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1. Background

Following the introduction of seven new gTLDs in 2000,  four new unsponsored names (dot biz, info, name, pro) and three sponsored names (museum, aero, co-op), debate is now taking place on the introduction of additional new names. The following points set out the views of the ISPCP on this matter and form the basis of the Constituency input to the discussions within the gNSO,
2. A Fundamental Premise
Adding new gTLDs to the DNS is both a policy and technical activity. No action should be taken that might, in any way, threaten the stability of the DNS.
3. Views of the Constituency

The following points reflect the agreed Constituency approach towards the introduction of new gTLDs

· Since 2000, the ISPCP has carefully monitored the process of introducing the seven  gTLDs. It notes that  through the course of introduction and execution, as well as  the experience gained from that exercise, lessons have been learned which should assist the ICANN community in avoiding  a repeat of some of the problems which have arose throughout   that period. 

· In particular, the lessons learned from the initial introduction of new gTLDs should result in a consistent and common set of safeguards for consumers and those that depend on the operation of registries.
· The measured approach to test 'proof of concept' has proved worthwhile, but it is the view of the Constituency that no magic formula has appeared which could ensure that a totally open and uncontrolled approach would not jeopardise the stability of the Internet, or cause significant problems to key Internet stakeholders.

· The ISPCP supports the continuation of a deliberate approach that will facilitate additional learning to occur and experience to be gathered. It is proposed that a phased approach should be adopted, with new names being introduced during set 'windows of opportunity', initially occurring not more than twice per calendar year. 

· The ISPCP would support the concept of a task force set up to make periodic recommendations on the process of introducing new gTLDs.  This task force should be part of the gNSO and not be dominated by staff.
· Such an approach would enable careful evaluation to take place, with the potential to increase the opportunity to introduce more gTLDs quickly, as lessons are learnt and the practice becomes more robust.  The ISPCP believes that eventually the approach should gradually evolve from a “measured approach” to one that is continuous and self managing.
· The ISPCP does not believe there need be a specific  prearranged limit on  the number of names assigned during each 'window', but each new gTLD must fit within an agreed framework where:
· each new gTLD must be clearly differentiated from any other gTLD already assigned;
· where an application appears to have some alignment with an existing gTLD, its particular use and focus, (how it relates to existing gTLDs) must be carefully scrutinised and only allowed where additional proven benefit and value add can be substantiated. In this case the barrier to assignment should be considered higher than what it would be for a new gTLD where no conflict is deemed to exist.

· An easily understood relationship must exist between a new gTLD and its stated purpose, thereby minimising the chance of user confusion.

· The ISPCP does not support an approach that would see the rapid increase of gTLDs in an uncontrolled manner. 

· Care must be taken to ensure that users can substantially invest in the use of a chosen domain without undue fear of failure. This can only be achieved if new domains are introduced in a controlled manner which reduces the likelihood of failure and loss.

· Sponsored gTLDs should be looked on more favourably. They have the potential to overcome many problems by imposing qualifying criteria which have to be met in order to register. However careful judgement must be applied when setting this criteria to ensure undue barriers are not set in place which inhibit their use.  
· At the same time, the ISPCP urges a careful and balanced approach in choosing the subject of sponsored gTLDs, so that ICANN does not become embroiled in policing sensitive gTLDs such as those involving minor children.  
· The constituency thinks that existing sponsored registries should be encouraged to (and have the right to) provide Internationalized Domain Name versions of their TLD strings in non-ASCII characters with the same semantic meaning as their ASCII TLD string.  They should be given first right of refusal for those IDN strings and not treated as a new proposer of a gTLD.

· In the case where new gTLDs are to be proposed that support Internationalized top level domain names, the constituency believes that consistent rules should be applied.  In our opinion the rules must include, an open call for proposals, defined criteria for selection, independent review by technical and financial experts, and full transparency of all proposals.  The constituency thinks this set of principles should apply equally to non-ASCII TLD proposals, with additional criteria for selection, perhaps focusing on the proposed registry's plans to meet the needs of (and make policy for) the language communities to be served by a new TLD string in a given script.
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