GENERAL COMMENTS:
Please enter any general statements, positions or comments about providing special protections for IGO and INGO identifiers at the top and/or second levels in all gTLDs.

[Enter comments here]

SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR TOP-LEVEL PROTECTIONS:

This structured section is being provided to help facilitate community feedback on the number of specific proposed policy recommendation options currently under consideration by the PDP Working Group.  Community members are also encouraged to provide general input and feedback in the General Comments section above. 

For each proposed policy recommendation option below, please indicate whether you support the type of protection being considered by the IGO-INGO Working Group, and the rationale for your position.  In addition, for the policy recommendation proposal(s) you support, please indicate which organizations you believe should receive that particular type of protection for their respective identifiers: 1) IGOs; 2) Red Cross/Red Crescent ("RCRC"); 3) International Olympic Committee ("IOC"); 4) INGOs other than the RCRC and IOC.
TOP-LEVEL PROTECTION OPTIONS:

	#
	Top-Level 

Recommendation Options
	Comments /

Rationale

	· Note 1: In some cases recommendations are mutually exclusive, while others may be made in conjunction with each other.

· Note 2: The Working Group has made a decision during the course of its deliberations that the four types of organizations listed in the scope of identifiers above should be looked at individually in terms of protection for their respective identifiers, due to the fact as noted above that the WG could not agree on a single set of objective qualification criteria for all of them. In the matrix of proposed policy recommendations below, IGO and INGO identifiers are listed together for the sake of simplicity. In the case where the RCRC and IOC are treated the same or listed together, this only reflects the view and actions of the GAC and ICANN Board to date, and does not reflect the approach of the WG.  Therefore, with respect to each option, protections of IGO, INGO, IOC and RCRC identifiers may be considered separately from one another.   

	1
	Top-Level protections of only Exact Match, Full Name identifiers are placed in Applicant Guidebook section 2.2.1.2.3, of the Applicant Guidebook, Strings "Ineligible for Delegation" (see option #3 for a variation of this)
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	2
	Top-Level protections of Exact Match, Acronym identifiers are placed in Applicant Guidebook section 2.2.1.2.3, of the Applicant Guidebook, Strings "Ineligible for Delegation" (see option #4 for a variation of this)
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	3
	IGO-INGO identifiers if reserved from any registration (as in options #1 and/or #2), may require an exception procedure in cases where a protected organization wishes to apply for their protected string at the Top-Level
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	4
	NO Top-Level protections or reservations for Exact Match, Full Name will be created (i.e., identifiers of IGO-INGOs seeking protection will NOT be added to section 2.2.1.2.3, of the Applicant Guidebook, Strings "Ineligible for Delegation")
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	5
	NO Top-Level protections or reservations for Exact Match Acronym will be created (i.e., identifiers of IGO-INGOs seeking protection will NOT be added to section 2.2.1.2.3, of the Applicant Guidebook, Strings "Ineligible for Delegation")
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	6
	IGO-INGO organizations be granted a fee waiver (or funding) for objections filed to applied-for gTLDs at the Top-Level
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]


SPECIFIC COMMENTS FOR SECOND-LEVEL PROTECTIONS:

This structured section is being provided to help facilitate community feedback on the number of specific proposed policy recommendation options currently under consideration by the PDP Working Group.  Community members are also encouraged to provide general input and feedback in the General Comments section above. 

For each proposed policy recommendation option below, please indicate whether you support the type of protection being considered by the IGO-INGO Working Group, and the rationale for your position.  In addition, for the policy recommendation proposal(s) you support, please indicate which organizations you believe should receive that particular type of protection for their respective identifiers: 1) IGOs; 2) Red Cross/Red Crescent ("RCRC"); 3) International Olympic Committee ("IOC"); 4) INGOs other than the RCRC and IOC.SECOND-LEVEL PROTECTION OPTIONS:

	#
	Second-Level

Recommendation Options
	Comments /

Rationale

	· Note 1: In some cases recommendations are mutually exclusive, while others may be made in conjunction with each other.

· Note 2: The Working Group has made a decision during the course of its deliberations that the four types of organizations listed in the scope of identifiers above should be looked at individually in terms of protection for their respective identifiers, due to the fact as noted above that the WG could not agree on a single set of objective qualification criteria for all of them. In the matrix of proposed policy recommendations below, IGO and INGO identifiers are listed together for the sake of simplicity. In the case where the RCRC and IOC are treated the same or listed together, this only reflects the view and actions of the GAC and ICANN Board to date, and does not reflect the approach of the WG.  Therefore, with respect to each option, protections of IGO, INGO, IOC and RCRC identifiers may be considered separately from one another.   

	1
	2nd-Level protections of only Exact Match, Full Name identifiers are placed in Specification 5 of Registry Agreement
	Support: (yes/no)

Rationale: 

	2
	2nd-Level protections of Exact Match, Acronym identifiers are placed in Specification 5 of Registry Agreement
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	3
	2nd-Level protections of Exact Match, Full Name identifiers are applied for by the organization requesting protection and placed in a Clearinghouse Model modified to accommodate use by IGOs and INGOs (hereafter referred to as “Clearinghouse Model”)
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	4
	2nd-Level protections of Exact Match, Full Name + Acronym identifiers are applied for by the organization requesting protection and placed in a Clearinghouse Model
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	5
	IGO-INGOs allowed to participate in Sunrise phase of each new gTLD launch
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	6
	IGO-INGOs allowed to participate in 90 Day Claims Notification phase of each new gTLD launch
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	7
	IGO-INGOs allowed to participate in permanent Claims Notification of each gTLD launch
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	8
	Fee waivers or reduced pricing (or limited subsidies, e.g., first 2 entries) for registering into a Clearinghouse Model the identifiers of IGO-INGO organizations


	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	9
	Review and modify where necessary the curative rights protections of the URS and UDRP so that IGO-INGO organizations have access to these curative rights protection mechanisms. 
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	10
	Fee waivers or reduced pricing for IGO-INGOs filing a URS or UDRP action
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	11
	Create a registration exception procedure for IGO-INGOs wishing to register a 2nd-Level name or where 3rd party, legitimate use of domain may exist


	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	12
	NO 2nd-Level reservations of an Exact Match, Full Name will be established (i.e., identifiers of IGO-INGOs seeking protection will NOT be added to Specification 5 of the Registry Agreement)
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]

	13
	NO 2nd-Level reservations of an Exact Match, Acronym will be established (i.e., identifiers of IGO-INGOs seeking protection will NOT be added to Specification 5 of the Registry Agreement)
	Support:  (yes/no)

[Rationale]


