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	#
	Comment
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	General Comments

	1. 
	“Although we do not object to the approach of the GAC, which groups the Red Cross/Red Crescent and IOC cases together, we find helpful the view taken by the PDP Working Group that protections of IGO, INGO, IOC and Red Cross/Red Crescent identifiers may be considered separately from one another.  We would encourage ICANN and its decision-making authorities to confirm the reservation of the Red Cross and Red Crescent designations from top and second level registration in the current round and in all future rounds of application.”
	RCRC / Michael Meyers
	
	

	2. 
	· The ALAC strongly supports the protection of Red Cross/Red Crescent names.

· The ALAC does not see the need for protecting the IOC names, but in particular objects to unilaterally protecting strings (such as Olympic), which have wide usage outside of the IOC context.

· The ALAC strongly supports protecting the names of selected INGOs and supports the type of criteria described in section 4.5 of the report.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	3. 
	With regard to whether the ALAC commented on their position with respect to IGOs. We did not include an IGO statement in our bulleted summary at the top (To restate positions previously taken), but many of our answers to specific questions addressed our positions on IGOs.
	ALAC / 
Alan Greenberg  // 7 Aug WG meeting
	
	

	TOP-LEVEL PROTECTIONS

	4. 
	Top-Level protections of only Exact Match, Full Name identifiers are placed in Applicant Guidebook section 2.2.1.2.3, Strings "Ineligible for Delegation"

The list of full names would be those provided by the GAC for the IOC, RCRC and IGOs. 
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	5. 
	For IGOs, RC/RC and IOC:

We support Option 2: “Top-Level protection of Exact Match and Acronyms identifiers are placed in Applicant Guidebook section 2.2.1.2.3, of the Applicant Guidebook, Strings “Ineligible for Delegation”. The strings to be included in the list would be the ones in the list presented by the GAC.
	ISPCP / Osvaldo Novoa
	
	

	6. 
	No protection for exact match full name
In the opinion of some, the existing legal rights objection is sufficient to allow the protection of any IGO‐INGO name at the top level. If that is not indeed the case, then a specific new form of objection should be developed which does address the need to protect these organizations and as a sidebenefit, allow then to apply for the string themselves. The process must allow for a enforceable PIC‐like provision to ensure that a third party using an IGO‐INGO name at the top level does not masquerade or otherwise usurp the IGO‐INGO’s identity.
The ALAC sees no need for any explicit protection at the top level. As fully explained in answers 4, 5 and 6, objection processes are sufficient for the rare times when there may be a conflict. Protecting these names, and then possible allowing exceptions, is adding needless complexity. Should exact matches ultimately be ineligible, the ALAC believe that there MUST be an exception process for cases (such as Olympic) where the string is in wide use unrelated to the protected organization.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	7. 
	No protection for exact match acronym
[Same rationale as in prior comment for full name]

Although the ALAC would be supportive of granting certain specific acronyms protection (such as UNICEF), in the general case, there is too much overlap with strings validly used by other organizations.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	SECOND-LEVEL PROTECTIONS 

	8. 
	2nd-Level protections of only Exact Match, Full Name identifiers are placed in Specification 5 of Registry Agreement
The list of full names would be those provided by the GAC for the IOC, RCRC and IGOs.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	9. 
	2nd-Level protections of Exact Match, Full Name identifiers are applied for by the organization requesting protection and placed in a Clearinghouse Model modified to accommodate use by IGOs and INGOs (hereafter referred to as “Clearinghouse Model”)
Note that an exception procedure would need to be developed and implemented for current and future new gTLD rounds. We see no reason why organizations whose names are protected should not be able to register their names as second-level names on a first-come, first-served basis if they so desire.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	10. 
	IGO-INGOs allowed to participate in Sunrise phase of each new gTLD launch
Note that the TMCH would have to be modified to accommodate this option or a separate clearing house would need to be created. The RySG favors the former for cost and efficiency reasons.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	11. 
	IGO-INGOs allowed to participate in 90 Day Claims Notification phase of each new gTLD launch
Note that the TMCH would have to be modified to accommodate this option or a separate clearing house would need to be created. The RySG favors the former for cost and efficiency reasons.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	12. 
	Review and modify where necessary the curative rights protections of the URS and UDRP so that IGO-INGO organizations have access to these curative rights protection mechanisms.
See General Rationale
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	13. 
	The RySG does not support protection of acronyms for IGOs or INGOs at the second level because we believe that there could be multiple organizations that have the same acronym and in some cases the public may be more familiar with the acronym for a commercial or non-commercial organization than they are with the corresponding name of an IGO or INGO. At the same time, we want to point out that any organization, including IGOs and INGOs, would be able to register its acronym as a second-level domain name on a first-come, first-served basis.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	14. 
	The RySG does not support a permanent claims notification process for IGOs or INGOs for the following reasons: 1) This would be an ongoing cost for registries and registrars and probably registrants in general because it would not only require registries and registrars to indefinitely support the process but the Clearinghouse would also have to continue operation indefinitely; 2) There is no requirement for a permanent claims service for other rights holders, so offering it to IGOs and INGOs would create an undue precedent (see General Rationale #3).
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	15. 
	2.- Second Level Protection.

We support Option 1: “2nd-Level protections of only Exact Match, Full Name identifiers are placed in Specification 5 of Registry Agreement”
	ISPCP / Osvaldo Novoa
	
	

	16. 
	Yes/No Support for reservation of exact match full names

The ALAC believes that absolute reservations are generally not needed or desirable, but has supported the use of such protections in limited specific cases (such as the Red Cross names).
The ALAC could support this for most IGOINGO names, but not for strings that are widely and legitimately used for purposes unrelated to the protected organization. “Olympic” is one such example.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	17. 
	Yes/No Support No reservation of exact match acronyms

 The ALAC believes that absolute reservations are generally not needed or desirable, but has supported the use of such protections in limited specific cases (such as the UNICEF).
Although the ALAC would be supportive of granting certain specific acronyms protection (such as UNICEF), in the general case, there is too much overlap with strings validly used by other organizations.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	18. 
	Support Exact match full name and acronym(s) Clearinghouse‐like service
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	19. 
	Yes support to Participate in Sunrise 

Although the ALAC sees no reason to bar others from registering these names (as stated above), it does not object to granting IGOs and INGOs the same early registration privileges given to trademark holders.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	20. 
	Support 90 days & Permanent-claims notice
The ALAC has previously gone on record as favouring a permanent claims notice in the general case, but with some caution regarding the lack of understanding of the chilling effects on legitimate potential registrants (see ALAC statement report to the STI Report). The ALAC supported the extended period “light” claims notice that was proposed for trademarks as a reasonable compromise. In this case given the relatively small number of names that would be covered, the ALAC would accept a permanent standard claims notice.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	21. 
	Ensure that UDRP/URS can be used by IGO‐INGOs; Yes 
Anything less would be patently unfair.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	22. 
	No Blocking or Other Undue Restrictions of Acronyms.  We also wish to emphasize that any special protection granted should be carefully balanced with the rights and legitimate interests other parties may have in (using) terms matching the names/acronyms of international organizations, particularly acronyms. 
We oppose any block of such acronyms or other undue restrictions such as permissions-based mechanisms whereby, e.g., a trademark owner of a matching acronym must wait for permission from the international organization to register (or apply for) the owner's trademarked acronym as a second or top-level domain.  
Rather we support special protections, such as applicant support programs, extended or permanent claims notice services, and any other financial and technical assistance that may be offered by ICANN to strengthen the position of international organizations that face the risk of increased abuse of their names/acronyms in the domain name system.
	ISO-IEC / Claudia MacMaster Tamarit
	
	

	Eligibility Criteria 

	23. 
	The names and acronyms of IGOs are protected by international treaties within the scope of Article 6ter of the Paris Convention for the Protection of Industrial Property, as further extended by Article 16 of the Trademark Law Treaty and Article 2 of the WTO Agreement on Trade Related Aspects of Intellectual Property Rights. As a result, an overwhelming majority of jurisdictions in the world protect the names and acronyms of IGOs either by direct application of their treaty obligations or by enacting national legislation. The governing bodies of some IGOs have also adopted decisions requesting their Member States to protect the identifiers of those organizations from unauthorized use.
	IGO Coalition / Nastasja Suhadolnik
	
	

	24. 
	[from Rationale #2] Concerning evaluation criteria, the RySG considered the finite and limited lists of IOC, RCRC and IGO names recommended for protection by the GAC to be objective and measurable and hence easy to implement for registries and registrars and easy for registrants to understand.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	25. 
	The RySG does not support protection of INGO names (either full names or acronyms) at the top or second level except for the IOC and RCRC (both of which are special cases already treated by the ICANN Board). We do not believe that there is a legal basis for protection of INGO names (see General Rationale #1); further the GAC has not made any recommendations regarding INGOs. Also, criteria proposed by INGO protection are by nature more subjective and hence would likely require the establishment and implementation of evaluation panels that would not only increase costs but possibly add delays to the registration process (see General Rationale #2). We also think that implementing such criteria could set undue precedent for other organizations to propose criteria that fit their situations (see General Rationale #3)
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	26. 
	3.- Qualification Criteria. We support the qualification criteria 1 and 2, IOC and RCRC and the IGOs defined in the list managed by the GAC.
	ISPCP / Osvaldo Novoa
	
	

	27. 
	INGO Qualification Criteria Proposal.  Absent a set of universal objective criteria, we strongly believe that INGOs that qualify under such INGO Qualification Criteria as proposed in the Initial Report and reproduced below should be granted (balanced) special protections for their names/acronyms in top and second-level domains.

The INGO Qualification Criteria follow;

i. The INGO benefits from some privileges, immunities or other protections in law on the basis of the INGO’s proven (quasi-governmental) international status;

ii. The INGO enjoys existing legal protection (including trademark protection) for its name/acronym in over 50+ countries or in three (of five) ICANN regions or alternatively using a percentage: more than 50%;

iii. The INGO engages in recognized global public work shown by;

a. inclusion on the General Consultative Status of the UN ECOSOC list, or
b. membership of 50+ national representative entities, which themselves are governmental/ public agencies or non-governmental organizations that each fully and solely represent their respective national interests in the INGO’s work and governance.
	ISO-IEC / Claudia MacMaster Tamarit
	
	

	Exception Procedures 

	28. 
	The inclusion of the Red Cross and Red Crescent designations and names on a “Modified Reserved Names List”. This would importantly preserve the entitlement of Movement components to register relevant domain names should they require to do so. This would also conform with the above-mentioned international treaties and norms, which provide for use of the designations by the respective Red Cross and Red Crescent organisations to show their membership of the Movement.
	RCRC / Michael Meyers
	
	

	29. 
	IGOs expressly undertake not to object to the second-level registration of their protected acronyms by rights holders acting in good faith where there is no risk of confusion. A specific co-existence mechanism is detailed in the paper, which puts the onus on the relevant IGO to react in a timely manner and further provides an option for review of any objections by neutral third parties.
	IGO Coalition / Nastasja Suhadolnik
	
	

	30. 
	[In regards to Top-Level protection]Note that an exception procedure would need to be developed and implemented for future new gTLD rounds. We see no reason why organizations whose names are protected should not be able to register their names as TLDs if they so desire.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	31. 
	Create a registration exception procedure for IGO-INGOs wishing to register a 2nd-Level name or where 3rd party, legitimate use of domain may exist
Note that an exception procedure would need to be developed and implemented for current and future new gTLD rounds. We see no reason why organizations whose names are protected should not be able to register their names as second-level names on a first-come, first-served basis if they so desire. We also see no reason why organizations that have legitimate rights to a name even if they are not an IGO or INGO should not be allowed to register it on a first-come, first-served basis provided they agree to not cause any confusion with the corresponding IGO or INGO.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	32. 
	4.- Exception procedure. Though this was not proposed in the WG, we would support an exception procedure that would allow the IGOs to register their acronyms in the Trade Mark Clearing House, from the beginning of the Sunrise Period, and if a potential registrant claims a legitimate interest in a second-level domain name that coincides with an IGO acronym, this procedure would determine if the application can be clearly differentiated from the IGO and then would proceed with the registration.
	ISPCP / Osvaldo Novoa
	
	

	33. 
	[In regards to Top-Level protection] No Exception process if blocked.  As stated, the ALAC does not see the need to protect strings at the first level. If such protection is ultimately granted, it should apply to the protected organization as well with no exceptions.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	34. 
	[In regards to Second-Level protection] 

Exceptions for IGO‐INGOs registering own protected name, or 3rd parties registering protected name 
Support of this is conditional on the cost and delay being VERY reasonable (compared to near‐instant regular registration and typical domain name registration fees) and that the protected organization cannot unilaterally block such registration by third parties (either by delay or rejection).
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	Scope of Identifiers 

	35. 
	The express extension of the current protection of reserved Red Cross and Red Crescent designations (as foreseen in Annex 5 to the revised Registry Agreement mentioned above) to the full names of the respective Red Cross and Red Crescent organisations (i.e. the 189 recognised National Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies, the International Committee of the Red Cross and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies). This would conform to the requirements of international law and ensure that the reservation covers not only the designations per se (i.e. Red Cross or Red Crescent), but also the full names of the Red Cross and Red Crescent organisations, such as “American Red Cross”, “Croix-Rouge française”, or “Egyptian Red Crescent”,  in the official languages of their respective States of origin. The names of the International Committee of the Red Cross and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies should be included in the six United Nations languages, as well as their usual initials (ICRC and IFRC).
	RCRC / Michael Meyers
	
	

	36. 
	IGO names and acronyms would be protected in up to two languages, as communicated by the concerned IGOs to the Board, via the GAC, by a set date.
The list would be reviewed prior to delegation of any domains in a subsequent new gTLD round, or every three years, whichever is earlier. A simple request would be addressed by any concerned IGO or GAC member to the GAC, who would review the request on the basis of the agreed criteria for protection of IGOs and advise the Board accordingly.
	IGO Coalition / Nastasja Suhadolnik
	
	

	37. 
	There can be no possible justification for limiting protections to IGO full names, particularly when a vast majority of IGOs are far better known by their acronyms. These acronyms are a quintessential part of the visibility and functions of our institutions and of the trust that our Member States, other stakeholders and the general public place in our activities and products. As such, and as has been demonstrated on various occasions in various ICANN fora, IGO acronyms are more often subject to cyber squatting and other domain name abuses than full names. Fraudulent schemes typically use the commonly-known acronyms of IGOs, for example “UNICEF,” “UNESCO,” or “IMF,” rather than the full legal names. Therefore, limitation of protection only to full names would effectively defeat the very purpose of the envisaged protection and would carry a real cost for vital public missions, especially when campaigns for education and funding are today heavily reliant on the Internet.
	IGO Coalition / Nastasja Suhadolnik
	
	

	38. 
	[from Rational #1] The conclusion of the RySG is that a reasonably strong case can be made for limited protection for the IOC and RCRC names (as previously recommended by the ICANN Board) and also limited protection for the full names of a limited list of IGO names.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	39. 
	[from Rationale #2] Concerning evaluation criteria, the RySG considered the finite and limited lists of IOC, RCRC and IGO names recommended for protection by the GAC to be objective and measurable and hence easy to implement for registries and registrars and easy for registrants to understand.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	40. 
	The RySG does not support protection of acronyms for IGOs or INGOs at the top level because we believe that there could be multiple organizations that have the same acronym and in some cases the public may be more familiar with the acronym for a commercial or non-commercial organization than they are with the corresponding name of an IGO or INGO. At the same time, we want to point out that any organization, including IGOs and INGOs, would be able to apply for its acronym as a TLD on a first-come, first-served basis.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	41. 
	The protection sought by the Movement as part of this process is for a finite list of protected designations and names:

· the designations "red cross", "red crescent", "red crystal", "red lion and sun" in the six UN languages,

· the names of the 189 National Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies in English and in the respective national languages of the National Society concerned, and

· the International Committee of the Red Cross and International Federation of Red Crescent Societies in the six UN languages.

Confirmation is sought that these designations are permanently protected from top and second level registration in the current round and in all future rounds of application.  This finite list builds on the list of designations provided by the GAC to the ICANN Board in its communication dated 11 September 2011 and is grounded in the legal protections accorded under universally recognised international treaties (the 1949 Geneva Conventions and their Additional Protocols of 1977 and 2005) and under the domestic law in force in multiple national jurisdictions.
	RCRC / Christopher Rassi
	
	

	42. 
	....the reservation covers not only the designations per se (i.e. Red Cross or Red Crescent), but also the full names of the Red Cross and Red Crescent organisations, such as "American Red Cross", "Croix-Rouge française", or "Egyptian Red Crescent",  in the official languages of their respective States of origin, as well as in English. The names of the International Committee of the Red Cross and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies should be included in the six United Nations languages, as well as their usual acronyms or initials (ICRC and IFRC). It should be noted that the possibility remains that the list of National Red Cross or Red Crescent Societies could potentially be expanded in the future if a new National Society is recognised within the Movement, as in the recent case of the South Sudan Red Cross further to the establishment of the new State of South Sudan and on the basis of a statutory recognition process.
	RCRC / Christopher Rassi
	
	

	43. 
	The protections sought relate to the acronyms (initials) of the two international organisations within the Movement, namely the International Committee of the Red Cross (ICRC) and the International Federation of Red Cross and Red Crescent Societies (IFRC).  As submitted as part of the Working Group process, we would consider that these protections be addressed through a rights protection mechanism, such as a clearinghouse, which we understand is being discussed in the context of IGO acronym protection.  We would need to ensure that the ICRC and IFRC enjoy the necessary standing under such a mechanism and potentially a waiver of fees for its activation.
	RCRC / Christopher Rassi
	
	

	44. 
	In the case of the INGOs we consider that they don’t warrant any special protections except those cases of certain International Non-governmental Organizations, like the Red Cross/Red Crescent and the International Olympic Committee, which have special protections awarded to their names through international treaties or national laws in an important number of countries.
	ISPCP / Osvaldo Novoa
	
	

	45. 
	We support permanent reservation of Olympic names "Olympic" and "Olympiad" in the six United Nations languages plus German, Greek, and Korean at both the top and second levels in all gTLDs.
	ASOIF / Andrew Ryan
	
	

	FEE WAIVERS

	46. 
	[In regards to Top-Level protection] The RySG does not support additional fee waivers for IGO or INGO organizations in new gTLD application processes because that would mean that other applicants and/or registrants in general would need to subsidize the IGOs or INGOs via application fees and/or registration fees.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	47. 
	[In regards to Second-Level protection] 
The RySG does not support registration fee waivers for IGO or INGO organizations because that would mean that other applicants and/or registrants in general would need to subsidize the IGOs or INGOs via their registration fees. It seems to us though that individual registry operators could provide fee waivers at their discretion.
	RySG / Keith Drazek
	
	

	48. 
	Considering the types of organizations involved in this PDP we support also waiving the fees of the TMCH.
	ISPCP / Osvaldo Novoa
	
	

	49. 
	IGO‐INGOs fee waiver for objections filed at top level

The ALAC supports such a waiver, to the extent that it applies to objections over the character string applied for with respect to their name/acronym. The ALAC supports having no reservations at the top level to prevent further complexity in the new gTLD rules, not to penalize possibly impacted IGOs and INGOs.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	50. 
	[In regards to Second-Level protection] 
Support Fee waivers/reductions for entry into Clearinghouse‐like service 
This is provisional agreement, conditional on how the waivers/reductions are funded. The ALAC does not consider it reasonable to put the cost on either service providers nor on other Clearinghouse users. The ALAC does accept ICANN subsidization subject to ensuring that the total potential cost is reasonable. This is an issue that should have been dealt with long ago, and ICANN bearing the cost is reasonable under current conditions.
	ALAC / 
Olivier MJ Crepin-Leblond
	
	

	OTHER COMMENTS

	51. 
	..the implementation of a string similarity review mechanism “by key word” to prevent the registration of strings including either of the “red cross” or “red crescent” designations.   The establishment of a string similarity review to prevent the registration of strings confusingly similar to the Red Cross and Red Crescent designations and related names at the top and second levels.  This would reflect the provisions of international humanitarian law expressly prohibiting unauthorised use, at all times, of imitations of the designations (Article 53 of the First Geneva Convention).  Illustrations of such imitations include, for example, ‘Red Kross’ or ‘Redd Crescent’.
	RCRC / Michael Meyers
	
	

	52. 
	The ICRC and the IFRC endorse fully the comments on the Initial Report submitted by the National Societies on 4 July 2013.
	IFRC / Stéphane Hankins
	
	

	53. 
	[String Similarity] Finally, we remain concerned regarding strings containing, or which are confusingly similar to, protected designations, which legally fall under the prohibitions of use defined under relevant international and domestic laws.  We are cognizant of the concerns of some in the community that a string similarity or "key word" search mechanism, which has been required by the Movement as a safeguard to ensure protection of the designations and names, may be difficult, particularly at the second level.  For example, that the name of the International Committee of the Red Cross would be protected in point 1 above, but that the name "International Committee of the Red Crescent" (which does not exist) would by omission from the list of names not be protected from registration. This is a major concern.  Thus, in pursuance of this protection, we will continue to work with relevant ICANN bodies to ensure that the potential of such a violation is duly addressed.  It appears that this type of string containing protected terms is not covered by the current PDP process and, thus alternative mechanisms within ICANN must be sought. We are willing to work with ICANN to determine and manage this concern to ensure that abuse of the protected designations and names is prevented.
	RCRC / Christopher Rassi
	
	


