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This statement on the issue noted above is submitted on behalf of the gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG).  The statement that follows represents a consensus position of the RySG as further detailed at the end of the document. The RySG statement was arrived at through a combination of RySG email list discussion and RySG meetings (including teleconference meetings).

The RySG appreciates the comprehensive work undertaken by the Generic Names Supporting Organization Council's Consumer Metrics (CCTC) Working Group (CCM WG) in response to the ICANN board’s request for advice as well as the opportunity to respond via the public comment process.  Our comments are set out below.
We compliment the CCM WG on the broad definition included in the first full paragraph on page 3 as follows:
“. . . a full examination of choice should not only measure the diversity within registries and registrars, but also examine options that allow users to avoid direct use of the DNS altogether.    Alternate methods of accessing Internet content and services (mobile apps, search engines, social portals, QR codes, etc.) are growing in popularity and themselves present innovative and competitive threats to ICANN-regulated TLDs. As such, they should be considered in any complete evaluation of consumer choice and trust related to ICANN in general and new gTLDs specifically.”  
However, we also suggest that additional metrics be developed to ensure that this point is not overlooked in the evaluation.
We also compliment the CCM WG on its recognition of the complete competitive landscape.  In the definition on page 5, Note 4, the WG states:  “The definition of Competition looks at all TLDs, not just gTLDs. The working group recognizes that ccTLDs are competitors to gTLDs, particularly where the ccTLD is marketed to registrants around the world (e.g. .me and .co ).”  

However, we note that there is only one metric that includes ccTLDs (see the first metric under Competition on page 11).  We would welcome further metrics in order to recognize this issue more fully.

With regard to the measures of consumer trust on page 7, the metric “Lower than incidence in legacy gTLDs” may not be realistic for determining “Relative incidence of notices issued to Registry operators, for contract or policy compliance matters”.  

We believe that the incidence of notices for existing gTLDs has been quite low.  We suspect, considering the large number of new players expected to enter the market for new gTLDs, that it might be reasonable to expect a higher incidence of such notices.  
A better metric might contain a range e.g. ‘+/- 5% of legacy gTLDs’.  One way of examining this further would be to request the actual incidence rate for existing gTLDs over the last few years; if it is extremely low (as we suspect), using it might set an unreasonably challenging expectation for new gTLDs.  Also, the requirements for existing gTLDs are not the same as for new gTLDs so, at a minimum, any comparison done should note this in interpreting the results.

Under ‘Measure of Consumer Choice’ on page 9, we believe that the meaning of “Quantity of TLDs using IDN scripts or languages other than English” should be made clearer. We understand that the metric, “Increase in number of TLDs offering these choices, relative to 2011” refers to the quantity of operators offering actual IDN gTLDs; if this understanding is correct, we believe it will be clearer with revised wording along the lines of “Increase in the number of TLDs in IDN scripts or languages other than English, relative to 2011” since the current wording could be interpreted to cover only the use of IDN scripts on websites or in promotions, etc., but not in the TLD string itself.  The same point probably applies to the next measure: “Quantity of Registrar websites offering IDN scripts or languages other than English.” 

The last measure on page 9 is “Quantity of different national legal regimes where new gTLD registries are based.”  We believe that this refers to the regimes in which new gTLD registry operators (the ICANN contracted parties) are located, not the regimes where new gTLD registry service providers might be located when the operator and service provider are not one and the same entity.  We believe it would be helpful to make this explicit.

The first measure on page 10 under Consumer Choice is: “A defensive registration is not seen as an improvement in choices available to registrants. For purposes of this measure, ‘defensive registrations’ are Sunrise registrations & domain blocks. Measure share of (Sunrise registrations & domain blocks) to total registrations in each new gTLD. (do not count privacy/proxy registrations)” 

We do not believe that it is accurate to conclude that a sunrise registration is necessarily a defensive registration.  If a mark holder registers a name in a sunrise period and then goes on to utilize the same name on a website or in another way, that should not be counted as a defensive registration.  Additional sophistication is required here in order to determine the fraction of the registry given over to purely defensive registrations.

The fourth measure under Competition on page 11 is “Quantity of unique gTLD Registry Service Providers before and after expansion”.  

Is a ccTLD operator that becomes a gTLD operator considered a unique provider?  We believe it should be. If this is the case, the metric of ‘2x’ might be achievable; if not, it might be hard to achieve because of the cost of becoming a new registry service provider.  

Similarly, the sixth measure on page 11 is “Relative share of new gTLD registrations held by ‘new entrants’ ...”. The measure of “new entrants” is “gTLDs run by Registry Operators that did not operate a legacy gTLD.” Does this count existing ccTLD operators who become gTLD operators as new entrants?  We believe it should, and that this should be explicit.
Finally, in reviewing the overall approach, we note that consumer trust will be based not only on industry participants and their activities within the market, but also on the behavior and operation of ICANN.  Industry participants and consumers all need to be able to rely on the stable, secure and predictable governance of the critical internet functions that ICANN is responsible for overseeing.  Any additional metrics which can deal with these functions would be welcomed.  

In conclusion, the RySG reiterates our thanks for the time and effort that has obviously gone into this draft and looks forward to further development.
RySG Level of Support

1. Level of Support of Active Members:   Majority
1.1. # of Members in Favor:  8
1.2. # of Members Opposed:   0
1.3. # of Members that Abstained:  0  

1.4. # of Members that did not vote:  5 
2. Minority Position(s):  N/A

General RySG Information

· Total # of eligible RySG Members
:  14
· Total # of RySG Members:  13


· Total # of Active RySG Members
:  13
· Minimum requirement for supermajority of Active Members:  9
· Minimum requirement for majority of Active Members:  7
· # of Members that participated in this process:  13
· Names of Members that participated in this process:  13
1. Afilias (.info, .mobi & .pro)

2. DotAsia Organisation (.asia)

3. DotCooperation (.coop)

4. Employ Media (.jobs)

5. Fundació puntCAT (.cat)

6. ICM, Inc. (.xxx)

7. Museum Domain Management Association – MuseDoma (.museum)

8. NeuStar (.biz)

9. Public Interest Registry - PIR (.org)

10. Societe Internationale de Telecommunication Aeronautiques – SITA (.aero)

11. Telnic (.tel)

12. Tralliance Registry Management Company (TRMC) (.travel)

13. VeriSign (.com, .name, & .net)


· Names & email addresses for points of contact

· Chair:
David Maher, dmaher@pir.org
· Vice Chair:  Keith Drazek, kdrazek@verisign.com
· Secretariat:  Cherie Stubbs, Cherstubbs@aol.com
· RySG representative for this statement:  Jonathan Robinson, jonathan.robinson@ipracon.com
� All top-level domain sponsors or registry operators that have agreements with ICANN to provide Registry Services in support of one or more gTLDs are eligible for membership upon the “effective date” set forth in the operator’s or sponsor’s agreement (RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec. A). The RySG Charter can be found at http://www.gtldregistries.org/sites/gtldregistries.org/files/Charter_for_RySG_6_July_2011_FINAL.pdf


� Per the RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec.D: Members shall be classified as “Active” or “Inactive”. An active member must meet eligibility requirements, must be current on dues, and must be a regular participant in RySG activities. A member shall be classified as Active unless it is classified as Inactive pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph. Members become Inactive by failing to participate in three consecutively scheduled RySG meetings or voting processes or both. An Inactive member shall continue to have membership rights and duties except being counted as present or absent in the determination of a quorum. An Inactive member immediately resumes Active status at any time by participating in a RySG meeting or by voting.





