Summary Report on Other Names Reserved at the Second Level
1a. Provision Overview and Background – gTLD strings
Language INCLUDED within the main body Registry Agreements for .asia, .biz, .cat, .com, .info, .jobs, .mobi, .net, .org, .travel and .tel (the latter modified slightly) states that:

‘’Registry Operator shall reserve, and not register any TLD strings  appearing on the list of reserved TLD strings attached as Appendix 6 hereto or located at http://data.iana.org/TLD/tlds-alpha-by-domain.txt for initial (i.e., other than renewal) registration at the second level within the TLD
.”  

That particular language is NOT INCLUDED in older TLD Agreements: .aero (2001), .coop (2001), .museum (2001), .name (2001) and .pro (2002) – those TLDs reserve the following names either as per Appendix 11 or Appendix K of their contracts in addition to two letter labels:
· aero 

· arpa 

· biz 

· com 

· coop 

· edu 

· gov 

· info 

· int 

· mil 

· museum 

· name 

· net 

· org 

· pro 
1b Role of the name reservation requirement

There is no documentary evidence to suggest same but upon consultation with ICANN staff, it would appear that this measure was put in place by ICANN in order to avoid consumer confusion in relation to ‘double’ TLD addresses.

As new TLDs came on board as of 2005, the hyperlink to the IANA list was referenced so that there would not be a static list of TLDs, rather a dynamic list. Registries should consult this list on an ongoing basis. 
1c Recommendation regarding experts
None required
1d Straw recommendations to the WG
We recommend that this provision should be retained in order to avoid market confusion.
……………………………………………………………………..

2a. Provision Overview and Background – Registry specific reservations 
.biz and .info reserve a number of Registry-specific names as listed in their Appendix 6.
 .name reserves ‘common names’, ‘community reservations’, ‘Registry common names’ and ‘post-fix reservations’ as listed in Appendix K. .mobi and .coop both reserve Non-ICANN names as referenced in Appendix S and http://www.coop/information.asp of their Agreements respectively.
2b role of the name reservation requirement
All of the above name reservations are either Registry / community-centric, related to the business model of the Registry and came about through contract negotiations by the Registry in question. 

Many of the Registries use these reserved names in a manner that directly benefits the communities that they represent. 
.biz statement (Keith Drazek):
To follow

.info statement (S Hemphill):
The list of names in Appendix 6 of the Afilias Registry Agreement is carried over from the original .INFO Agreement which was signed in 2001.  

At the time, Afilias negotiated two lists of names that the Registry could register for its own use.  One list contained names that ICANN wished to see transferred to any successor Registry Operator (these were names tied to specific use by the Operator of .info [e.g., registrars.info]), and the other list could be retained by Afilias in the event that a successor .INFO Registry Operator was named (these names were more specific to the business entity [e.g., afilias.info]).  The fact that there are a number of misspellings included on the latter list was simply a matter of choice by the original Afilias negotiating team. 

Afilias does not actually use many of these reserved names and has no immediate plans on releasing them for registration. 
.name statement (S Sheard):
The rationale for reserving names in the categories identified is to allow as many people as possible to have a domain name that is their name.  When GNR originally applied for the contract to operate .name, it only applied to register third level products and thus, by definition, reserved all second level strings.  In that way GNR could share common last names amongst many people who shared the same name but who were not necessarily from the same family.
 

When this did not take off as hoped, GNR applied to ICANN to amend the contract to allow for the sale of second level .names as well.  However, in doing so, GNR wanted to complement the third level products and not extinguish them nor the concept that many people could share the same (second level) domain if they shared the same last name.  So GNR trawled various sources - ICANN community; national & international statistics etc - and came up with a list of about 2,900 surnames which they believe covers the majority of the common last names on the globe (excluding 1 and 2 character last names which were excluded from all/most agreements).  These were then reserved on the second level to preserve the potential reach of .name.  
 

 The post-fix reservations relate to second level strings ending "-family" and it's various language equivalents.  This was done to avoid potential confusion and ensure the availability of third level registrations.
.mobi statement (C Greer):
dotMobi makes a distinction between ICANN reserved names and its ‘Premium Names’ list. Premium Names are defined by dotMobi as ‘commonly used words and phrases’ and dotMobi has reserved approximately 5,000 such names.

DotMobi negotiated this product with ICANN and the objective of the Premium Name list is to (1) create a more level playing field in the allocation of these names (2) increase the likelihood that these domain names will more promptly provide the mobile community with new features and services (3) preserve the stability and security of Registry operations. The list was created primarily using third party search criteria and was translated into a core set of languages. 
dotMobi put in place a specific process, administered by WIPO, for trademark holders to apply to have their names removed from the Premium Name list in line with certain criteria. In agreement with ICANN, all remaining names will be allocated either via auction or a Request for Proposals process, the latter of which centers on content applications from the market. The successful
RFP bidder in each case will enter into a contract with dotMobi to operate the second level domain in the interests of the sponsored community. dotMobi is also likely to attach content obligations to auction names.

.coop statement (M Palage):
To follow
2c Recommendation regarding experts
Each of the five Registries named under the Registry specific category has nominated a representative to help explain how reservation of their names serves their particular Registry / community. The experts are as follows:
.biz: Keith Drazek / Jeff Neuman
.info: Scott Hemphill

.name: Simon Sheard
.mobi: Caroline Greer

.coop: Michael Palage

2d Straw recommendations to the WG

Each Registry’s list of reserved names and its business model is unique. No one-size-fits- all approach can be identified. We suggest that as each new Registry comes on board, they present their approach to reserved names (if applicable) during contract negotiations and as per the norm, there will be an opportunity for public comment.
……………………………………………………………………..

3. Summary of Relevant Information Sources
The Registry Agreements as posted on the ICANN  web-site: 

http://www.icann.org/registries/agreements.htm
� The listing shown at this URL is provided in the ‘Rainbow Document’ as circulated to the WG on  8th February, 2007.


� As listed in the ‘Rainbow Document’ circulated to the WG on 8th February, 2007





