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 Executive Summary

This “Review of the 2004-2005 sTLD External Evaluation Process:  Issues Relevant to the Introduction of New TLDs” (“Review”) examines those steps in ICANN’s process for selecting new sponsored top-level domains (sTLDs) that relate to the external evaluation phase.  Focusing primarily on the procedural decisions made during this phase, it explores their rationale and possible improvements to be considered in designing the process for evaluation of future proposals for top-level domains (TLDs).  The Review also suggests other options the ICANN community might wish to explore to achieve the same goal of a fair and objective evaluation. 

The Review examines several issues relevant to the external evaluation phase for the sTLD round, which can be broadly divided into five categories: (i) the use of external resources in the review of responses to the RFP; (ii) the qualification, recruitment and selection of evaluators; (iii) evaluation methodology, including assessment of RFP criteria and viability of the distinction between sTLDs and other gTLDs; (iv) the role of ICANN Staff; and (v) the role of the ICANN Board.  Some of the specific issues discussed include how the number of new TLD applications affects the review process; how the competitive nature of a TLD round can impact the selection process; the desirability of protecting the confidentiality of evaluators while they are working; the ideal time to publish evaluation reports; the development of a reasonable timeframe for an evaluation – initial and supplemental; and maximizing the effectiveness of an RFP.

Analysis of these issues suggests several recommendations for ICANN and the community to consider with respect to future work in this area.  These recommendations include the following:

· It could be helpful for ICANN to begin to develop a roster of external resources that are capable of providing evaluation assistance in the future.  Such resources could include not only potential project managers but – most importantly – qualified individuals who could serve as evaluators, either on an ad hoc basis or as part of a “Standing Evaluation Committee on New TLDs.”
· A significant amount of community preparation, comment and analysis went into preparation of the RFP, but after assessing applications against it some evaluators had suggestions for improvement.  In the future, consideration might be given to involving more persons who have been evaluators in the preparation of an RFP.  

· In a situation where ICANN permits unsuccessful applicants an opportunity to remedy the deficiencies identified, there is a tension between protecting evaluators’ identities and early release of their recommendations.  Striking the right balance between protecting evaluators from outside influences, and ensuring timely publication of evaluators’ recommendations, is important.  Options to accomplish both goals should be considered further by the ICANN community.

· It is helpful, to the maximum extent possible, to decide at the outset of a TLD round if applicants will be given the chance to remedy any deficiencies identified by the evaluators.  This will enable the applicants, the evaluators, the EPPM and ICANN Staff to plan accordingly.  If the decision will depend on how many applications are received, and how many are deemed to meet the RFP criteria, then this could be stated.  (If ICANN decides not to allow applicants a second chance, the decision could be without prejudice to future consideration in a subsequent round, as was done in the 2000 gTLD round.)

· Even if is not possible to state at the outset of a round whether there will be a supplemental external evaluation phase, ICANN might still be able to project minimum and maximum timeframes, as determined by potential variables.  Such variables might include, for example, how many applications are received, how many proposals are deemed to meet the RFP criteria, and whether it will decide to give applicants an opportunity to address deficiencies identified. 
· Establishing a reasonable and predictable schedule is an important component of any decision to launch additional new TLDs in the future.  The complexities inherent in considering TLD applications suggest that it might be easier to develop and implement deadlines when considering a group of applications at one time, rather than moving towards a “rolling” process for review and decision-making.  (Reviewing TLD applications in established rounds could still be part of a decision to move towards more predictable expansion of the namespace.)

· In a future round, ICANN should expect to have to choose between two (or more) qualified candidates vying for the same string, and the method should be settled in advance.  One option is to score applicants on how well they satisfy the RFP, while another is to score only those applicants that both seek the same TLD and satisfy the RFP criteria.  Other alternatives include conducting an auction among qualified applicants, or asking the Board to decide (on the basis of clearly defined considerations).  Determining the appropriate allocation method in this and other situations relating to new TLDs is clearly a challenge that will benefit from considerable community input.

· It might be useful to develop a more formal procedure for soliciting GAC input on any “public policy issues” relating to future TLD applications.  Such input could be particularly helpful in assisting the Board and the broader ICANN community with questions that future proposals may raise regarding string selection.

· Case-by-case review of proposals by the Board has advantages and drawbacks.  Review as a group may provide greater consistency.  In either case, the Board should consider providing more information about the rationale for its decisions on delegation, at least in cases where decisions may vary from evaluators’ recommendations. 

Purpose
This “Review of the 2004-2005 sTLD External Evaluation Process:  Issues Relevant to the Introduction of New TLDs” (“Review”) examines steps in ICANN’s process for selecting new sponsored top-level domains (sTLDs) that relate to the external evaluation phase.  Focusing primarily on the procedural decisions made during this phase, it explores their rationale and suggests possible improvements to be considered with respect to evaluating future proposals for top-level domains (TLDs).  The Review also suggests other options the ICANN community might wish to explore to achieve the same goal of a fair and objective evaluation.

ICANN requested this internal review of the sTLD external evaluation phase to assess lessons learned from the recent process, and thereby assist in developing selection policies and procedures for any future round(s).  The Review does not constitute a third party evaluation of the overall sTLD process, which might include not only selection issues but also the launch and start-up phases of the new sTLDs.  ICANN might wish to undertake such an evaluation at a later date, once registry operations have commenced and there is information available about all phases.

It should be noted that this Review focuses only on procedural aspects of the sTLD external evaluation phase, and not on substantive issues.  It does not re-examine decisions related to the merits of the sTLD applications, evaluators’ recommendations to ICANN, or decisions made by ICANN’s Board of Directors (“Board”).

Background

General 

As explained on ICANN’s website, there are several types of TLDs within the domain name system (DNS), including those with three or more characters referred to as “generic” TLDs, or “gTLDs” (see generally, http://www.icann.org/tlds).  The category of gTLDs can be subdivided into two types, “sponsored” TLDs (sTLDs) and “unsponsored” TLDs (which can be “unrestricted” (such as .info) or “restricted” (such as .biz)).  “Generally speaking,” ICANN indicates, “an unsponsored TLD operates under policies established by the global Internet community directly through the ICANN process, while a sponsored TLD is a specialized TLD that has a sponsor representing the narrower community that is most affected by the TLD.  The sponsor thus carries out [some] delegated policy-formulation responsibilities over many matters concerning the TLD” (http://www.icann.org/tlds). 

A “Sponsor” is “an organization to which is delegated some defined ongoing policy-formulation authority regarding the manner in which a particular sponsored TLD is operated.  The sponsored TLD has a Charter, which defines the purpose for which the sponsored TLD has been created and will be operated.  The Sponsor is responsible for developing policies on the delegated topics so that the TLD is operated for the benefit of a defined group of stakeholders, known as the Sponsored TLD Community, that are most directly interested in the operation of the TLD.  The Sponsor also is responsible for selecting the registry operator and to varying degrees for establishing the roles played by registrars and their relationship with the registry operator.  The Sponsor must exercise its delegated authority according to fairness standards and in a manner that is representative of the Sponsored TLD Community” (http://www.icann.org/tlds).

In addition, “[t]he extent to which policy-formulation responsibilities are appropriately delegated to a Sponsor depends upon the characteristics of the organization that may make such delegation appropriate. These characteristics may include the mechanisms the organization uses to formulate policies, its mission, its guarantees of independence from the registry operator and registrars, who will be permitted to participate in the Sponsor's policy-development efforts and in what way, and the Sponsor's degree and type of accountability to the Sponsored TLD Community” (http://www.icann.org/tlds). 

In November 2000, ICANN undertook the first expansion of the DNS since the 1980s, other than with respect to country code top-level domains.  From among more than 40 applications, it selected seven new gTLDs:  .aero, .biz, .coop, .info, .museum, .name and .pro. These seven new TLDs were accepted as part of a "proof-of-concept" designed to test different ways of introducing new TLDs.  For this reason, the Board decided to accept only a limited number of new TLDs at that time.  The selection decisions were made without prejudice as to the future status of the remaining proposals.

The success of the 2000 round led the Board to undertake a second round of expansion, this time dedicated solely to “sponsored” TLDs.  This step was consistent with ICANN’s Memorandum of Understanding with the Department of Commerce, in which it committed to “[c]ontinue the process of implementing new top level domains (TLDs) . .  .” (http://www.icann.org/general/amend6-jpamou-17sep03.htm).  As of January 2006, four new sTLDs have been added to the root (.travel, .jobs, mobi and .cat).  In addition, four other proposed sTLDs are engaged in, or recently completed, negotiations with ICANN concerning a registry agreement (.post, .tel (Telnic), .xxx and .asia).  

ICANN’s Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) is currently considering recommendations for a third round of expansion of the DNS.  The policy development process to create an appropriate framework for such an expansion has begun, including consideration of possible allocation and selection polices and procedures (see, e.g., “Public Comment Forum for Terms of Reference for New gTLDs” at http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-06dec05.htm and “Call for papers -- Policy Development for Introduction of New gTLDs” at http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-03jan06.htm).  

sTLD Round

Preliminary steps in preparing for the sTLD round began on 15 December 2002, when the Board asked the ICANN President (then Stuart Lynn) to develop a draft Request for Proposals (RFP) to invite applications for additional new sTLDs (see Resolution 02.152, at http://www.icann.org/minutes/prelim-report-15dec02.htm).  

On 23 March 2003, ICANN posted for public comment the proposed criteria and process for evaluating sTLD proposals, which was intended to prompt discussion that would lead to a draft RFP (http://www.icann.org/riodejaneiro/stld-rfp-topic.htm).  On 24 June 2003, following public comment, ICANN posted the draft RFP for comment (http://www.icann.org/tlds/new-stld-rfp/new-stld-rfp-24jun03.htm).  

The At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC), the GNSO and the online comment forum provided significant feedback on the draft RFP.  On 13 October 2003, the Board reviewed the public comments and discussed how, and within what timeframe, ICANN should proceed with the potential introduction of new sTLDs.  The Board noted, in particular, “an appreciation of the importance to the community of this topic, and the intent to seek further input and open communication with the community on the topic” before arriving at a decision.

On 29 October 2003, the GNSO called upon the Board to go forward with the process for an interim round of sTLDs (see http://gnso.icann.org/meetings/minutes-gnso-29oct03.shtml).  On 31 October 2004, the Board agreed with the GNSO’s recommendation and directed the ICANN President to prepare and publish the RFP by 15 December 2003 (http://www.icann.org/announcements/advisory-31oct03.htm).

On 15 December 2003, ICANN posted the RFP that launched the sTLD round and requested that applications be filed by 16 March 2004 (http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-15dec03.htm).  The RFP was divided into six parts, see http://www.icann.org/tlds/new-stld-rfp/new-stld-application-parta-15dec03.htm. The first part provided applicants with explanatory notes on the process as well as an indication of the type of information requested by ICANN. The remaining parts constituted the application itself.

The RFP’s explanatory notes described the selection criteria for successful proposals (see Appendix A of this Review).  In brief:

· The technical standards included “evidence of ability to ensure stable registry operation,” “evidence of ability to ensure that the registry conforms with best practice technical standards for registry operations, “evidence of a full range of registry services,” and “assurance of continuity of registry operation in the event of business failure of the proposed registry.”

· The business plan had to “demonstrate the applicant's methodology for introducing a new sTLD and the ability of the organization to implement a robust and appropriately resourced organization.”  The financial model had to “outline the financial, technical and operational capabilities of the organization.”

· The sponsorship information had to include a “definition of sponsored TLD community,” “evidence of support from the Sponsoring Organization,” “appropriateness of the Sponsoring Organization and the policy formulation environment,” and “level of support from the Community.” In addition, the criteria of “community value” had to be demonstrated by the “addition of new value to the Internet name space,” protections for “the rights of others,” “assurance of charter-compliant registrations and avoidance of abusive registration practices,” “assurance of adequate dispute-resolution mechanisms,” and “provision of ICANN-policy compliant WHOIS service.”

On 19 March 2004, ICANN announced that it had received ten applications for new sTLDs.  The ten proposals were for the following nine strings: .asia, .cat, .jobs, .mail, .mobi, .post, .tel, .travel and .xxx (two different applicants submitted applications for .tel).  ICANN Staff performed an initial review of the applications for completeness and then posted the non-confidential portions of the applications.  Public review and comment was requested by 30 April 2004 (http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-19mar04.htm).  (The comment period was later extended to 14 May 2004.)  There were extensive public comments, posted either on the general comment forum or on the comment forum for each application (see http://www.icann.org/tlds/stld-apps-19mar04).

The RFP provided that an “independent team of evaluators will perform the evaluation process,” and that the team would make “recommendations about the preferred applications, if any applications are successful in meeting the selection criteria.”  During April 2004, ICANN began the process of organizing the independent panel of evaluators.  It first sought the assistance of an outside Evaluation Process Project Manager (EPPM) to assist with convening the panel and coordinating its work.  After considering several candidates, ICANN selected Summit Strategies International (“Summit”) to perform the EPPM role.

During May 2004, ICANN and the EPPM worked together to recruit an independent panel of experts and initiate its evaluation of the sTLD applications against the RFP criteria.  It was important that the panel as a whole had broad expertise in technical, business/financial and policy areas, and also reflected ICANN’s geographical diversity.  The criteria for the selection of the evaluators were posted at http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-6may04.htm.  

Upon selection, the evaluation panel was organized into three teams, with each team focused on a specific part of the RFP, pertaining to technical, business/financial or sponsorship/community issues.  The technical team was chaired by Mr. Ólafur Guðmundsson (Europe/ North America) and included Mr. Patrik Fältström (Europe) and Mr. Nii Quaynor (Africa).  The business/financial team was chaired by Ms. Maureen Cubberley (North America) and included Mr. Fernando Silveira Galban (Latin America) and Mr. Jeffrey Lissack (North America).  The sponsorship/community value team was chaired by Dr. Liz Williams (Asia) and included Mr. Pierre Ouédraogo (Africa/ Europe) and Mr. Daniel Weitzner (North America).  Information about the expertise and qualifications of each evaluator is contained in Appendix D of the Status Report on the sTLD Application Process (http://icann.org/tlds/stld-apps-19mar04/stld-status-report.pdf) (“Status Report”).  

For several weeks, the three evaluation teams worked diligently and thoroughly to evaluate each application on its own merits, in a fair and objective manner.  The teams discussed the selection criteria, analyzed the applications, reviewed public comments and assessed the extent to which each proposal satisfied the different parts of the RFP.  Each team met several times by teleconference to accomplish this task.  As part of the process, each team posed a series of questions to each applicant, through the EPPM, in an effort to clarify points that were unclear or to seek other clarifications.  On 12 July 2004, the EPPM transmitted the teams’ evaluation reports and recommendations to ICANN.  

The complete reports and recommendations were published in the Status Report.  As noted therein, the technical evaluation team found that five proposals (.asia, .cat, .post, .travel (with conditions) and .xxx) satisfied the RFP’s technical criteria.  The team recommended that the issues raised by .mail would benefit from review by ICANN’s Security & Stability Advisory Committee.  Initially, it indicated that the four other proposals (.jobs, .mobi, .tel (Pulver) and .tel (Telnic)) did not meet the selection criteria, although concerns with .jobs might be resolvable.  

The business/financial evaluation team found that seven proposals (.asia, .cat, .jobs, .mobi, .post, .travel, and .xxx) satisfied the relevant RFP criteria.  At that time, it indicated that the three other proposals (.mail, .tel (Pulver) and .tel (Telnic)) did not satisfy the selection criteria. 

The sponsorship/community value evaluation team found that two proposals satisfied the relevant RFP criteria (.cat and .post).  It found that three proposals (.asia, .jobs and .travel) did not presently satisfy the selection criteria, but might merit further discussions with ICANN.  The team indicated that the five other proposals (.mail, .mobi, tel (Pulver), .tel (Telnic) and .xxx) did not satisfy the selection criteria. 

ICANN decided that where an application passed all three sets of criteria – technical, business/financial and sponsorship/community value –  and there were no other issues associated with it, the Board would be briefed and the application would move on to the next stage of technical and commercial negotiations.  There was one application – .post – in this category.
  In the other cases – where an evaluation team indicated that a set of criteria was not satisfied, or there were other issues to be examined – ICANN decided to give each applicant an opportunity to submit clarifying or additional documentation before presenting the evaluation teams’ recommendations to the Board for a decision on whether the proposal could proceed to the next stage.  The other nine applications were in this category.  

On 31 July 2004, ICANN notified the applicants of the evaluators’ recommendations.  ICANN indicated that the extent to which clarifications or other information was deemed necessary depended on the nature of each proposal and the specific feedback from the evaluators.  For this reason, ICANN decided that each proposal would now progress on its own timetable, beginning in August 2004.  In certain cases, the technical team was asked to reconvene to assess the clarifying information.  In other situations the business/financial team was requested to reconvene.  Because the sponsorship/

community value issues being considered appeared to be of a more subjective nature, it was decided to ask the Board to review those issues directly.  Both the technical and business/financial teams were given the option of having a teleconference with the applicants, in addition to exchanging written information.  The technical team selected this option and teleconferences were scheduled with the three applicants (.jobs, .mobi, .tel (Telnic)) that had expressed interest in addressing the technical issues that the evaluators had identified with respect to their applications. 

ICANN informed all applicants that the evaluation reports would be released publicly as soon as they had all concluded the independent review process (with proprietary information redacted), in order to enhance transparency and understanding of the sTLD selection process.  It was decided to maintain the anonymity of the evaluators’ identity until all of the teams’ work was completed.  Protecting their identities during the evaluation had helped insulate them from outside pressure.  Once it was clear that all ten applications had completed the independent review process, and the Board did not have any follow-up questions for the evaluators, ICANN published the Status Report containing the evaluation reports and identities of the evaluators (http://icann.org/tlds/stld-apps-19mar04/stld-status-report.pdf ).

issues

This Review examines several issues relevant to the external evaluation phase used to select new sTLDs.  These issues can be broadly divided into the following five categories: 

· Use of external resources in the review of responses to the RFP;

· Qualification, recruitment and selection of evaluators (including conflict of interest protections);

· Evaluation methodology, including assessment of RFP criteria and viability of distinction between sTLDs and other gTLDs; 

· Role of ICANN Staff; and

· Role of the ICANN Board. 

Specific issues discussed include:

· How the number of new TLD applications can affect the review process; 

· How the competitive nature of a TLD round can impact the selection process; 

· The desirability of protecting the confidentiality of evaluators while they are working;

· The ideal time to publish evaluation reports; 

· The development of a reasonable timeframe for an evaluation – initial and supplemental; and

· Maximizing the effectiveness of an RFP. 

Methodology

The methodology for this Review draws upon several resources, including:

· Interviews with eight of the ten sTLD applicants, including successful and unsuccessful applicants;

· Interviews with a majority of the nine external evaluators;

· Feedback solicited from the GNSO constituencies, which include commercial and business users, gTLD registries, intellectual property interests, internet service and connection providers, non-commercial users, and registrars; 

· Feedback from the At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC) representative to the GNSO; 

· Comments at the GNSO Public Forum during ICANN’s Vancouver Meeting;

· Interviews with ICANN Staff;

· Interviews with the Chairman and Vice-Chairman of the ICANN Board;

· Invitations to Members of the Government Advisory Committee (GAC) to comment on a formal or informal basis; and

· The direct experience of the EPPM (and drafter of this Review) in the external phase of the evaluation, including in interactions with the applicants, evaluators and ICANN Staff.

ANALYSIS

The following chart summarizes the steps in the sTLD process.  Those issues that relate to procedural aspects of the external evaluation phase, which are discussed below, are italicized in the chart.  They include issues involving the use of external resources in general, the selection of evaluators in the sTLD round, the evaluation teams’ methodology, the role of ICANN Staff and the role of the Board.  (Other steps are included in the chart solely to provide a context for the discussion that follows, and are not the subject of this Review.)

Chart 1-- Steps in Overall sTLD Process

	STEP
	TIMEFRAME 

	Posting of RFP
	15 Dec. 2004

	Filing of sTLD applications
	16 Mar. 2004

	Recruitment of EPPM
	Apr. 2004

	Recruitment of evaluators
	May 2004

	Evaluation of proposals 

by independent teams
	May – July 2004

	Evaluators’ recommendations

sent to ICANN
	12 July 2004

	ICANN Staff review
	July 2004

	ICANN notification to applicants & invitation to respond/supplement, as desired
	July – Aug. 2004

	Evaluators’ review of supplemental information
	Case-by-case


	Initial Board consideration of sTLD proposals
	Case-by-case (see fn. 4)

	ICANN negotiations with applicants
	Case-by-case (see fn. 4)

	Board decisions on delegating new sTLDs
	Case-by-case (see fn. 4)

	Publication of evaluation reports
	28 Nov. 2005

	Launch of new sTLDs

	Ongoing


Use of External Resources

ICANN used outside resources in evaluating the ten proposals it received for new sTLDs, just as it had done with respect to the 2000 gTLD round and to the competitions for .org in 2002 and for .net in 2005.  

For the sTLD round, the RFP made it clear that the evaluation of applications would be undertaken by an independent panel of evaluators drawn from a pool of experts with, in the aggregate, technical, financial, business and policy development experience.  

ICANN chose to recruit an external Evaluation Phase Project Manager (EPPM) to assist in conducting the evaluation process.  After soliciting and considering proposals from several candidates, ICANN asked Summit to serve as EPPM.  The role of the EPPM was to help identify and recruit potential evaluators; coordinate evaluation team meetings; seek any supplemental or clarifying information requested by the evaluators from the applicants; and move the evaluation teams towards timely conclusions on each application on the basis of the RFP.  The EPPM served as a liaison between the evaluators and ICANN Staff, and between the evaluators and the applicants.  The EPPM did not play a substantive role in the evaluators’ conclusions or recommendations.  

The independent EPPM role was created for several reasons.  First, an outside project manger would help insulate the evaluators from perceived or actual pressure from any sTLD applicant.  It would also shield the evaluators from any inadvertent bias on the part of ICANN.  As a result, the ability of each evaluator to examine the applications solely on the basis of the RFP and provide an objective and impartial assessment would be enhanced.

Second, using an external project manager would expand ICANN’s ability to recruit a qualified and diverse evaluation panel.  Indeed, the EPPM utilized extensive international contacts to identify and interview dozens of high-caliber and geographically diverse potential evaluators.  Had the evaluation panel been recruited solely by ICANN, the pool of candidates might have been narrower.

There are alternatives to recruiting an independent project manager and evaluation team that could be considered in a future round.  One option would be to have ICANN staff supervise the evaluation process.  In such case, it could be efficient to assign the same person responsibility for all aspects of an evaluation, from developing the timeline to identifying and recruiting evaluators, and coordinating their work.  In addition, unlike an EPPM, such a person might also supervise negotiations with successful applicants and assist with any evaluation issues that need to be addressed.  If, however, there are more than 10-12 applications submitted in any round, additional staff may be required to assist with these responsibilities.  At all times, ICANN must be prepared to commit adequate staff to a TLD round, with the resources and authority necessary to move the process ahead on the planned timetable.  

Whether ICANN uses an EPPM or in-house staff to organize an evaluation process, it would likely still need to rely on outside experts to conduct the substantive work.  While the sTLD teams were constituted on a one-time basis, future panels might be created on a permanent basis, to be convened as necessary to review new TLD applications.  If such a “Standing Evaluation Committee on New TLDs” were to be established, evaluators could serve for limited terms to ensure a diversity of backgrounds and fresh perspectives.  To facilitate the selection of qualified evaluators, ICANN could start now to develop a database of experts classified on the basis of technical, business/financial, policy development, legal or other expertise.  

It is also possible to consider having ICANN conduct its own evaluation of applicants, using in-house expertise on technical, business/financial, policy development and legal issues, particularly if selection criteria become more objective.  In a future TLD round, for example, the question of sponsorship might be less relevant.  While there would likely be technical, business/financial and legal issues to consider, such elements are generally easier to quantify and measure.  Indeed, some in the ICANN community have suggested a “pre-certification” process whereby applications that involve companies already providing registry services, or that meet certain business/financial requirements (particularly with respect to business failure scenarios), be deemed to satisfy some, if not all, of the requisite criteria.  See, e.g., Registrar Commentary on GNSO New gTLDs Terms of Reference (31 Jan 2006), at http://forum.icann.org/lists/new-gtlds-pdp-comments/pdfjqMGcPJ0iV.pdf.  The impact of such a process on limiting further competition, however, would need to be studied carefully.  If it were determined that a satisfactory pre-certification process could be developed, this mechanism might reduce the amount of work required from external evaluators or ICANN in –house experts.

Using ICANN’s in-house resources to supervise or conduct an evaluation, of course, could be viewed as reducing the independence of the assessment, even if the criteria are considered objective to evaluate.  In addition, ICANN Staff in these roles would be much more visible than external evaluators or an EPPM would be, with greater risk that an interested party might try to influence the process.  If the ICANN community continues to place primacy on preserving the independence of TLD evaluators and minimizing the role of outside influences on the process, then this would not be the ideal option.

Another alternative to recruiting an independent project manager and evaluation panel is to consider using an external company to perform both functions.  ICANN already has experience with this approach.  It used Gartner, Inc. for an evaluation of proposals for the .org reassignment in 2002, and Telcordia for an evaluation of candidates for the .net rebid in 2005.  One strength of this approach is that large companies with in-house technical expertise can mobilize evaluation teams relatively quickly.  A drawback, however, is that the members of such teams may have similar backgrounds and qualifications, and be less reflective of ICANN’s diversity than a team recruited internationally.  Such experts may also be less knowledgeable about DNS issues than individuals recruited from the ICANN community. 

Recommendations

· If the ICANN community prefers the independence and diversity of an internationally recruited evaluation panel to an evaluation by ICANN Staff or by the staff of an external company, then the approach used for the sTLD round could be the appropriate model going forward.  

· It could be helpful for ICANN to begin to develop a roster of external resources that are capable of providing evaluation assistance in the future.  Such resources could include not only potential project managers but – most importantly – qualified individuals who could serve as evaluators, either on an ad hoc basis or as part of a “Standing Evaluation Committee on New TLDs.”

Qualification, Recruitment and Selection of Evaluators 

The RFP provided that an “independent team of evaluators will perform the evaluation process,” and that the team would make “recommendations about the preferred applications, if any applications are successful in meeting the selection criteria.”  Developing highly qualified evaluation teams involved several steps, including organizing the process; publishing selection criteria for evaluators; soliciting interested candidates; conducting reference checks; selecting the best qualified candidates and vetting them for potential conflicts of interest; securing evaluators’ agreement to maintain the confidentiality of applicants’ business/proprietary information and abide by other rules; and notifying the many persons who were not selected for the evaluation teams.

ICANN and the EPPM decided to recruit a single, overall evaluation panel, rather than multiple panels.  The single panel was composed of three separate teams, with each one focused on a different part of the RFP – technical, business/financial or sponsorship/community value.  Each team had three members, which provided balance between representing different views and also being able to work efficiently.  Having three members on each team also meant that decisions could be made by a vote, if consensus proved elusive.  (Voting did not prove necessary, as all three evaluation teams reached consensus on their recommendations to ICANN.)  Each team member received an honorarium for their service.  

The “Criteria to Be Used in the Selection of New Sponsored TLDs” issued for public comment during the Rio de Janeiro Meeting in March 2003 (http://www.icann.org/riodejaneiro/stld-rfp-topic.htm#C), had suggested consideration be given to convening two or more separate evaluation panels, with each one composed of relevant experts who, as a whole, would assess the RFP.  This approach would have given ICANN two independent – although possibly conflicting – perspectives on which applicants satisfied the RFP criteria.  But it seemed less consistent with the final RFP and its emphasis on four distinct areas – technical, business/financial, sponsorship and community value – with some overlap between “sponsorship” and “community value”.  The division of the RFP into these sections supported creation of three separate teams -- with each one focused, respectively, on technical, business/financial and sponsorship/community value issues -- rather than two competing panels.  

The three-team approach adopted for the sTLD round also encouraged each evaluator to assess each application solely on the basis of the RFP criteria on which he or she was expert, rather than risk being swayed to favor (or disfavor) a proposal due to the views of experts in other areas.  Had the teams conducted their analyses as one large panel, it is possible one group of experts might not have looked as seriously at applicants that were not recommended by the other two groups.  Under the approach used, each application was reviewed separately by each team to see whether it satisfied the relevant parts of the RFP, without prejudice as to whether it also met the other parts.  Prior to finalization of each team report, a draft was shared with the other two teams to determine whether there were any contradictions that needed to be addressed (and there were not).    

The recruitment and selection of evaluators for the three teams proceeded smoothly, notwithstanding the challenge of finding people who not only had outstanding qualifications (including some experience in the technology field, if not with the DNS), but who also were not associated with any applicant, and who were available to undertake such an important project within a few weeks.  In identifying potential evaluators, ICANN and the EPPM considered several issues to be particularly important.  First, the teams as a whole had to possess the capability to evaluate issues of a highly technical nature arising from the applications, as well as the other RFP criteria.  Second, team members as a group needed to reflect a cross-section of expertise from the business, technical, academic and internet communities.  Third, the teams had to mirror the international nature of the applicants and the DNS.  

On 6 May 2004, ICANN published criteria for the selection of the independent evaluators, at http://www.icann.org/tlds/new-stld-rfp/panel.htm.  For the technical team, the criteria included an ability based on “skills and experiences developed through the implementation, management and design of complex systems and demonstrated, at both standard-protocol and operational levels, understanding of the subtle features of the Domain Name System and how they are specified and work.”  For the business/financial team, the criteria included the ability to analyze “financial and economic standing through statements from bankers or investors, balance sheets, or other certified financial statements,” and the effectiveness of an operational model [and] the validity [of] the sTLD Business Plan . . . .”  For the sponsorship/community value team, the criteria included “significant and broad experience working with technology issues from a community-based, non-profit, policy or legal perspective.”  The EPPM, ICANN Staff and the Board also sought and received recommendations from dozens of people, both inside and outside of the ICANN community.  

As noted above, it was important that the overall composition of the evaluation teams be reflective of ICANN’s international character, and include members from each of ICANN’s five regions.  Not only was this goal consistent with ICANN’s global nature, but evaluators from different parts of the world could bring distinct and important perspectives to their work.  

Once suitable candidates for the evaluation teams were identified, telephone or in-person interviews were conducted to assess their particular qualifications (including general expertise and particular knowledge of DNS and related issues), their willingness to serve, and any potential conflicts of interest.  References were requested and checked as necessary. 

Once the three top candidates for each evaluation team were identified, each individual was asked to participate in a more formal vetting process designed to elicit specific information about financial or other potential conflicts.  The EPPM prepared a list of all individuals and organizations identified in the ten sTLD applications, and asked each candidate to review the list carefully before answering a questionnaire.  Key questions included:

· Whether you have, or have had, a financial relationship with any person or organization on the list. 

· Whether you have, or have had, a connection with any person or organization on the list.  

· Whether anyone in your immediate family has, or has had, a financial relationship with any person or organization on the list.

· Whether anyone in your immediate family has, or has had, a connection with any person or organization on the list.  

· Public statements you have made or public positions you have taken, if any, concerning the applicants or their proposals.
This process was similar to that used by ICANN’s Nomination Committee (NomCom).  Under NomCom procedures, a member “must disclose promptly to the Chair any financial or other relations that might affect (or might reasonably be seen to affect) his/her performance on the Committee, including any financial connections to any individual under consideration by the NomCom.”
The EPPM and ICANN reviewed the candidates’ responses to the conflicts questionnaire, their qualifications and backgrounds.  The EPPM recommended the strongest candidates, and alternates, for each of the three teams, and ICANN made the selection.  The evaluators were required to sign a confidentiality agreement.   

ICANN Staff and the EPPM emphasized to the evaluators that it “is obviously critical that [their] work be conducted in an objective and fair manner.”  The evaluators were directed to contact Kurt Pritz, ICANN’s Vice President, Business Operations, or the EPPM, if “at any point in the process . . . there may be an issue regarding your ability to be impartial, fair and objective.”  As an additional precaution, each evaluator agreed in writing to “notify ICANN of any conflict or appearance of conflict relating to financial or any other interests that might impede [his/her] ability to make a fair and balanced decision as to any applicant.”

Requiring disclosure by evaluators of potential conflicts, both prior to and during the evaluation, proved effective in avoiding any issues leading to disqualification of an evaluator.  At the same time, additional steps to enhance vetting and protect against conflicts of interest are always desirable, and could be considered for future rounds.    

Recommendations

· Given the importance of identifying candidates with outstanding qualifications, from different regions, who are not associated with any applicant and are interested and able to serve as evaluators, steps should be taken soon to develop a database of experts to facilitate future recruitment.  The database could include a roster of individuals and companies expert in the different areas pertaining to a TLD evaluation, and indicate their qualifications and region.  

· Careful vetting of potential evaluators is also critical.  Because applicants for new TLDs will change, it is necessary to consider this question with respect to each application or TLD round.  Disclosure of actual or potential conflicts by each candidate for an evaluation panel should continue to be required, and additional steps might also be considered.

Evaluation Methodology

The external evaluation phase of the sTLD process involved several procedural issues that may have implications for future TLD rounds.  These issues include devising efficient working methods, applying the RFP and protecting the confidentiality of evaluators while they are working.

As a general matter, there appears to be a sense in the ICANN community that the sTLD selection process represented an improvement over the 2000 round in several respects.  In providing input for this Review, for example, the GNSO’s Registry Constituency commended ICANN for deciding to “select new sTLDs based on clearly articulated objective criteria and an explicit evaluation methodology” (see “Comments from the Registry Constituency with Respect to the sTLD Evaluation Process” (8 Feb. 2006)(on file with EPPM)).  The Constituency indicated its appreciation for “the process by which these criteria were developed, and ICANN’s attempt to enhance the transparency and objectivity of the selection process.”  

Working Methods

The evaluators were asked to provide ICANN staff with a set of written reports recommending which applications met the RFP criteria and could proceed to commercial and technical negotiations.  The evaluators began their substantive work in May 2004, and were requested to complete their reports within six weeks, i.e., by early July.  This meant a busy pace of work, given the need to review, analyze and discuss thoroughly ten rather detailed and complex proposals.  At the outset, ICANN also asked the evaluators to remain available to answer any follow-up questions from the Staff or Board.

Each evaluation team met six to eight times between May 28 and July 7 by teleconference to review the selection criteria, analyze the applications, consider public comments and assess the extent to which each proposal satisfied the respective parts of the RFP.  Additionally, each team posed a series of questions to applicants – through the EPPM – in an effort to amplify points that were unclear.  Between formal meetings, the teams worked individually and collectively to reach a decision by ICANN’s deadline.  

In addition to team meetings by conference call, the evaluators performed their work by email and on a secure website established specifically for the evaluation.  The EPPM and ICANN Staff designed this online facility to enable each evaluator to provide comments on the extent to which specific RFP criteria were satisfied, and subsequently to view the input of other team members.  This web-based tool was intended to encourage evaluators to express their preliminary views before hearing other comments, while at the same time to reflect upon their colleagues’ views before team meetings.  Evaluators generally found this tool quite useful.  Applicants’ answers to the questions posted by the evaluators were also posted on this website.

It was interesting that on occasion members of a team held different preliminary views about the extent to which a particular proposal satisfied the relevant RFP criteria.  After a process in which views were openly expressed and discussed, each team moved towards a consensus view of whether the RFP criteria it had been asked to evaluate were satisfied or not, and why.  All of the evaluators’ recommendations to the ICANN Staff and Board were made unanimously.

While the sTLD teams met by teleconference, one option to consider in the future is whether to hold at least one meeting in-person.  Several evaluators indicated, after their work was finished, support for the idea of an in-person meeting held prior to finalization of a team report.  One evaluator also suggested a meeting among all three teams prior to submission of the reports to ICANN.   Such meetings could take place in a location convenient for all involved.  While in the sTLD round all three teams succeeded in forging a strong and respectful working relationship during conference calls, this may not always be the case.  In some situations, a face-to-face meeting may indeed be helpful as the most effective way to create a positive group dynamic, or the most efficient way to agree on recommendations.  There are, of course, budgetary implications to organizing such meetings.  It is also possible that they may postpone conclusion of the evaluation phase because of the difficulty in finding a single 2-3 day period in which all three team members on each evaluation team could travel to a group meeting.  (Indeed, it was sometimes challenging to schedule weekly conference calls of 2-3 hours duration, given evaluators’ schedules and the need to accommodate different time zones.)  

Another idea to consider in a future round is whether to invite the evaluators to brief the Board on their recommendations.  This brief could be conducted by teleconference or at a face-to-face meeting.  Such a briefing could occur at the beginning of the Board’s consideration of all applications generally, or as the Board considered individual applications in more detail.

Interpreting the RFP 
ICANN’s initial development of “Criteria to Be Used in the Selection of New Sponsored TLDs” noted that there is “unavoidably some degree of subjectivity in the evaluation of proposals. No system can be completely objective, since degrees of judgment are involved. There is no such thing as a perfect evaluation” (see (http://www.icann.org/riodejaneiro/stld-rfp-topic.htm#C).  While there is typically an element of subjectivity in any evaluation, it is obviously desirable to minimize it as much as possible.

The RFP for the sTLD round was prepared prior to Summit’s involvement in the process.  Several observations based on comments from evaluators and others involved in the process, however, could prove useful in designing future rounds.  

The technical criteria were written, according to ICANN, so that an existing registry operator could generally satisfy most, if not all, of them.  This is, of course, not surprising because registry operators already under contract with ICANN ought to possess the same qualifications sought in a new provider.  At the same time, some evaluators found aspects of the technical parts of the RFP to be too easy to satisfy.  It was also ambiguous if certain concerns relating to technical issues were within, or outside of, the RFP.  In addition, because the technical criteria tended to favor existing registry providers, it proved harder for an applicant that did not identify a known registry operator, or that did not initially identify any registry provider, to persuade the evaluation team that it satisfied the technical criteria.  (Indeed, it is unclear whether a start-up registry operator could have succeeded as a back-end provider for a new sTLD.  This aspect of the sTLD round was obviously different than the 2000 round, when several of the new TLDs were awarded to new registry operators or to new back-end providers.  This change might be explained by the fact that there are now several providers of registry services from which an sTLD applicant can choose.  On the other hand, it does raise the question whether a start-up company could have competed as successfully in this round as several did in 2000.)

The business/financial criteria too were generally viewed by team members as “minimalist.”  The team members would have welcomed more guidance from the RFP on how strict a standard they should have used, and more detail on the specific requirements that applicants had to meet.  One team member stressed the importance of using the RFP process to provide specific guidance about what an applicant must do to demonstrate its capacity to develop a new TLD, particularly so as not to disadvantage new players.

The technical and the business/financial criteria were generally viewed as more objective to apply than were the sponsorship/community value criteria.  It was noted by the Registry Constituency in feedback for this Review that, for example, the “sponsorship issues were perceived by the participants as the least objective, the most difficult to apply, and most likely to be effected [sic] by the personal opinions of the evaluators.”  Indeed, it was clear before the evaluation began that parts of the RFP on “Sponsorship” and “Community Value” would involve some subjective determinations.  Evaluators had to assess, for example, whether a clearly defined sponsored community could “benefit” from establishment of the proposed sTLD.  They also had to examine whether an application demonstrated “community value” by, among other things, adding “new value to the Internet name space.”  In addition, there appeared to be some tension between certain criteria.  The team had to assess, for example, whether a Sponsored TLD Community was “precisely defined, so that it could “readily be determined which persons or entities make up that community.”  At the same time, an applicant had to demonstrate that its proposal would lead to the “enrichment of broad global communities” that “serve larger user communities and attract a greater number of registrants.”  The more subjective a criterion, the more important – and challenging – it becomes to provide evaluators with quantifiable metrics to guide their work.   

The sponsorship/community value team stated in its report for ICANN that it “had the most complex of the evaluation tasks with significantly more RFP criteria than the Business & Finance and Technical teams ranging across an array of different sTLD elements.  In addition, the questions required, in some cases, subjective and futuristic judgments about how the applications may meet the criteria.”  Nonetheless, the team strived to apply “the criteria to each of the applications individually . . . in the context of existing gTLDs, sTLDs and ccTLDs and our knowledge of ICANN’s historic (but relatively new) approach to these issues.”  The team observed that “this round of applications takes ICANN into new territory, especially with respect to the market for domain name registration services and the services required of registry operators; the economic and policy environment in which the new sTLDs would operate and the social policy context of global DNS governance.  These factors, whilst outside the direct scope of the RFP, reflect the reality of the environment in which new sTLDs would operate.”

The sponsorship/community value team sought guidance from ICANN – through the EPPM – on whether there was additional information concerning the concept of sponsorship that it might be useful to review.  ICANN Staff instructed the team to rely on existing information, including the definition of “Sponsor” cited earlier, descriptions of the .aero, .coop and .museum Sponsored TLD Communities, and background on the sponsorship concept from the 2000 gTLD round.  The sponsorship/community value evaluation team considered this information as it applied the RFP criteria to each application.  In doing so, the team concluded that two of the ten proposals (.cat and .post) satisfied the RFP requirements.  As the evaluation reports filed by the sponsorship/community value team made clear, it had questions about whether the eight other sTLD proposals met the RFP criteria.  (It was thus unclear why one GNSO constituency expressed concern that the team had recommended approving “some TLDs as sponsored which had challenges in meeting certain RFP criteria,” and then suggested that the team had been “unable to apply criteria properly” (http://www.bizconst.org/positions/BCposition_2005_round_sTLDs.doc).)  

The challenge of applying subjective elements of an RFP does raise the question whether, going forward, the concept of sTLDs continues to make sense.  Some have argued, among other reasons, that the distinction is appropriate because the concept helps give differentiation to the TLD name space.  Others have suggested that only delegated policy-making authority can enable a registry operator to enforce certain parameters on registrant behavior that are important for the success of particular sTLDs.  And others, fearing a prevalence of intellectual property infringement or fraud, are more comfortable supporting only a limited expansion of sTLDs, which are tied to specific communities.  

The Board’s decisions on sTLDs may suggest a broader interpretation of the concept going forward than was used previously.  If ICANN plans to introduce sTLDs in the future, then the time may be ripe to consider anew the appropriate definition of a sponsored TLD.  In an effort to signify “broad significance,” establish “broad and lasting value” and achieve “broad geographic and demographic impact” – all of which the sTLD RFP required – it is important to ask whether, at some point, the notion of sTLDs melds into more generic TLDs.  The continued relevance of sTLDs is an important question for the ICANN community to consider during the policy development process now under way.

This is of course not the first time that a group of evaluators has been asked to evaluate proposals under an RFP that it did not help develop.  In developing RFPs in the future, consideration could be given to finding ways to involve more evaluators in the process.  Since the members of an evaluation panel may not be selected before an RFP is finalized, it might be possible to call on former evaluators to provide such guidance.  Alternatively, if a “Standing Evaluation Committee on New TLD” is established, that group might be the logical choice to provide input.  Or, if ICANN decides to maintain a database of experts willing to serve as evaluators, a randomly selected number of these individuals might also be of assistance.  
Confidentiality Protections

ICANN informed evaluators that the “confidentiality of [their] role and that of the other Evaluators will be protected during the Evaluation process, and announced only when your work has concluded.  As such, you will have no direct contact with the applicants.”  Several evaluators indicated that the ability to work confidentially during the course of the entire evaluation was important to them, and that this insulation from lobbying or other attempts to influence their decisions facilitated their work.  Understandably, they did not wish to modify this procedure while the evaluation phase was under way.  

Confidentiality can indeed help foster a fair and impartial evaluation.  Protecting the identity of evaluators, however, also has an impact on other aspects of an evaluation, such as the timing of release of the evaluation reports and recommendations.  Undoubtedly, members of the ICANN community – including and in particular the evaluators themselves – would like to have seen their recommendations posted earlier.  Indeed, the reports were initially intended to be released shortly after transmission to ICANN, during summer 2004.  When, however, the evaluators as a whole recommended only two proposals for approval, ICANN decided to consider selecting more new sTLDs, if the identified deficiencies could be addressed in a satisfactory manner.  This decision meant additional work for two of the three evaluation teams, and that in the meantime the identity of all the evaluators would not be disclosed.  As noted above, the evaluators had been informed at the outset of the evaluation that their names would not be released while they were working in order to insulate them from outside pressures or influence.  Some evaluators considered this protection quite important, and expected that it would continue for as long as they were involved in the review process.  ICANN therefore provided the reports promptly to all applicants, and posted them once the evaluation phase concluded for all ten applicants.  

The modified timetable, which gave applicants not initially recommended by evaluators an opportunity to address the deficiencies identified in their applications, meant that the Board was making decisions on certain proposed delegations before the reports on those proposals had been published.  This was a result of ICANN’s decision to let each proposal progress on its own timetable after the initial evaluation, which meant that some would be ready for Board consideration before others.

It is helpful to consider what other options might be available in a future round.  It should be noted that this question would likely only arise in the context of a decision by ICANN to give applicants an opportunity to remedy deficiencies identified by the evaluators.  (If there is no such opportunity, then presumably those applications not accepted by ICANN would be invited to apply again in the future, as happened after the 2000 round, see footnote 1.)  One possibility, of course, is not to continue to protect the identity of individual evaluators while they are working.  In an effort to still guard against undue influences, applicants could be warned that anyone who approaches an evaluator about an sTLD proposal, whether directly or indirectly, would be reported to ICANN and constitute grounds for disqualification.  (Indeed, the sTLD RFP did caution applicants against approaching, or having anyone else approach, any member of the ICANN Staff, the Board or “any person associated with the proposal process.”)  Eliminating such protection, however, may still deter some outstanding potential evaluators from becoming involved in future round(s).  

A second option is to release the evaluation reports without disclosing who prepared them, until the evaluators complete any follow-up work.  This alternative raises other issues, such as the credibility of analyses and recommendations from anonymous sources.  

A third option is to allow applicants who wish to provide supplemental information to do so directly to the Board, without first presenting such materials to the evaluators.  In other words, the evaluators’ work would indeed be finished once they submit their reports, notwithstanding any decision by ICANN to allow applicants an opportunity to remedy any deficiencies identified.   While this option may strike a balance between supporting a fair evaluation and ensuring early publication of evaluators’ reports, it may not be realistic because of the additional workload that it would mean for a volunteer Board.  

Another alternative could be to delay Board review of all proposals until any supplemental review process is complete.  This would not, however, seem fair to those applicants that evaluators found to have satisfied all RFP criteria, or to those with deficiencies that responded to evaluators’ concerns more quickly.  There is no ideal solution to this issue, but different options to consider further prior to any future round.  
Recommendations

· Establishment of a secure, online facility for evaluators to provide comments on the applications and to review colleagues’ inputs was a helpful tool in enabling them to reach timely conclusions.  Such a facility may prove equally useful in future evaluations.

· The sTLD evaluators met by teleconference rather than in-person.  Although convening an in-person meeting was an option, it did not prove necessary and would likely have been difficult to schedule within the requested timetable for recommendations.  Such a meeting, however, might provide useful in future evaluations and should be considered.  It might also be helpful to schedule a session for the evaluators to brief the Board on their recommendations and rationale. 

· A significant amount of community preparation, comment and analysis went into preparation of the RFP, but after assessing applications against it some evaluators had suggestions for improvement.  For example, evaluators found some of the technical and business/financial criteria to be rather minimalist, and some of the sponsorship/community value criteria to be quite subjective to apply.  In the future, consideration might be given to involving more persons who have been evaluators in the preparation of an RFP.  

· In a situation where ICANN permits unsuccessful applicants an opportunity to remedy the deficiencies identified, there is a tension between protecting evaluators’ identities and early release of their recommendations.  Striking the right balance between protecting evaluators from outside influences, and ensuring timely publication of evaluators’ recommendations, is important.  Options to accomplish both goals should be considered further by the ICANN community.

Role of ICANN Staff

ICANN Staff adopted a “hands-off” approach to the external evaluation phase of the sTLD round, allowing the evaluators to do their work and preferring that communication between ICANN and the teams, and between ICANN and the applicants, be conducted through the EPPM.  Prior to selection of the EPPM, ICANN reviewed the sTLD applications to ensure that they were complete.

The Staff played a key role in several important respects.  Perhaps most important was the decision to allow applicants not recommended by all three evaluation teams to try to remedy the deficiencies identified.  As noted earlier, this decision changed the original timetable considerably.  

The substantive part of the evaluation proceeded, as planned, from May through July 2004 (see presentation by Kurt J. Pritz at the Rome Public Forum, http://www.icann.org/meetings/rome/captioning-forum1-04mar04.htm).  Also as planned, applicants were notified promptly whether their proposals had been found by the evaluation teams to have satisfied the RFP criteria.  As explained above, the decision by the evaluation teams as a whole to recommend only two proposals for sTLD delegation gave ICANN the option of allowing the other eight applicants to remedy the deficiencies identified and, if successful, proceed to commercial and technical negotiations.  ICANN decided to exercise this option, consistent with its mandate of 

“[i]ntroducing and promoting competition in the registration of domain names where practicable and beneficial in the public interest” (ICANN Bylaws, http://www.icann.org/general/bylaws.htm).

The option of allowing applicants to remedy identified deficiencies led to an interactive and communicative process in which the evaluators and the applicants candidly discussed these issues in detail.  ICANN Staff characterized this process has having “brought out the best in applications.”  It undoubtedly strengthened the proposals that ultimately led, or will lead, to the launch of new TLDs.  During the supplemental review process there were, for example, detailed technical discussions between the evaluators and some of the applicants that provided a clearer understanding of the operating model appropriate to the proposed TLD.  There were also helpful exchanges between applicants and the business/financial team, whose members used their collective expertise to drill down into the details of proposed plans and carefully scrutinize the data produced in response to their questions.

In theory, it would have been preferable to have built the option of supplementing the evaluation into the initial timetable.  Understandably, the evaluators on the technical team and the business/financial team indicated that it would have been helpful for them to have known that the process was to continue beyond summer 2004, for scheduling purposes.  This was of course difficult to know in advance of the evaluation process, since it depended on the number of proposals that were recommended.  It is also possible, of course, for ICANN to decide not to allow applicants a second chance in the same round, but to indicate that those not selected could reapply in another round.  (As noted above, this was similar to the approach used in the 2000 round, see footnote 1.)

ICANN Staff also devised the overall timeline, ranging from development of the RFP to the external evaluation phase deadline of summer 2004, and from negotiation of contract terms to Board decisions on delegation, with many steps in between.  The timetable proceeded as planned through notification of the evaluators’ recommendations to the applicants.  Because the evaluators identified different issues in each of the eight proposals they did not initially recommend, ICANN decided to let each application proceed at its own pace.  This decision meant that the Board was considering applications at different times.  It also meant that the evaluators would be asked to conduct supplemental analysis on an ad hoc basis, and commit more time for review than had been planned.  This situation was less than ideal, for the evaluators were busy with other work.  Yet they were extremely cooperative in making additional time available for ICANN.

Several applicants – individually and through the Registry Constituency’s comments prepared for this Review – voiced concern that the process took longer than they had expected, which is understandable.  They probably realized also that, had ICANN used the original timetable and not given them a second chance to establish that they satisfied the RFP’s requirements, they might not have been able to begin sTLD negotiations.

It is obviously important that ICANN establish reasonable timeframes, and do its utmost to stay within them.  If is not possible to state at the outset of a TLD round whether remediation is an option, ICANN might still be able to project minimum and maximum timeframes and specify the variables for both.  This would be useful to both applicants and evaluators.  Such variables might include how many applications are received, how many proposals are deemed to meet the RFP criteria, and whether applicants would be given an opportunity to address deficiencies identified.  If dozens of applications were received, for example, ICANN would want to have developed a fair and objective way to decide which to review first.  The complexities inherent in consideration of TLD applications suggest that it might be easier to develop and implement deadlines when considering a group of applications at one time, rather than starting a “rolling” process for making decisions on new TLDs.  (Reviewing TLD applications in established rounds could of course still be part of a decision to move towards more predictable expansion of the namespace.)

One important issue that Staff did not end up having to address in the sTLD round, but likely will in the future, concerns two applicants competing for the same string.  The sTLD round was not a competitive round in the sense that only a pre-set number of applicants could be selected, as was the case during the 2000 gTLD round.  On the contrary, ICANN informed each evaluator that, based on the RFP, “[o]ne thing that is important to note which differs from previous TLD application processes is that there is no minimum or maximum number of new sTLDs that can be selected from the ten applicants.  Rather, each application will be judged on its own merits.”  

While two applications were submitted for the same string – .tel – they did not end up in direct competition with each another.  Neither proposal received support from all three evaluation teams, and so the question of selecting between them did not arise at that point.  Only one of these two applicants (Telnic) addressed the deficiencies the evaluators had identified.  As a result, the Board did not have to choose between two qualified candidates vying for the same string.

This issue, however, is likely to arise in the future, and ICANN should be prepared with an appropriate response.  The ICANN community is assessing different allocation methods, which should include how to break a potential tie between two (or more) applicants seeking the same TLD.  Scoring applicants on how well they satisfy the RFP is one way to address the question, which would be different than the “satisfy/does not satisfy” (i.e., “pass/fail”) approach that underpinned the sTLD RFP.  Another option could be to have the evaluators score only those applicants that both satisfy the criteria and seek the same sTLD.  In such a case, an applicant that does not prevail could be given the chance to select an alternative string.  Indeed, the RFP had indicated that applicants could provide alternative strings if their first choice could not be accommodated.  Other options for choosing among two or more equally qualified candidates include using an auction, or having the Board to decide (on the basis of clearly defined considerations).  Determining an appropriate allocation method to decide among applicants vying for the same string (or perhaps the order of review if a large number of applications are received) is obviously a complex task that will require considerable input from the community.

Recommendations

· It is helpful, to the maximum extent possible, to decide at the outset of a TLD round if applicants will be given the chance to remedy any deficiencies identified by the evaluators.  This will enable the applicants, the evaluators, the EPPM and ICANN Staff to plan accordingly.  If the decision will depend on how many applications are received, and how many are deemed to meet the RFP criteria, then this could be stated.  (If ICANN decides not to allow applicants a second chance, the decision could be without prejudice to future consideration in a subsequent round, as was done in the 2000 gTLD round.)
· Even if is not possible to state at the outset of a round whether there will be a supplemental external evaluation phase, ICANN might still be able to project minimum and maximum timeframes, as determined by potential variables.  Such variables might include, for example, how many applications are received, how many proposals are deemed to meet the RFP criteria, and whether it will decide to give applicants an opportunity to address deficiencies identified.
· Establishing a reasonable and predictable schedule is an important component of any decision to launch additional new TLDs in the future.  The complexities inherent in considering TLD applications suggest that it might be easier to develop and implement deadlines when considering a group of applications at one time, rather than moving towards a “rolling” process for review and decision-making.  (Reviewing TLD applications in established rounds could still be part of a decision to move towards more predictable expansion of the namespace.)
· In a future round, ICANN should expect to have to choose between two (or more) qualified candidates vying for the same string, and the method should be settled in advance.  One option is to score applicants on how well they satisfy the RFP, while another is to score only those applicants that both seek the same TLD and satisfy the RFP criteria.  Other alternatives include conducting an auction among qualified applicants, or asking the Board to decide (on the basis of clearly defined considerations).  Determining the appropriate allocation method in this and other situations relating to new TLDs is clearly a challenge that will benefit from considerable community input.

Role of ICANN Board 

The Board’s role focused primarily on two key types of decisions.  First, in cases where an applicant was not recommended by all three evaluation teams, the Board had to decide whether to allow the proposal to proceed to commercial and technical negotiations with ICANN, before a subsequent decision might be made on delegation.  Second, the Board was responsible for making final decisions on delegations, based on its review of the proposals, the evaluators’ recommendations, public comments, and supplemental documents submitted by the applicants.  

In the course of the Board’s review of proposals, it became clear that the Government Advisory Committee (GAC) was interested in having input into decisions relating to new TLDs.  Article XI, Section 2, of the Bylaws calls on the ICANN Board to notify “the Chair of the [GAC] in a timely manner of any proposal raising public policy issues on which it or any of ICANN's supporting organizations or advisory committees seeks public comment.”  It further provides that the Board “shall take duly into account any timely response to that notification prior to taking action.”

On 1 December 2004, ICANN President Paul Twomey wrote to the GAC Chairman seeking input on the public policy elements of a number of issues and highlighting major developments in ICANN, including moving forward on the sTLD applications (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/twomey-to-tarmizi-01dec04.pdf).  The GAC Chairman responded to Dr. Twomey’s letter on 3 April 2005, welcoming ICANN’s outreach efforts and noting that GAC members are “following closely the development of ICANN's policies for new TLDs, both through the consultations on the ICANN website and through the on-going liaison with GNSO.  In general, GAC members support the objective of introducing greater consumer choice and commercial competition into the markets for domain names” (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/tarmizi-to-twomey-03apr05.htm).  He went on to state that “[n]o GAC members have expressed specific reservations or comments, in the GAC, about the applications for sTLDs in the current round.  However should sTLDs use ENUM, that should not interfere with established international policies for the E164 numbering system.  ICANN should ensure that sponsors of sTLDs encompass the entirety of the relevant user community, and that eventual distortions of competition are effectively avoided.”  

The GAC Chairman made several other points.  First, he reminded ICANN of the advice contained in the (March 2000) Cairo Meeting communiqué that it “should avoid, in the creation of new gTLDs the alpha-3 codes of ISO 3166-1; well known and famous country, territory or regional language or people descriptions; or ISO 639 codes for representation of languages, unless in agreement with the relevant governments or public authorities.”  (As indicated in footnote 2 above, ICANN Staff requested additional information from the applicants for .asia and .cat in order for the Board to assess whether “agreement with the relevant governments or public authorities” existed.  This criterion was not included in the RFP, and was therefore not an appropriate issue for the evaluators to address.)

The Chairman also indicated that GAC members “recognise that the broader question of creating new gTLDs has a wider scope and will devote some time to reviewing the issues arising in the coming months.  At this stage, suffice to say that the DNS will not be able to address global social, economic and cultural aspects without creating a significantly larger number of Top Level Domains.”  He also noted that “ICANN's conclusions regarding the other applications under consideration are awaited with interest.”

Subsequently, on 12 August 2005, the GAC Chairman indicated his belief that there was “discomfort” in the GAC about one applicant (.xxx), which the Board had decided in June to allow to begin commercial and technical negotiations (http://www.icann.org/correspondence/tarmizi-to-board-12aug05.htm).  He requested that the Board allow additional time for input before reaching a final decision.  In response to this and other requests asking for more time, the Board decided to defer consideration of that application.

Notwithstanding the opportunities for GAC participation in the public comment period, the presence of a liaison to the ICANN Board, regular ICANN-GAC correspondence and face-to-face meetings between the Board and the GAC during each ICANN meeting, it might still be useful to develop a more formal procedure for soliciting input on any “public policy issues” relating to future TLD applications.  As noted in the GAC communiqué from the Vancouver Meeting, "[i]n view of the range and significance of the public policy issues associated with the introduction of new generic top level domains (gTLDs), the GAC agreed to initiate work on public policy applicable to new gTLDs.   This initiative is intended to identify the public policy issues and contribute to the policy development process currently underway in ICANN" (http://gac.icann.org/web/communiques/gac23com.pdf).

Such assistance could be quite helpful to the Board as it grapples with what might be challenging issues regarding proposed strings in future round(s).  As noted in the paper on New gTLD Questions ICANN Staff published on 7 June 2005 (http://www.icann.org/tlds/new-gTLD-questions.pdf), there are questions, among others, regarding whether, and how, to address “political, cultural, and religious terms, obscenities, and geographical terms.”  It remains to be seen whether these issues should be addressed in advance of specific proposals, such as in development of the RFP, or on a case-by-case basis, presumably by Staff or the Board.  In either case, guidance from the policy development process and from the GAC could be extremely useful.  Such questions might not be appropriate ones for evaluators to address, at least in the absence of explicit guidance on specific strings contained in a future RFP.

Another issue with relevance for future rounds is whether the Board should consider proposals individually, or as a group.  In the 2000 gTLD round, applications were considered as a group.  In this sTLD round, as described above, they were examined by the Board on a case-by-case basis.  There are advantages and drawbacks to both approaches.  In a non-competitive round, such as the sTLD process, there are benefits to reviewing each application solely on its own merits.  Case-by-case consideration, however, can make it harder to ensure that decisions are consistent as a whole, or that decisions made earlier do not color later ones.  Generally speaking, review as a group is likely to promote greater consistency.  In either case, it was suggested by several people interviewed (including a Board member) that the Board should consider providing more information about the rationale for its decisions on delegation, particularly if those decisions vary from evaluators’ recommendations.

 Recommendations

· It might be useful to develop a more formal procedure for soliciting GAC input on any “public policy issues” relating to future TLD applications.  Such input could be particularly helpful in assisting the Board and the broader ICANN community with questions that future proposals may raise regarding string selection.

· Case-by-case review of proposals by the Board has advantages and drawbacks.  Review as a group may provide greater consistency.  In either case, the Board should consider providing more information about the rationale for its decisions on delegation, at least in cases where decisions may vary from evaluators’ recommendations. 
Conclusion

This Review has examined those steps in ICANN’s process for selecting sTLDs that relate to the external evaluation phase.  Focusing primarily on the procedural decisions made during this phase, it explored their rationale and possible improvements to be considered in designing the process for evaluation of future proposals for TLDs.  The Review also suggested other options the ICANN community might wish to consider to achieve the same goals of a fair and objective evaluation.

The Review examined the use of external resources in response to the RFP; the qualification, recruitment and selection of evaluators (including conflict of interest protections); the evaluation methodology, including assessment of RFP criteria and viability of distinction between sTLDs and other gTLDs; the role of ICANN Staff; and the role of the ICANN Board.  Based on this Review, the following recommendations could be considered by the ICANN community in developing selection policies and procedures for any future round(s):

· If the ICANN community prefers the independence and diversity of an internationally recruited evaluation panel to an evaluation by ICANN Staff or by the staff of an external company, then the approach used for the sTLD round could be the appropriate model going forward.  

· It could be helpful for ICANN to begin to develop a roster of external resources that are capable of providing evaluation assistance in the future.  Such resources could include not only potential project managers but – most importantly – qualified individuals who could serve as evaluators, either on an ad hoc basis or as part of a “Standing Evaluation Committee on New TLDs.”

· Given the importance of identifying candidates with outstanding qualifications, from different regions, who are not associated with any applicant and are interested and able to serve as evaluators, steps should be taken soon to develop a database of experts to facilitate future recruitment.  The database could include a roster of individuals and companies expert in the different areas pertaining to a TLD evaluation, and indicate their qualifications and region.  

· Careful vetting of potential evaluators is also critical.  Because applicants for new TLDs will change, it is necessary to consider this question with respect to each application or TLD round.  Disclosure of actual or potential conflicts by each candidate for an evaluation panel should continue to be required, and additional steps might also be considered.

· Establishment of a secure, online facility for evaluators to provide comments on the applications and to review colleagues’ inputs was a helpful tool in enabling them to reach timely conclusions.  Such a facility may prove equally useful in future evaluations.

· The sTLD evaluators met by teleconference rather than in-person.  Although convening an in-person meeting was an option, it did not prove necessary and would likely have been difficult to schedule within the requested timetable for recommendations.  Such a meeting, however, might provide useful in future evaluations and should be considered.  It might also be helpful to schedule a session for the evaluators to brief the Board on their recommendations and rationale. 

· A significant amount of community preparation, comment and analysis went into preparation of the RFP, but after assessing applications against it some evaluators had suggestions for improvement.  In the future, consideration might be given to involving more persons who have been evaluators in the preparation of an RFP.  

· It is helpful, to the maximum extent possible, to decide at the outset of a TLD round if applicants will be given the chance to remedy any deficiencies identified by the evaluators.  This will enable the applicants, the evaluators, the EPPM and ICANN Staff to plan accordingly.  If the decision will depend on how many applications are received, and how many are deemed to meet the RFP criteria, then this could be stated.  (If ICANN decides not to allow applicants a second chance, the decision could be without prejudice to future consideration in a subsequent round, as was done in the 2000 gTLD round.)

· In a situation where ICANN permits unsuccessful applicants an opportunity to remedy the deficiencies identified, there is a tension between protecting evaluators’ identities and early release of their recommendations.  Striking the right balance between protecting evaluators from outside influences, and ensuring timely publication of evaluators’ recommendations, is important.  Options to accomplish both goals should be considered further by the ICANN community.

· Even if is not possible to state at the outset of a round whether there will be a supplemental external evaluation phase, ICANN might still be able to project minimum and maximum timeframes, as determined by potential variables.  Such variables might include, for example, how many applications are received, how many proposals are deemed to meet the RFP criteria, and whether it will decide to give applicants an opportunity to address deficiencies identified.

· Establishing a reasonable and predictable schedule is an important component of any decision to launch additional new TLDs in the future.  The complexities inherent in considering TLD applications suggest that it might be easier to develop and implement deadlines when considering a group of applications at one time, rather than moving towards a “rolling” process for review and decision-making.  (Reviewing TLD applications in established rounds could still be part of a decision to move towards more predictable expansion of the namespace.)

· In a future round, ICANN should expect to have to choose between two (or more) qualified candidates vying for the same string, and the method should be settled in advance.  One option is to score applicants on how well they satisfy the RFP, while another is to score only those applicants that both seek the same TLD and satisfy the RFP criteria.  Other alternatives include conducting an auction among qualified applicants, or asking the Board to decide (on the basis of clearly defined considerations).  Determining the appropriate allocation method in this and other situations relating to new TLDs is clearly a challenge that will benefit from considerable community input.
· It might be useful to develop a more formal procedure for soliciting GAC input on any “public policy issues” relating to future TLD applications.  Such input could be particularly helpful in assisting the Board and the broader ICANN community with questions that future proposals may raise regarding string selection.

· Case-by-case review of proposals by the Board has advantages and drawbacks.  Review as a group may provide greater consistency.  In either case, the Board should consider providing more information about the rationale for its decisions on delegation, at least in cases where decisions may vary from evaluators’ recommendations. 

Appendix A

sTLD RFP CRITERIA

(http://www.icann.org/tlds/new-stld-rfp/new-stld-application-parta-15dec03.htm)

SPONSORSHIP INFORMATION
A. Definition of Sponsored TLD Community
The proposed sTLD must address the needs and interests of a clearly defined community (the Sponsored TLD Community), which can benefit from the establishment of a TLD operating in a policy formulation environment in which the community would participate. 

Applicants must demonstrate that the Sponsored TLD Community is:

· Precisely defined, so it can readily be determined which persons or entities make up that community; and 

· Comprised of persons that have needs and interests in common but which are differentiated from those of the general global Internet community. 

B. Evidence of support from the Sponsoring Organization
Applicants must:

· Provide evidence of support for your application from your sponsoring organization; and, 

· Provide the name and contact information within the sponsoring organization 

C. Appropriateness of the Sponsoring Organization and the policy formulation environment
Applicants must provide an explanation of the Sponsoring Organization's policy-formulation procedures demonstrating:

· Operates primarily in the interests of the Sponsored TLD Community; 

· Has a clearly defined delegated policy-formulation role and is appropriate to the needs of the Sponsored TLD Community; and 

· Has defined mechanisms to ensure that approved policies are primarily in the interests of the Sponsored TLD Community and the public interest. 

The scope of delegation of the policy formulation role need not be (and is not) uniform for all sTLDs, but is tailored to meet the particular needs of the defined Sponsored TLD Community and the characteristics of the policy formulation environment.

D. Level of support from the Community
A key requirement of a sTLD proposal is that it demonstrates broad-based support from the community it is intended to represent.

Applicants must demonstrate that there is:

· Evidence of broad-based support from the Sponsored TLD Community for the sTLD, for the Sponsoring Organization, and for the proposed policy-formulation process; and 

· An outreach program that illustrates the Sponsoring Organization's capacity to represent a wide range of interests within the community. 

BUSINESS PLAN INFORMATION
Part C - Business Plan and Part D - Financial Model are the two key areas where detailed information needs to be provided by applicants. Part C - Business Plan must demonstrate the applicant's methodology for introducing a new sTLD and the ability of the organization to implement a robust and appropriately resourced organization. Part D – Financial Model requires applicants to outline the financial, technical and operational capabilities of the organization. 

A. Part C - Business Plan
The business plan needs to include, at a minimum, the following elements:

a) Staffing including key personnel and operational capability

b) Marketing plan

c) Registrar arrangements

d) Fee structure

e) Technical resources

f) Uniqueness of application

g) Engagement with and commitment to the Sponsoring Organisation

B. Part D - Financial Model
In Part D - Financial Model, the associated spreadsheet must be used to complete the financial proposal in addition to the provision of detailed cost justifications.

TECHNICAL STANDARDS
A. Evidence of ability to ensure stable registry operation
The overarching concern in the introduction of any new TLD is to ensure that it does not affect the stability and integrity of the domain name system (DNS). It is important to ensure that the new registry will perform reliably and continuously. In addition, it must operate in compliance with current and future technical standards. Provisions must be made to ensure continuity of operation in the face of any business or other catastrophic failure of the registry operator, where the registry operator is no longer able to fulfill its obligations to provide registry operations services.

Applicants must demonstrate in Part E - Technical Specification that the applicant has access to adequate resources and has developed adequate plans to ensure that the registry will be operated reliably and continuously, with adequate provision to protect against operational failure.

B. Evidence of ability to ensure that the registry conforms with best practice technical standards for registry operations
Applicants must demonstrate that the registry will operate at a performance level commensurate with existing gTLD standards. Applicants can use existing ICANN registry accreditation standards as a guide to minimum standards. 

C. Evidence of a full range of registry services
Registrants and ICANN-accredited registrars depend on reliable and comprehensive registry services. Applicants must demonstrate that they can provide:

· A full range of essential services, with consideration being given to additional, diversified services appropriate to the sTLD's charter; and 

· High-quality services offered at reasonable cost. 

D. Assurance of continuity of registry operation in the event of business failure of the proposed registry
Applicants must provide for adequate assurance of continuity of registry operations in the event of business failure of the proposed registry. Although provision for escrow of registry data is required, that in itself does not satisfy the requirement. The applicant must either:

· in addition to regular escrow of registry data with ICANN, satisfy expectations of continuity by providing a detailed and satisfactory business plan; 

or

· present a realistic and satisfactory alternative for ensuring continuity of registry operation in the event of business failure of the proposed registry. This requirement can, for example, be met if the applicant demonstrates commitment from an existing registry operator with whom ICANN already has an agreement. The existing registry operator must be operating at a high level of performance, in addition to stating that it will assume responsibility for the operation of the sTLD registry in the event of business failure. 

COMMUNITY VALUE 
A. Addition of new value to the Internet name space
Applicants must demonstrate the value that will be added to the Internet name space by launching the proposed sTLD by considering the following objectives:

· Name value 

A top-level sTLD name must be of broad significance and must establish clear and lasting value. The name must be appropriate to the defined community. Applicants must demonstrate that their proposal:

· Categorizes a broad and lasting field of human, institutional, or social endeavor or activity; 

· Represents an endeavor or activity that has importance across multiple geographic regions; 

· Has lasting value; and 

· Is appropriate to the scope of the proposed Sponsored TLD Community 

· Enhanced diversity of the Internet name space 

The proposed new sTLD must create a new and clearly differentiated space, and satisfy needs that cannot be readily met through the existing TLDs. One purpose of creating new TLDs is to enhance competition in registry services and applicants must demonstrate that their proposal:

· Is clearly differentiated from existing TLDs; 

· Meets needs that cannot reasonably be met in existing TLDs at the second level; 

· Attracts new supplier and user communities to the Internet and delivers choice to end users; and 

· Enhances competition in domain-name registration services, including competition with existing TLD registries. 

· Enrichment of broad global communities 

One of the reasons for launching new sTLDs is to introduce sTLDs with broad geographic and demographic impact. 

Significant consideration will be given to sTLDs that serve larger user communities and attract a greater number of registrants. Consideration will also be given to those proposed sTLDs whose charters have relatively broader functional scope.

B. Protecting the rights of others
New sTLD registries will be responsibile [sic] for creating policies and practices that minimize abusive registration activities and other activities that affect the legal rights of others. 

sTLD registries are required to implement safeguards against allowing unqualified registrations, and to ensure compliance with other ICANN policies designed to protect the rights of others.

C. Assurance of charter-compliant registrations and avoidance of abusive registration practices
Operators of sTLDs must implement safeguards to ensure that non-compliant applicants cannot register domain names. Applicants must demonstrate that their proposals address and include precise measures that:

· Discourage registration of domain names that infringe intellectual property rights; 

· Ensure that only charter-compliant persons or entities (that is, legitimate members of the Sponsored TLD Community) are able to register domain names in the proposed new sTLD; 

· Reserve specific names to prevent inappropriate name registrations; 

· Minimize abusive registrations; 

· Comply with applicable trademark and anti-cybersquatting legislation; and 

· Provide protections (other than exceptions that may be applicable during the start-up period) for famous name and trademark owners. 

D. Assurance of adequate dispute-resolution mechanisms
All gTLD registries must adhere to the ICANN Uniform Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP). Particular dispute resolution mechanisms are implemented to support situations such as priority of acceptance of applicants in competition for the same name during start-up periods.

Applicants must demonstrate that their proposal will:

· Implement the ICANN UDRP; and 

· Where applicable, supplement the UDRP with policies or procedures that apply to the particular characteristics of the sTLD. 

E. Provision of ICANN-policy compliant WHOIS service
All existing gTLD registries must provide accessible WHOIS database services to give legitimate information about registrants for purposes that comply with ICANN policies.

Applicants must include an explanation of how they plan to develop and implement a complete, up-to-date, reliable, and accessible WHOIS database of all registrations in the sTLD. The WHOIS database must also be compliant with ICANN policies. The implementation of such WHOIS policies must comply with emerging ICANN privacy policies in this area, if and when they become approved. 

Appendix B

List of People Interviewed

(Alphabetical)

Amadeu Abril i Abril – sTLD Applicant (.cat); Member, Names Council; past Member, ICANN Board

Olle Aberg – sTLD Applicant (.mobi)

Vinton G. Cerf - Chairman of the Board of Directors, ICANN

Edmon Chung – sTLD Applicant (.asia)

Maureen Cubberley – Member, sTLD Evaluation Team (Business/Financial)

Chris Disspain – Chairman, Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO)

Bret Fausett – Member, At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC)

Brian Johnson – sTLD Applicant (.jobs)

Larry H./ Spamhaus – sTLD Applicant (.mail)

Stuart Lawley – sTLD Applicant (.xxx)

John Levine – sTLD Applicant (.mail)

Jeffrey Lissack - Member, sTLD Evaluation Team (Business/Financial)

Cherian Mathai – sTLD Applicant (.travel)

Pierre Ouédraogo – Member, sTLD Evaluation Team (Sponsorship/Community Value)

Alejandro Pisanty – Vice-Chairman of the Board of Directors, ICANN

Ray Plzak - Address Supporting Organization (ASO); President, ARIN

Alan Price – sTLD Applicant (.tel(Telnic))

Kurt Pritz – Vice President, Business Operations, ICANN

Fernando Silveira Galban - Member, sTLD Evaluation Team (Business/Financial)

Ritva Siren – sTLD Applicant (.mobi)

Philip Sheppard – AIM, on behalf of the Business Constituency 

Paul Stahura – sTLD Applicant (.mail)

Robert Stien – sTLD Applicant (.mobi)

Daniel Weitzner – Member, sTLD Evaluation Team (Sponsorship/Other)

Liz Williams - Member, sTLD Evaluation Team (Sponsorship/Other); Senior Policy Counselor, ICANN 
International





Strategies





Sum 





International





Strategies





Summit 








� Indeed, six proposals that had not been selected in 2000 were submitted again in the sTLD round, including .mobi, .post, .tel (Pulver), .tel (Telnic), .travel and .xxx.





� While the .cat application had received positive recommendations from all three evaluation teams, ICANN believed that it raised other issues that needed to be addressed.  Section 8.3 of the GAC principles regarding ccTLDs states that “[r]ecognising ICANN’s responsibilities to achieve consensus in the creation of any new generic TLDs, ICANN should avoid, in the creation of new generic TLDs, well known and famous country, territory or place names; well known and famous country, territory or regional language or people descriptions; or ISO 639 Codes for representation of languages unless in agreement with the relevant governments or public authorities” (emphasis added).  The same issue also arose with respect to .asia.


� ICANN had made it clear that the extent to which clarifications or other information was deemed necessary depended on the nature of each application and the feedback from the evaluators.  As a result, beginning in August 2004, ICANN decided to allow each proposal to progress on its own timetable.  
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