Edits & Comments to the Introduction to New gTLDs PDP Final Report, Part A

General Comments
· If possible, I think it would be helpful if table rows do not break across pages.  I understanding that for some very wide rows that might not be possible.  (See IG-J on pages 19-20.)

Page 2
· Table of Contents – For ease of finding certain key sections of this report, it would seem desirable to add more detail to the Table of Contents.  In particular, I think it would be helpful if the following were included in the Table: 1) in the Summary section, separate page numbers for the Principles, Recommendations and Implementation Guidelines; 2) in each of the Term of Reference Discussion sections, page numbers for each specific discussion section (Recommendation 1 Discussion, Recommendation 2 Discussion, etc.).  Doing this would in my opinion make it much easier for new readers of the document to find key sections quickly.
Page 5
· ¶ 3, 2nd sentence:  “. . . that the Committee have developed . . .” or  “. . . that the Committee has developed . . .”
· ¶ 4 – The 3rd sentence reads, “The policy recommendations found here illustrate the complexity of the Internet of 2007 and, as a package, propose a system to expand the Domain Name System (DNS) in an orderly and transparent way.”  I don’t think that it is totally accurate to suggest that we are proposing ‘a system to expand the Domain Name System (DNS)’.  I personally think it would be better to say something like this: “propose a system to add new gTLDs in an orderly and transparent way.”
Page 8
· I assume that the chart title will be updated upon finalization by the committee.  It now is “DRAFT FOR GNSO COMMITTEE CONSIDERATION”.

Pages 8-9
· ¶ 8 – The 3rd & 4th sentences say:  “The early work included the 2000 Working Group C Report that also asked the question of .whether there should be new TLDs.. By mid-1999, the Working Group had quickly reached consensus on two issues . . .”  Should the latter sentence say “By mid-2000”?  If Group C happened in 2000, how could they have reached consensus by mid-1999.  If the Working Group happened in 1999-2000, then it would simply be a matter of saying that instead of referring to ‘the 2000 Working Group’.
Page 9
· ¶ 9 – The 3rd sentence reads, “In addition, the Committee received detailed responses from the Implementation Team . . .”  I assume that this is the ICANN staff implementation team; if so, it might be helpful to say “ICANN Staff Implementation Team” because to this point in the document I don’t believe there has been any clarification of what the implementation team is.
Page 10
· ¶ 13 –  The 2nd sentence says, “The Committee has opted to enable potential applicants to self-select strings that are either the most appropriate for their customers or potentially most lucrative for the string manager.”  My memory could be off but I don’t recall the committee ever advocating self-selection of the ‘potentially most lucrative’ strings.  That certainly is a possible outcome of the self-selection process, but I have reservations about implying that the committee specifically advocated that.  I suggest that this sentence be changed to something like the following: “The Committee has opted to enable potential applicants to self-select strings that are either the most appropriate for their customers or potentially most marketable.”

· ¶ 13 –  The 3rd sentence is apparently supposed to lead into the following five bullet points but in my opinion doesn’t seem to do that very well.  It reads, “It is expected that applicants will apply for targeted community strings such as .travel for the travel industry and .cat for the Catalan community whilst leaving generic space available for anyone to use on the basis of five key drivers for the introduction of new top-level domains.”  I suggest that it be divided into two sentences something like the following: “It is expected that applicants will apply for targeted community strings such as .travel for the travel industry and .cat for the Catalan community as well as some generic strings.  The Committee identified five key drivers for the introduction of new top-level domains:”  (It might also be good to number the five drivers instead of using bullets.)

· ¶ 13 –  3rd bullet:  I think ‘ASC-II’ should be ‘ASCII’.
Pages 10-11
· ¶ 13 –  The last sentence of the 3rd bullet says, “In addition, users will be able to communicate in their language of choice . . .”  It’s a minor point but it might be preferable to say, “In addition, users will be able to use domain names in their language of choice . . .”

Page 11
· ¶ 15 –  Change “the Protecting the Rights of Others (PRO-WG)” to “the Protecting the Rights of Others  Working Group (PRO-WG)”
Page 13
· ¶ 2  reads, “The Principles are a combination of GNSO Committee priorities; ICANN staff implementation principles developed in tandem with the Committee and the March 2007 GAC Public Policy Principles on New Top-Level Domains and have broad support from the GNSO Constituencies.25 But”  I think the semi-colon (;) should be replaced with a comma (,).  Also, I assume that the ‘But’ at the end should be deleted unless you intended to add some more text after it.

Page 15
· Recommendation 3 – Change the font color to black for all of the word “enforceable”.

· Recommendation 5 – It would probably be helpful to add a footnote explaining that reserved word requirements are contained in the base contract that can be found (where?).

Page 17
· The asterisked (*)paragraph following the recommendation table reads as follows: “* The NCUC have submitted a Minority Statement on Recommendations 6 and 20 along with Implementation Guideline F, H & P. The remainder of the Recommendations have broad support from all Constituencies.”  Change to the following: “The NCUC submitted Minority Statements on Recommendations 6 and 20 and Implementation Guidelines F, H & P. The remainder of the Recommendations and Implementation Guidelines have broad support from all Constituencies.”  (The changes I made are highlighted in yellow.)

Pages 19-20
· Add asterisks (*) next to IG-F, IG-H & IG-P as you did with Recommendations 6 & 20 to indicate that the NCUC submitted minority statements on these.

Page 20
· IG-P: It would be clearer if the three sentences under ‘Process’ were bulleted or separated by blank lines.

Pages 20-22
· IG-P:  Not sure if it was intentional or not, but the Implementation Guideline Table stops on page 20 and IG-P continues on pages 21 & 22 in non-table format.  Then table format starts again on page 22 for the remainder of IG-P.  When the table begins again on page 22, the following IG-P text is duplicated in the table after already being included in non-table format just prior: “appropriate public registration, public historical evidence, validation by a government, intergovernmental organization, international treaty organisation or similar.”
Page 22
· IG-P - “h) detriment” is duplicated in the table for IG-P after being included in non-table format prior to the restart of the table.

Page 23
· ¶ 3  reads as follows: “This policy development process has been designed to produce a systemised and ongoing mechanism for applicants to propose new top-level domains. After the first round of new applications, the application system will be evaluated by ICANN’s TLDs Project Office to assess the effectiveness of the application system. Success metrics will be developed and any necessary adjustments made to the process for subsequent rounds.”  It’s been a long time since we discussed this, but I recall that a timeframe for the second round is supposed to be communicated when the first round is started; where in the report is that stated?  This is certainly consistent with Principle A [New generic top-level domains (gTLDs) must be introduced in an orderly, timely and predictable way.].
Page 24
· ¶ 1, 1st sentence – Change “The GNSO Committee’s was asked . . .” to “The GNSO Committee was asked . . .”

Page 24?
· In the rest of the Term of Reference Discussion sections, there is a Discussion section for each of the recommendations, but there does not appear to be one for Recommendation 1.  For consistency and for ease of finding that discussion (contained in this section), I suggest that a “Recommendation 1 Discussion” heading be added with a repetition of Recommendation 1 and a statement of the level of support as is done elsewhere for other recommendations.
Page 25
· ¶ 6, 3rd bullet: Change “ASC-II” to “ASCII” and change “In addition, users will be able to communicate in their language of choice . . to “In addition, users will be able to use domain names in their language of choice . . .”

Page 33
· ¶ viii, 1st sentence – I think it would be grammatically more correct to make two sentences out of this as follows: “viii)In addition, the Committee referred to the 1883 Paris Convention on the Protection of Industrial Property.   It describes the notion of confusion and describes creating confusion as . . .”
Page 46
· RN-WG Recommendation 12 (Tagged Names at the top level) – Similar to what we did for Recommendations 13 & 14, we may want to add a parenthetical sentence like the following: “[Note that in cases where an IDN gTLD is approved, the corresponding ASCII string that starts with the currently accepted IDNA prefix (‘xn--’ as of August 2007) will be allowed.]”  This qualification is more than likely understood by those on the New gTLD Committee but it may be best to include it for those who not as familiar with the issue.

Page 47
· RN-WG Recommendations 14 & 15 (Tagged Names at the 2nd & 3rd level) – In both of these recommendations, I suggest that we make the parenthetical sentence at the end more generic.  That sentence in both cases presently says, “(Note that names starting with “xn--” may only be used if the current ICANN IDN Guidelines are followed by a gTLD registry.)”  I recommend that we reword it to say the following: “[Note that names starting with the currently accepted IDN tag (‘xn--‘ as of August 2007) may be used if the current ICANN IDN Guidelines are followed by a gTLD registry.]”
 Pages 49-51
· RN-WG Recommendations 20-22 (Geographic & Geopolitical Names) -  At the end of each of these recommendations, it says “Note Recommendation 20”.  For clarity, I suggest that we say, “Note New gTLD Recommendation 20”.
Pages 51 – 55
· RN-WG Recommendations 23-30 (Controversial Names) – Similar to what we did for Geographical and Geopolitical Names, we may want to add the following at the end of each of these recommendations:  “See New gTLD Recommendation 6”.

Page 62
· ¶ 7.i reads, “This recommendation is supported by the majority of GNSO Constituencies and . . .”  For other recommendations, the wording is slightly different: “This recommendation has broad support from all the GNSO Constituencies. . .”  or “This Recommendation is supported by all GNSO Constituencies Except . . .” Is the different use of words (majority, broad support, supported by all) significant. If so, how do they differ?  If not, we probably should be consistent so that it is very clear what the level of support is for every principle, recommendation and implementation guideline.  Instead of referring to levels of support from Constituencies, maybe we should refer to levels of support from Constituency representatives.  Or it may even be better to refer to ‘support of the full committee except . . .’ (Note that all statements about levels of support throughout the document need to be made consistent and meaningful.)
Page 63
· At the beginning of ¶ iii, change “Reference was made numerous Requests for Comment (RFCs)” to “Reference was made to numerous Requests for Comment (RFCs)”.

Page 66
· ¶ 10, item iii, the last sentence reads, “Completion of the policy recommendations will enable the completion of a draft base contract that would be available to applicants prior to the start of the application process opening.”  The wording of this sentence makes it sound like the base contract would not have to be available until prior to the start of the application submittal period.  My understanding is that it must be available before the start of overall process including the initial 4-month period before the application submittal period.  I suggest we reword this as follows: “Completion of the policy recommendations will enable the completion of a draft base contract that would be available to applicants prior to the start of the new gTLD process, i.e., prior to the beginning of the 4-month period preceding the application submittal period.”

Page 67
· The 1st sentence in ¶ 12, item ii reads, “The Committee has provided clear direction on its expectations that all the dispute resolution and challenge process would be established prior to the opening of the application round.” – change “process” to “processes”.

Page 70
· In ¶ 16, item ii, change “. . . and ICANN.s seven current Consensus Policies are found http://www.icann.org/general/consensus-policies.htm.” to “. . . and ICANN.s seven current Consensus Policies are found at http://www.icann.org/general/consensus-policies.htm.”

Page 80
· ¶  i says, “This recommendation was developed during the preparations for the Committee’s 7 June 2007 conference call and at subsequent Committee.”  I suggest changing it to: “This recommendation was developed during the preparations for the Committee’s 7 June 2007 conference call and during subsequent Committee deliberations.”
