Overview of positions on timing of the Fast Track and new GTLD process

GNSO public statements
GNSO Council Resolution 8 January 2009

20090108-3

Motion on Aniticipated GNSO and ccNSO implementation of processes to introduce IDN TLDs in 2009. Motion proposed by Chuck Gomes, seconded by Adrian Kinderis with friendly amendments from Mike Rodenbaugh and Edmon Chung

Whereas both the GNSO and ccNSO are anticipating implementation of processes to introduce IDN TLDs in 2009,

Resolve

1) the GNSO Council strongly believes that neither the New gTLD or ccTLD fast track process should result in IDN TLDs in the root before the other unless both the GNSO and ccNSO so agree, and

2) fast track IDN ccTLDs should not be entered into the root if they do not have an enforceable commitment to do the following:

i) follow security and stability requirements such as those contained in gTLD Registry contracts, IDN Guidelines and IDN standards;

ii) pay ICANN fees sufficient to ensure that IDN ccTLDs are fully self-funding and are not cross-subsidized by other ICANN activities. 

GNSO Council Comments on draft Implementation Plan (7 January 2009)

No comment on the timing of the two processes. Reiteration of previous comments specifically related to topics in Final Report

GNSO Council Comment on IDNC WG Final Report (15 August 2008)

The introduction of IDN-labeled gTLDs or ccTLDs should not be delayed because of lack of readiness of one category, but if they are not introduced at the same time, steps should be taken so that neither category is advantaged or disadvantaged, and procedures should be developed to avoid possible conflicts.

Comments in Response to the ccNSO-GAC Issues Report on IDN Issues (20 February 2008)

1. The classification of TLDs  should be determined prior to allocation of any IDN TLDs and this should be done jointly by the GNSO and ccNSO with the involvement of other impacted stakeholders.  If it is not possible to develop a complete approach for such classification by the time the technical and operational capabilities are set, then the GNSO and ccNSO, with the involvement of other impacted stakeholders, should develop an interim approach that provides sufficient guidance to allow new IDN gTLDs and fast track IDN ccTLDs to be introduced in a timely manner. 
2. The introduction of IDN-labeled gTLDs or ccTLDs should not be delayed because of lack of readiness of one category, but if they are not introduced at the same time, steps should be taken so that neither category is advantaged or disadvantaged due to actions by either supporting organization.  In other words: i) the introduction of IDN gTLDs should not be delayed because of delays in finalizing ccNSO policy or vice versa; and ii) the ability to fast track IDNs by either SO should be available. 
Registrar Constituency 

RC position on Implementation Plan (7 January 2009)

IDN ccTLDs Should Not Enter Root Before IDN gTLDs.

The RC is concerned about the possibility for unfair advantages being created 

based on the timing of IDN ccTLDs and IDN gTLDs entering root.  In the RC's 

view, there should be no first to market advantage for either IDN.  To 

eliminate the likelihood of first to market advantages, IDN ccTLDs should not 

enter root, whether through the Fast Track process or otherwise, before IDN 

gTLDs.

Note: only rough consensus. No formal vote has been taken by the RC on submission.

Registry Constituency

Comment registry Constituency on draft interim report IDNC WG 28 April 2008

· We support efforts to determine the feasibility of an interim solution whereby a limited number of countries or territories designated in the ISO 3166-1 list that have special needs would be granted IDN labels in the near term provided that no IDN TLDs associated with countries or territories are introduced earlier than IDN gTLDs without prior community concurrence.
GAC statement

No specific reference to timing of the two processes. However individual governments have expressed concern on matters that could impact speediness of fast track.  

ALAC statement

Liaison Report to ALAC/ At-Large Policy and Planning OneDay #3* (22 June 2008)

The fast-track will be the first real IDN implementation for users. We fully cherish the great opportunity of such an unprecedanted experiment and support an open, speedy and uncontentious fast-track approach to implement IDN ccTLDs. We wish and work for an implementation that is genuinely supported and sincerely serving the interests of the local Internet community. On behalf of the user community, we particularly emphasize two issues:

a) Pressing demand of non-ASCII users

The fast-track should reflect the sailent value of speediness and non-contentiousness. Nothing should prevent fast-track implementation in the real ready ccTLD territories. We support the balance and thoughtful approach and methodology that would make a speed and smooth implementation happen. We oppose to have a complicated and contentious process that could cause any delay. We strongly oppose any attempt to delay the fast track implementation merely to keep pace with the new gTLD process. Any market competitive interests should not go before the users' pressing demand for the IDNs. The fast track for ccTLDs is much simpler and less contraversial than IDN gTLDs and should take off as early as possible.
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