ol L] [RANGE: 0-9999)]
Db L | ] USDS [RANGE: 1-99,999,994] 5. Amti-cybersg c " P
Act |ACPA) lawiuits and sppeals Il | IRANGE: 0-9999)
BASE: REGISTERED 1 OR MORE DOMAINS PAST 24 MOS AND REGISTERED A NEW GTLD (705>=1 AND 710=1) €. Tradesark infringement or unfair competition
Q818 Workitwet 5: Of the (REFERENCE Q715 _3| mew TLD domaing that you registured in the past two ywirs, how many lirwsats and appesls (other thas ACPA lawiuits
were Sune e Regatrations? and apzeas and civl sctions fikd after
adverse UDRP rdings) Il 1] [RANGE: 0-9999)

o] Trademarks fied in the Sanciw Pericd of New TLDs  [RANGE: 0-999)
BASE: TAKEN ACTION (SUM OF QB40_1-6>0
BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS Q245 Workiswer 110 W re the coats your comparnny has incurred foe thesw acticns in the past 24 monsths?

Q810 Workiswmet 6: Bow many, ifany, Trademirk Clharinghouse daim sctices has your company received in 2015 and 1. Cosse and desiv wtters I bbbl d ) USDS IRANGE: 0-99,990,999]
2016 under new TLOs? 2. UDRP preceedings Tl D h b b Bl 1| USDS [RAMGE: 0-99,999,999]
3. Civil actions Sled after adverse
1) | Cuaiss notices recuived in 2015 and 2016  [RANGE: 0-99% UDRP rdings, b b b L) USDS [RANGE: 0-99,999,999]
4. Uniform Ragid Sasgension Syssem |URS)
BASE: RECEIVED 1 OR MORE CLAIM NOTICES FOR NEW GTLDS (Q£10>0) procendings) Lo b b h | ) USDS IRANGE: 0-99,999,994]
Q315 Workitwet 7: How many of these (RESPONSE FROM Q810) Tradesark Jeirisghowie dais notices hive resulted in 5. Amti-cybersg c " W
coats incurred related 1o any of the folowing? Act [ACPA) lawiuits and sppeals Pl b | USDS [RANGE: 0-99,999, 909
6. Tradesark infringement or unlsir competition
1 Investigations |l 1.l [RANGE: 0-QE10] lirmsasts and appesls jother thas ACPA lawiits
3 Warsng/Cesse and desiv letters [ | [RANGE: 0-QE10] and apzeas and chil acticns fikd after
4 Unform Domain Nese Dispute Resautcn Pdicy proceedings |UDEPs) I [RANGE: 0-QB10§ adverse UDRP rdings) b b bbb bt b | USDS [RANGE: 0-99,999,999)
S Other actiond (e.g Declarstory Judg=entfdvl action| thut led
10 abowe reliuted costs Pl [RANGE: 0-QB10§
BASE: TAKEN ACTION [SUM OF OB40_1-6>0
BASE: HAD ONE OR MORE ACTIONS ON CLAIM NOTICES [SUM OF QE1S _1-5»0] Q75 Workitwet 12: What gercent of the actions that you hive taken against domain nkme owsers involee the
Q820 ‘Worksswet B: And what were the coats incurred for each type of action you took vis-b-vis e [REFERENCE QB10) following?
diem notices you receved daring the 2-pear period (2015 and 2016)7 .
[PN: OMLY SHOW THOSE THAT WERE GIVEN ONE OR MORE IN Q&35 ( 1 insceurate/incamglats WHOK Mnformation
{im., email Bounces back o coase and desst et
1 Investigations Ll L h )| USDS [RANGE: 1-99,999,999) rutursed as usdelverabie) Il IRANGE: 0-200%]
3 Warsing/Cesse and desist letsers P b | USDS [RANGE: 1-99,999,99%)
4 Undferm Domain Nase Dispute 2. Privacy and preocy srvices 10 h ] [RANGE: 0-100%)
Resolation Palicy proceedings (UORPS) |1 10 b 1 b ] USDS [RANGE: 1-99 999 999)
S Other actions (e.g Declarstory Judg=enty
el action) that led
10 above related costs T bbb bl )] USDS [RAMGE: 1-99,999,99%]
13 14
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SURVEY

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS
Qa50 ‘Workssweet 13 What s your et

registrar is an entity autheozed 1o sell dosain na=es «.g. GoDaddy|?

1. Couse and desint wtters

2. WHOIS Insccar ey complaints

3. ICANN Centractual Comglisnce
complaists

4. Lawmsuits

BASE: HAD PROCEEDING AGAINST REGISTRARS (SUM OF Q#S0_1-4>0

Workssmet 14 What s your etisate of the costs iscarred for each of the fellowing from actiens against

Qass
regiatrars?
1. Cosse and desint witers I
2. WHOIS Inscear ey complaints [ }
3. ICANN Contractual Comglisnce
complaints 1.
4. Lawsuits [}

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS

QE60 ‘Workiswet 150 What s your estimate of the total namber of sach of the following sctions against registries in the

st 24 mosth?

1. Cosse and desin wtters

Post Delegation Dispute Resclation Policy

proceudisgs (FODEPs) vis onlne complaint

systess or formal groceeding

3. Repstry Restriction Dispate Resouticn
Policy proceedings (REDAPs| via oniine
complaint system o formal precuedng

4. Publc Imerest Commitment Dispute

Rusaution Pdicy preceeding [PICDER)

wia onlise comglant system or fermsal

»

proceediog
S. ICANN Contractual Comglisnce complaints
6. Lawsuits

PROVIDE MOUSEOVER FOR REGISTRY:

I)_| IRANGE:0-999]
Il_l [RANGE 0-999)
I_l_| IRANGE:0-999)
11l [RANGE: 0-999)

11| USDS [RANGE: 0-99, 999 999)
111 USDS IRANGE: 0-99,999 999]

1. 1] USDS [RANGE: 0-99,999,999]
I_l__| USDS [RANGE: 0-99, 999, 999)

[RANGE: 0-999%)

RANGE: 0-999]

RANGE: 0-999]

|RANGE: 0-9949]
RANGE: 0-999]
[RANGE: 0-99%)

Regstries |A Registry s the database of @l doman nimes registered under & certain TLD. A Regasey
Operater, wso known as Network Information Canter [NIC), refers 10 person(s) cr entity|iws) responslbile
for pravidieg registry services. A list can be feund here: Mitps: [/ mww i cana ong/resources/ pages /Tsting-

2012-02-254n.)

ate of the number of each of the fdlowisg types of actionts openst reghitrars |a

BASE: TOOK ACTIONS AGAINST REGISTRIES (SUM OF OE60>0)
QR65 Workiswet 16 What s your estisate of the total cost incurred in the past 24 ssonths from proceed ing apains
registries threugh the folowing?

1 Cosse and desiot wtters L TR BN R R O R i,
3. Post Delegation Dispute Resolation Palicy

proceadisgs (FODAPs) vis onlne complaint

systes or formal groceeding LU U O U R R N N |
1. Regstry Restriction Dispate Resolution

Policy proceedings (RRDAPs) via oniine

complaint system o formal preceedng L [ IO O I U R I |
¢ Publc Imerest Commit=unt Dspute

Resoution Poicy preceedng (PICDAR)

wia onlise comalent system or ferssal

| USO8 s

| USDS puans

o

| Lsos

procediog b ) USDS
5. ICANN Contractui Comglisnce complaints || 1,111 1 ) | |usos
6. Lamsuits | ol ) usos

BASE: ALL QUALW RESPONDENTS
Q870 Workiswet 17 What wteps, Farny, have pou taken regarding the damages ncurred lrom diversion of web traffic
from the trademark ownee's RgRimate weob Ute |lost sakes, leat revenue, and reputationsl damage|?

(1) Not something we huve Seen concemed aboat

(2)1tis anissoe we are sware of, 2t have net investigated
(3) We have investigated, but 4o not have & dear
(4) We have isvent and have calculated costs

timate of costs

BASE: INVESTMIATED COST FROM DIVERSION {QET0-4)
Q72 Workiswet 18 What s your estisate of the totsl damages of meb traffic dver sion over the past 24 mostha?

S R R R Y P
BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS

QE80 Workiswe! 1% What s your estisate of the total costs you hive incurred in the past 24 months in consection with
the following activities?

| USDS |[RANGE: 0-99,999,9949]

1 Comnter-confusion marketing efforts,

such as corrective advertsing Il ol o )] USDS IRANGE: 099,999 999]
2 Education of isternal teams sbout
enforcement efforts rdited to

the new TLDs L dl ot bt D] 1| USDS [RANGE: 0-99,999,999)

N
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SURVEY

[ SECTION 900 BEHAVIORS. POLCIES AND PERCEPTIONS |

BASE: HAD CEASE AND DESIST LETTERS (153 »0]

Q00 Workitwet 20 Of the estimated INSERT RESPONSE FROM £15/3) cosse and desit [IF Q815731 INSERT lettur] [F
QA15/3 >2 INSERT letters] your company sent in 2015 and 2016, how many are drected Lo & privacy of proasy
wrvice

Cosse and desin Witers wnt 1o privacy/praoy Wreike | O | |RANGE: 0-999]

Pt DO NOT ALLOW RESPONDENT TO MORE FORWARD UNLESS RESPONSE IS < OR = TO RESPONSE FROM G815 3

BASE: CEASE AND DESIST LETTERS SENT TO PRIVACY/PROXY SERVICE (Q900 »1)

Q05 ‘Workstwet 21 And of those (INSERT RESPONSE TO Q900) cease and desst letters sent 1o privicy o proay services,

for mow miasy did you get @ resgonse from the regstrant (Le., the alleged inkinger comples of respends to the
letter|?

Il )| IRANGE: 0-999]

Pt DO NOT ALLOW RESPONDENT TO MORE FORWARD UMLESS RESPONSE IS TO RESPONSE FROM O300.]

BASE: ONE CEASE AND DESIST LETTER SENT TO PRIVACY/PROXY SERVICE {Q900~1)
Q07 Did thw couse and desist Mtter sent 10 2riviacy and proxy services get i response from the registrant e, the
aluged nfrisger complied or responded 1o the letter|?

b You
2 No

BASE: ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS

Q910 Which of the folloming Dest describes your company’s policy/practices on premiam pricing for domain names? By
premium pricng, we are spedficaly referring 1o priciag that s higher wihen the domain same incorporates 4
trademark 1

n when the doman & more geser i or does not iscude a tradesark.

We refase 10 pay @l gresium gricng
We piry for oar top marks but not fee al
We eviluate on & Cae-by-cise basis
Other (specily)

oo

BASE: ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS
Q15 Have sy of your deman same registration decisions tees affected by premium pricng of dosain nases?

i Y
2. Me
BASE: DECISIONS AFFECTED BY PREMIUM PRICONG {Q915~1)
Q920 For which new TLODs did you pay @ gresium grice 1o register 2 domain name?  [NON-MANDARTORY)

n

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS (099/1)

Q30 Arw you wwiare of oy premium peicng foe any legacy TLOS?

UST OF LEGACY TLDs

e
arpa
asia
i

cat

<orm
Locp
Adu

o

traved

X

& country soec e TLD how s o b cdlod 4 cTLD

BASE: AWARE OF PREMIUM PRICING FOR LEGACY GTLDS (Q830-1)]

In which regstries did you observe premium pocng foc legacy TLDS? Please seloct all that apply
ALLOW MULTIFLE MENTIONS, DISPLAY LIST IN 2 COLUMNS]

o
arpa
3. e
- 1]
S,
8. «<om
T. «oop
8. a2
9. g
won

1. ptn

12. .

13, .mabl

4. .mawurn

15, .rarm

e et

T. e

15 pomt

% po

0. -

2%, e

2% e

23, acourtey el TLD Bow un or bk, called s ccTD
96 Other

96 Moo of the o

99 Ded't know
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SURVEY

BASE:

ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (Q99/1)

Q2490

Have you otserved awy evidesce or examphes of dscrminatory pricing or other unfair Busisess practices r
arrg of the new TLDA? If so, please describe NON -MANDARTOKY)

Qes0-0951)
ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (099/1)

How well do you believe that the nemly created Rights Protection Mechanisms foe the new TLDs (reguired Sunrise
Puriods, Trademark Claims, Uniform Rapid Suspesiion System (URS), Pest-Delegation Dispute Resolstion Procedares
(PODRP, REDAP, PICDAR) and LDAP| have helped to mitigate the rsks ivvoived with the expassion of the sew TLD
program?
L Nt
Toa mnee wount
Toa mederate waen
Toa majer extest
Ussure

nawPe

Requred Sunrse Pereds

Tradessark Claims

Uniform Ragid Sasgension System |URS)
Post-Delgation Disgute Resclution
Procedures [PRORP, RRDEP, MCORP)

5. UDRP

Wk

BASE: ALLQUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (099/1)
Q51 Please tell us wivy you fewl the Rights Protection Mechansms listed abovwe hive e have net mitigated the
risks invohred with new TLDS?  |[NON-MANDARTORY)

ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (Q99/1)

What changes, ifany, mould you propose 16 isgrove the effickency or effectiveness of enforcement actions in
New TLD space? INON-MANDARTORY)

[SECTION 1000 DEMOGRAPHICS/FIRMOGRAPHICS

BANK Q1000 AND Q1005)
BASE: ALLQUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (099/1)
Q000 The next fem guestions are 10 allow us 16 etter understand you and your arganization.

Wi
please provide your best estimate

Less than 15 employees

25 10 49 employens

50 10 99 employees

100 to 249 employwes
25010 499 employves

500 to 999 employwes
1,000 10 4,999 emgloyees
5,000 10 24,9%) employees
25,000 e moce wmployees
9% Mot sure

VoW ke

[N N

BASE: ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (099/1)
Q1005 ‘What is your company’s appresimate total snnusl revenue?

Less than 510 Milios USD

$10 Milkon 1o less Than $100 Millon USD
$100 Milion %0 less than S250 Milios USD
5250 Milion %o less than $500 Milios USD
$500 Milion %o less than 51 Billon USD

$1 Bilkion 10 less an 52 Bllcn USD

$2 Billon 1o wss Ban $3 Bllen USD

$3 Bilkon 10 st Than $5 Bllicn USD

$5 Billion 10 less Tan 53 Bllcn USD

3 58 Bilkon 10 ess Than $10 Bilien USD

1 $10 Bilion er more

9 Mot sure

WV oh Wk e

TR

BANK Q1010 AND Q1015)
BASE: ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (099/1)
Q1010 Which ome of the fellowing Lest descrites the type of batines on which your company fecuses?

Business 10 Business sales (B28)
Business 10 Consumer sales |B2C)
Business 10 GovwrasentPublic Secter
Business 10 Nea Profit

Some comtination of the abowe

B W ok

2 is the apgrovisate nasber of employee in your company, it ol locations mordwide? If you are unsare,

n
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SURVEY

BASE: ALL QUALIFEED RESPONDENTS (099/1)

Q1015 What is your company’s grissary type of busisess at your location?  JDISPLAY IN 2 COLUMNS)

1. Acomsoddios

2. W aaodiary 10 fisncad sereicr and inurinos activites

3. i of extraterr noal oopaniations ind bodies

4. W of had offices, rrunagurment cossultincy activites

5. Activitin of howeholds i errgliopers; undiferntisted goods- ind ). activities of b whaldh for oan
us

6. Adwertsing and market research

7. Agricuture, foeasiry asd fishing

8. Artrinsport

9. Archinectural ind enginesring activitieg, Techsical testiog and asdyis
0 At ertersansent and recreation

Civil engismariog

Computer progeamming, consaltincy and selsted activties
Construction of buldings

Education

15 Ewcuricity, g, steas and i1 condition ng sapsly

16 Emglopsent activities

17, Finascisl servion activites, weoezt nsarasce and pengon fundisg

1B Food and bevwrage wervion actvities

19, Hamans health activities

20 Informution service actidties

21 Iniurance, remurinos asd pernion fusding, et compu sory socd searity
22, Lind trasagon and transsort Wi 2l pelises

23 Leggal and accountiog sctieties

24 Munulactaring

25 Mising and quarrying

26 Moticn goture, woeo and Seliviion prog am prodaction, sousd reconding asd musc putlshisg sctieties
27. Office adesiniitr sthoe, 0fTice segazoet and cther business suzpon activities
28 Othwr profunsond, soentific asd technical activites

29, Othwr wervics activites

30, Pontid asd courier sctieten

31 Programesing and Broadcnting sctieties

32 Pubshe adminineation ansd defense; compusory socal secarity

33 Publishing actities

38 Rl evtate sctivien

35 Runtid and leasing activities

36 Rusidential care sctivtien

37. Rutal rade, woopt of molor whides ind motorepcs

3B Scentific research ind deselopsent

39, Secarity and imepation activties

A0 Services 1o baiidings and lindicape activities

41 Socid work actiities withoot sccomsodation

AL Spedaled convy uction actiities

43 Telcommunicitioss

A& Trawed agency, 1our operaioe, reereation send o dnd relited actiities
45 Wumerinary actiities

A6 Warehouti ng and wugport activities for ramportation

A7, Water wupply; weerige, maste =anagement ind resed @t on sctivties
4B Waner trasagon

40, Wholesabe and retai trade and repa i of moter setiches and motcrcyches
SO0 Whalesale tade, woonpt of motor whices and motoscpcies

99 Other {spedify)

BASE: ALL QUALIFIED RESPONDENTS (099/1)

QU020 Thank yeu very much for yeur efferts to complete this survey. If there 5 snythisg else you would ke 1o say about
the new TLD4, theis effect on trademarks ind the assocuted coats, please eater that here. ¥ pou have nothing «lse

10 add, agan, we thank you.

NON-MANDATORY TEXT BOX]

STANDARD CLOSE
Q31 — bulurd the wowne GUEMSON that holdy wid pupe wordeg

Trame you tr yur paspeten  tha umey!
‘We spzrecisie your tree ane hank you for your cpinons.

BASE: AL RESPONDINTS

CPAE [WDOCN CUESTION - MANDATORY QUESTION SELECTION |

IMULTIPLE RESPORST]
[CLENT SAMPLE - GET COOE

m GEDG RAM TATE/PROVIMCE/REG 004 (DAL

m 209 /POSTAL CODKE (DA2G) PR Do mot ask for ANY COUNTRIES DTHER THAM US|
—————

o SINGLE EMPLD C4D4, D0 PN: Do rot sk for Vistrers and Philopises |
o EDUCATION

]
10 PARINTAL EDUCATION [0444, Q4415
u INCOME (D4 50-0408)

12 MEPANKC OGN
] ETHNICTY (0
15 SWEEPSTARE
T SURVEY EVALLATION [0518, O

ar NOWE
BASE:  ALLAESPOMDINTS
QM [HDOEN QUESTION — CPTIONAL CUESTION SI

[CLENT SAMPLE - GET 000K 999

CH 4 ~ DM PLOYMENT AND IVESTABLE ASSETS QUESTIONS [CH24 INDUSTRY), CHBIPA0FESSION,
CMTO) NVESTABLE ASSETS()
CH 5 - SEXUAL ORIINTATION CUESTIONS (D08, 000, LADK
G- INTERNET COMMECTION [ 30040}
LAMGLWCE FOR WENGHTI NG jal)
£ MHOLD TELIPHONES (D58, CE0)

A MM LANGLWGCE (0488-0020)
= ND CPTIONAL QUESTIONS. €

N

72



WORKSHEET

trademarks on the intemet unde

[Worksheet for INTA TLD survey

Thank yeu for yeur valusble contritation 1o this resanch, which will hedp INTA asderstind the costs of pretecting

the domain nasse prograss

THIS WORKSHEET is desgaed 10 =ake 2 eusur for you to il out the midde section of the onlne survey. By gathering
Vour responses on this weeksheet in advince, you wil ke able te quickly complete the anline sursey

IMPORTANT INSTRUCTIONS FOR COMPLETING

24 MONTHS: We are lecking for the costs spent caur the past 24 months | 2015 and 2016) « if you only have
costs avaiabhe for a twedme-menth period, use that 10 edtisate cosls for the total 24 months Sased on the kewel

of actvty in wach 12-menth period [i.e, if the level of activity wis much g e i the year foe which you Suwe
data, do your best to adjust the 1ot for the two yars comined)

ESTIMATES: The more sccarule you can mike pour answers, the better, but we asderstand that you miy sot ke
able to enactly captare all costs. In thow caws, please repoct your bhest estimate.

For gle, if you hawve

o Theee paralegas mho week on interset trademark delesae,
= Each spends about SOX of his/mer tise on those tisks
o Thay make an average ansual silary of 545,000,

ed labor cost mould be 3°5°545,000°2-5135,000 (3 paraegak® S time*5E5K annual

then their es!

salary®2 pears)

CONSIDER ALL COSTS: To the bewt of your abiity, make sure you capture both isscuse and cutside counsel
begal fows, Eling fous, investigation coats and the sdmisistrutive coats of personsel resgensivie for these

e

And ressember nternal labor costs would ndude the coit mot just of saliry but of Senelins as well=if you are
usiure of how such you pay is besefits, matiply the salary &y 1,35,

ASK OTHERS: ¥ thare arw some questions that you feel another: persos weuld have betser infoemation about,
it ask tham Tor sssistance in calcod ating that sumber,

NEW TLODs: The surewy differentiates between oldes “legacy” TLDs, ccTLDs, and new TLOs. Tow sew TLDS have
names liew photograghy, space, suchks, bank etc.

The clder TLDs indude the folowing

.o ok
Aarpa Aneum
as same
bix et
< g
£am poat
£00p oo
adu el
Hov JAravel

nt e

And country spcific TLDs liew us o uk, caled ccTLDs

Thanks apain—we know this is @ substantisl request but the resuts will ke extremedy valaable 1o the industry!

registered within the Tradesa
1 Clearinghouse? A
¥ o LUl
(inter nal and third party) of these Trademark
Clearing Ragisteatk ber, all
2 coats for 2015 and 2016)7 uss
m Al . r -l
registered within the Tradessark Oearisghousie
3 did you file & Proot of Use? A
What is your estimate of the total coms of
4 these Proofs of Use Filings for 2015 and 20167 | Lss
U Um svew 11D Jo=aims Dl you repalured n
the past two years, how =any mere Sunrise
5 Registraviens? A
- ATy, o arry, 11 g
diem notices his your company received in
& 2015 and 016 under sew TLDS? A
How =any Of ese TrAdemark CRanngnouse | A [ fretgion ]
dm notices have resulted in coats incurred B | Wam rgy\Came and Seunt lemsers .
related to any of the fellowng? Please indicate T Tems T
the number of octions token becouse of these | C | Peciason ooy procmed ngs (LORPY) [l
7 motices in 2015 and 2016. D | Cthr actices "
¥ o Ll
the sctions you took regarding th cliises
notices you received during 2015 and 20167 [ e e
I e I
Again, plasse intlude coss of both in-house Aemaleionbelcyrometvge
and cutside counsel, Eling fees, nvestigation C | (upary uss
coats and the admisistrative costs of personsm|
a involved. O | Cthr actices uss
WAt 15 you eatimate o the TOTAL AMOUNT
speat in 2015 and 2016 on internet
menitoring of trademarks 10 destify
potentialy abusive or infrisgisg domain
9 Nases? uss
T | Coune ard deuist besans O
2 | LoEP grscendings 4
3 | il actions i wter sdeane UDBP sulage | *
How many of each of the folowing Tritorm Faged Seupamiion Spiem [UTS] v
actions his pour company taken in 4 | poocmd rgx
2015 and 2016 against domain same [ o[ BTSRRI Tn e s AL
cwnars using new TLOS? Yradrart RIErgereetl o SrTak v
corspethice Lyaudts and appwels [cther than
| ACPA bmass and azzeas a2 chidl actices
10 S 1 Med afior avarss UDRD ntryn)

n
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WORKSHEET

2 | Come and dudist beman Lss _
2 | Come and deunt lesen uss
2 | LORP 3rscendings uss Ton Celegation DRpate
In TAKING ACTION AGAINST domain same Remcletion Rolcy
cwners using mew TLDA theough anyof the | 3 uss :’_':‘1"‘; :'c"e!‘:‘::;:'
c .
following, what are the 2 | o
Unitorm Rapkd Ssspemion Syden - orrrald procesding Lss
TOTAL COSTS your company his 4 | kst proceectan s What is your estimate of the tetal cost T Ty Trireiion Dapee
incurred for each of these Lo ey incurred during 2015 and 2016 fros Aenchason Fobcy
actions in 2015 asd 20167 Protectian At (ACPA] b s aed procendiog againie procmed rgx RADARY via
5 | sopes Lss REGISTRIES* tarough all of the folowing e compia it syuen or
TraawTars IISrgeraett or CrTar formead proc Lss
conpetion Lyaudts and appeals Tus b Trinreer
! *(A Fghtry b the dutatune of ol doruin names ; X
ot s s e [ e
1 6 | schwrue UDA? ndings) uss - Infurrasiion Caatar G, =) peccmed ng [FICDA?| v
T RCE raTeNCom pite WHUTS Rice matien sandom. IS XS K1 S
What percent of thase actioas ia 2015 and | (-9~ 9mail bousces back or ceuse and desist | % 2 | toromd e L
T ; lettars returmed as undeiverabile) o S P
against % nase owners using T ey Rt Comairce con pldats uss
12 mew TLDs ivvolve Privacy and proccy wrvices R,
16 201240-2%en | € | Laawin uss
What is your estimate of the nusster of 2 | Come ard deunt leman " T ot sometTing we P Deen CORCarae
wach of the folowing tyzes d.nunm' \WOHOIS huacratacy corsplalats a atod, D
Apainst regivtrars (4 repstrar i an estity 2 I s ssoe we are aware of, But have
authorized to sel demain nimes, o.4., , | rerseiceca comp e et ismwitigated, O
conplaats " \
18 GoDaddy|? r What steps, F sy, hiree pou taken regarding the 3 W have meestigaied, but do not hiee
Laawits " @ chiar wstimate of darmeges ncursed D
- dasapes incurred from divension of web traffic from 4 W have imeestigated asd hase
B - uss P e e ob sl § ¥
What is your estimate of the costs iscurred | 2 L kawnar's Sita (for cdcudated
for wach of the foliowing from actions ,N;:;l; I.“;“ 3 L:‘,,:.",l = 17 lost sales, lost rvanan, and reputasionsl damage|? T Wl of damages D
ogninse ragistvars? 3 | compa s ViTal 5 your estimate of the talw damages of web 11aTic dieer sion
18 cavr the past 24 mentha? uss
14 4 | Lot uss >
Countur-Conlusnn =arceling 1o, us
| What is your estimate of the TOTAL such as corrective advertsing nd
- ::':;:::'“‘" "'_";‘ - COSTS you have incurred in 2015/2016 [ Educascn ol mtermal teams aboat
v T Dhpate : o
Whatis your estimate of the totsl Rared n,.:‘m,‘,:‘:\“;_‘m in comnection with each of the folowing | enforcemuen efforts rdated to uss
anch of the following acticns agains 19 activities? the new TLDs
- L
:ﬁ!“'s’ IR TS RN HEK T OF the 10tal number of ceuse and desist Wtters sent in 2015 and 2036 (isted | 4
- Peclazion Policy procmed rgs 20 in Question 7), how mary are directed 10 & grivicy o prony service?
(PADAPY via aelse camg it o
*(A Pagittry b the detatune of o] darun nares 3 | vaten oc fosred processing " - ol S— - “M?mmm.w“"“
rwghtsred aader a cortada TLO. A Faghry Operatcr, s AT A R e resgonse from registrant (Le., the aleged infringer complies or responds A
krowen as Netweck | pfoeraasion Center L], sedan to O pets Rechazon Policy 21 10 the ketter).
panca(x) or srtiy(en} reapced b for prowd ing reghitrg peccmed g [FICDA? | va arfine
o . core pladat vten of formeal
4 | poosdng L
CTerort sogatrios skt for dffereet TLDx.
I e e | reai Cortractast Carg hance
e 3 | cormpliate "
A2C-en |
i5 € | Lawwsts "
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AN UNCOMMON SENSE OF THE CONSUMER 1]




AVERAGE TOTAL DEFENSE COSTS PER COMPANY

On average, INTA members spend $150,000 per year on defensive actions with internet monitoring and
diversion actions the largest line item. Costs specific to new TLDs comprise about a seventh of the total.

Since these costs were for the early
years of the new TLD program, it is Ave rage zyr Costs
reasonable to expect the proportion 20}5'323())16

n=

specific to new TLDs to rise in future. It
is also worth noting that while the new
TLDs account for a 7t of the costs, they
do not yet represent 1/7t of domains.

Montorine: | > 557
diversion, etc.

Actions vs. Owner NG S29,999 $238,371

_ _ 82% Trademark related I $9,474
Actions vs. Registrar [ $7,536

$40,528 , 142

Costs show a slight correlation with the
number of domains registered in the
period. There is no consistent
relationship to company size.

Actions vs. Registry I $2,993

Claim notice... $7,431 $13,162
Claim notice warnings $1,823 4%
Claim notice UDRPs $3,591
Claim notice Other S317

® Not specific to new TLD TCH New TLD related ® New TLD actions
76



