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	Proposed TLD
	B. Protects the rights of Others
	C. Assurance of charter-compliant registrations and avoidance of abusive registration practices
	D. Assurance of adequate dispute-resolution mechanisms
	E. Provision of ICANN-policy compliant WHOIS service
	Overall Rating
	Comments

	.asia
	S
	U
	S
	S
	U
	General Comment: The subcommittee did not view this as a sponsored TLD. There is no organization that will ensure that applicants or registrants meet the necessary criterion for registration in the TLD. 

(B) Applicant proposes a sunrise system with validation mechanism, cost of validation to be borne by applicant. (C) The charter is at best loosely defined. Basically, anyone can register in this TLD with little or no proof and the proof that is required to qualify to register is very minimal. (D) There is a Charter Eligibility Dispute Resolution Policy (CEDRP), but the proposal is short on specifics. (E) An “S” is awarded in this category because the applicants propose compliance with “existing and future” ICANN policies regarding registry-level Whois.  However, as ccTLDs would have a role in the administration of .asia and have traditionally been reluctant to adopt ICANN Whois policies, there is a high degree of skepticism.

	.cat
	G
	G
	G
	I
	S
	General Comment: Defensive registration process for trademark owners. Significant filters for relatively narrow constituency.  So-called “border controls” include manual review of applications, required declarations with supporting documents (showing link to Catalan community), proof of actual use of Catalan language, possible references, plus daily random verifications of websites.

	.jobs
	S
	S
	S
	I
	S
	General Comment: (B) & (C) Proposed screening process, if strictly implemented, could alleviate concerns that this might otherwise be considered an open TLD.  But the standards of review in determining the credibility or authenticity of qualification document to be submitted by the applicant (especially in the case of non-US applicants) should be clarified. And the proposal to screen trademarks and famous names in the sponsor’s “best judgment” requires additional detail. Details in regard to the application examination procedure should be provided. In each start-up period, the criteria of a pre-defined pool of qualified applicants and registrants are not established. (E) Further detail needed concerning “Thick” WHOIS data to be provided.

Other.  The guidelines in determining the phonetic pronunciation of non-English official trade names should be determined.

	.mail
	G
	G
	G
	G
	G
	General Comment: This TLD would “piggyback” on existing TLDs eliminating many trademark protection concerns.  Any domain registered in .mail (example.com.mail) must be registered in another TLD (example.com, which sponsor refers to as the “key” domain name) for at least 6 months.

	.mobi
	S
	I
	G
	G
	I
	(B) Proposed sunrise mechanism is substantially similar to the system used in .info (e.g. limited to registered marks where application was filed prior to March 10, 2004, the domain name must correspond exactly to the textual elements of the registered mark with limited exceptions for spaces and punctuation). The subcommittee did note that proposal does not fully deal with marks that are in registered in languages that do not use the “Roman alphabet.”  (C) Insofar as this proposal contemplates registration by “individual and business consumers of mobile devices, services and applications,” totaling 2.2 billion people and entities by 2006 (according to the TLD sponsor), concern was expressed that this may not constitute a sufficiently narrow sTLD.  Further discussion would be useful. (D) UDRP compliant, but the application lacks reference to charter dispute resolution.   (E) Appears status quo with regard to Whois. 

Other. Certain “generic” second level domains will be reserved for distribution in an “equitable” manner, which may include auctions.  This may cause problems for some trademark owners, as a word that is generic in one context is a protectible mark in another context.



	.post
	I
	G
	G
	I
	I
	(B) More detail about the pre-registration of certain domain names and the “famous marks and names” list would be desirable.  Serious reservations were expressed about a “famous marks and names” list, even in principle.  (C) Charter includes 5 membership categories, which will fall into 11 function-defined/registrant type categories  Virtually all registrant type applicants must submit manual application to .post Accreditation Service, which will verify application and, if, approved, assign registration key.  (D) UDRP and eligibility dispute resolution will be in place (E) Need confirmation/clarification that all WHOIS data will be publicly accessible and searchable.

Other.  Defers development of specific policies relating to naming, eligibility, domain name use, policy enforcement mechanisms and disputes.



	.tel

(Pulver.com)
	S
	I
	I
	U
	I
	General Comment: This applicant provided insufficient detail concerning charter compliance and dispute resolution issues.  These issues need to be clarified.

	.tel

(Telname)
	I
	U
	G
	S
	U
	General Comment: Telnic previously submitted an application in 2000, and the IPC’s comments were generally U or I.  The initial IPC comments included that there was no sunrise provision, the use of auctions seemed risky, and that the applicant used words “may” and “likely” with regard to IP protections leaving many unanswered questions.  

Some of these issues have been resolved in the present application.  However, charter compliance restrictions appear weak, the application defers to a later time key decisions governing how the trademark challenge process will work, and the subcommittee expressed concern that protections may not be restrictive enough.  Further discussion would be useful.



	.travel
	S
	G
	G
	G
	G
	General Comment: After the start-up phase, applicant need not be a member of an association but must demonstrate that it serves the travel industry.  Authentication procedures and how eligibility is determined beyond this are unclear. The sponsor makes a point of insisting on its openness and transparency for the broader community and its participation in Internet forums including ICANN.  Unclear what this means.

	.xxx 
	S
	S
	G
	G
	S
	(B) Proposes use of defensive registrations for trademark owners, but for those trademark owners not in the adult entertainment industry, the names will not resolve.  (C) Staff to check all applicants prior to site going live. (D) Proposal to modify UDRP will need further review (i.e. personal name disputes). (E) Intends compliance with all ICANN Whois policies.


Grading Scale:
G=Good


S=Satisfactory


U=Unsatisfactory


I=Insufficient Information


-6-
INTA DNS sTLD Chart.DOC

