
ICANN BOARD PAPER NO. 2024.09.07.1a 

TITLE: Security and Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC) 

Member Appointments 

PROPOSED ACTION:  For Board Consideration and Approval 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The Chair of the Security and Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC) respectfully requests the 

appointment of Richard Wilhelm, Vasyl “Billy” Bratchenko, Jothan Frakes, Laurin Weissinger, 

Chaoyi Lu, and Layal Jebran as new Committee members. 

COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 

The Committee recommends the ICANN Board appoint Richard Wilhelm, Vasyl “Billy” 

Bratchenko, Jothan Frakes, Laurin Weissinger, Chaoyi Lu, and Layal Jebran to the SSAC. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

Whereas, in January 2024, the SSAC Membership Committee initiated an annual recruitment 

cycle and submitted to the SSAC its recommendation for Richard Wilhelm, Vasyl “Billy” 

Bratchenko, Jothan Frakes, Laurin Weissinger, Chaoyi Lu, and Layal Jebran’s appointment on 

27 June 2024. 

Whereas, on 22 July 2024, the SSAC approved the recommendation for Richard Wilhelm, Vasyl 

“Billy” Bratchenko, Jothan Frakes, Laurin Weissinger, Chaoyi Lu, and Layal Jebran. 

Whereas, the SSAC Membership Committee, on behalf of the SSAC, requests that the Board 

should appoint Richard Wilhelm, Vasyl “Billy” Bratchenko, Jothan Frakes, Laurin Weissinger, 

Chaoyi Lu, and Layal Jebran to the SSAC for terms beginning immediately upon approval of the 

Board and ending on 31 December 2027. 

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), the Board appoints Richard Wilhelm, Vasyl "Billy" Bratchenko, 

Jothan Frakes, Laurin Weissinger, Chaoyi Lu, and Layal Jebran to the SSAC for terms beginning 

immediately upon approval of the Board and ending on 31 December 2027. 



PROPOSED RATIONALE: 

The SSAC is a diverse group of individuals whose expertise in specific subject matters enables 

the SSAC to fulfill its role and execute its mission. Since its inception, the SSAC has invited to 

its membership individuals with deep knowledge and experience in technical and security areas 

that are critical to the security and stability of the Internet's naming and address allocation 

systems. 

The SSAC's continued operation as a competent body is dependent on the accumulation of 

talented subject matter experts who have consented to volunteer their time and energies to the 

execution of the SSAC mission. 

Richard Wilhelm has over 30 years’ experience with Internet technologies across a number of 

roles. He has been involved with ICANN for several years, reaching back to his Neustar work in 

the early 2000s. He has gained both registry and registrar experience, having worked at Verisign 

and Network Solutions as well as his current role as the Chief Technology Officer at the Public 

Interest Registry (PIR). Rick also has been involved in policy development work at ICANN and 

at other Internet fora (such as OARC and the IETF); some examples of his ICANN participation 

include Vice-Chair of the Customer Standing Committee and IANA Function Review 2. In 

addition, Rick was also a member of the SSAC from March 2009 to December 2012, during 

which time he contributed to SSAC documents such as SAC044, SAC047 and SAC049.  

Vasyl (“Billy”) Bratchenko has over a decade of experience at Namecheap, which has included 

years of work heading up customer support. His roles have required him to debug and 

troubleshoot a variety of technical issues (including DNS misconfiguration) and to assist users in 

improving their website security. In addition, Vasyl has been responsible for anti-abuse and risk 

management efforts at Namecheap since 2021, handling analysis of security issues and 

coordinating with law enforcement; these efforts have also given Vasyl some experience with 

machine learning tools.  

Jothan Frakes has over 30 years of experience in the domain name industry, and is currently the 

Vice-Chair, Technical Operations of the Registrar Stakeholder Group. He has considerable 

experience in the registrar space, with a variety of advisory and leadership roles at gTLDs and 

ccTLDs, for such organizations as PLISK, Sedari, Nominet, and CoCCA. Jothan is also the 



Chief Public Suffix List Maintainer with the Mozilla Project and was an invited guest participant 

for SAC070. 

Laurin Weissinger has been involved with ICANN since 2016 and has contributed his 

knowledge in such areas as anti-abuse as well as serving as the vice-chair of SSR2. He spends 

time in both academia and industry: he is a Senior Security Consultant for Fresenius, as well as a 

part-time Lecturer and Researcher at Tufts University. His scholarship focuses on socio-

technological aspects of the Internet, including cybersecurity policy and risk management. 

Laurin serves as an Expert Advisor to M3AAWG and as Chair of the M3AAWG Academic and 

Research Committee, as well as a Research Fellow and Program Chair for eCrime at APWG. 

Chaoyi Lu is a postdoctoral researcher at Tsinghua University who specializes in network 

security and measurement, with a focus on DNS. He has published a number of peer-reviewed 

papers on these topics at major conferences (such as NDSS and Usenix Security) and is an 

experienced technical writer and communicator. Chaoyi has presented talks and organized 

training at several events, such as the ICANN APAC DNS Forum. 

Layal Jebran has worked in the cybersecurity field as a consultant and product manager at a 

number of companies. She currently works for Front Line Defenders, leading cybersecurity and 

technical program management. Among other roles, Layal has managed projects for a global 

supply chain company (Opply) and mobile apps (Appex), and co-founded an e-learning platform 

(Moubarmij) for teaching programming and security skills. Layal also worked as the Regional 

Engagement Manager (MENA Region) for the Internet Society from 2018-2019 (after 

volunteering at the Internet Society Lebanon Chapter), and she was an ICANN61 Fellow. 

This resolution is an organizational administrative function for which no public comment is 

required. The appointment of SSAC members is in the public interest and in furtherance of 

ICANN’s mission as it contributes to the commitment of the ICANN to strengthen the security, 

stability, and resiliency of the DNS. The appointment of SSAC members is not anticipated to 

have any fiscal impact on ICANN org that has not already been accounted for in the budgeted 

resources necessary for ongoing support of the SSAC. 

  



Signature Block: 

Submitted by:  James Galvin 

Position:  Liaison to the ICANN Board from the Security and 

Stability Advisory Committee 

Date Noted:     DD August 2024 

Email:      james.galvin@board.icann.org  
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ICANN BOARD PAPER NO. 2024-09-07-1b 

 

TITLE: Root Zone Maintainer Agreement Renewal 

PROPOSED ACTION: For Board Consideration and Approval 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

 

Since 2016, Verisign has provided services to ICANN related to the production and 

distribution of the DNS root zone, known as the Root Zone Maintainer function. This 

arrangement was a consequence of the IANA stewardship transition, and superseded a 

tri-lateral relationship between ICANN, Verisign and the US Department of Commerce. 

 

The terms of the delivery of these services is specified in the Root Zone Maintainer 

Agreement (RZMA). It is intended to support stable, secure, and reliable maintenance 

of the root zone. Under the RZMA, Verisign provides services for root zone 

maintenance, including compilation of the root zone file at the direction of the IANA 

functions, DNSSEC signing with the zone signing key, and distribution of the root zone 

data to the root server operators, for a nominal fee.  

 

On August 9, 2016, the ICANN Board passed a resolution approving the RZMA, which 

was subsequently executed on 28 September 2016. The RZMA provides for an initial 

term of eight (8) years, expiring on 27 September 2024, and shall automatically renew 

for successive eight (8) year periods, unless or until earlier terminated pursuant to its 

terms and conditions. This is the first renewal since the RZMA was entered. 

 

Subject to the Agreement, ICANN shall pay Verisign a non-refundable, monthly, fixed 

Service Fee for the Services in the amount of twenty-five thousand dollars (US 

$25,000) per month beginning on the effective date of the Agreement and continuing 

until the earlier of expiration or termination of the Agreement. 

 

Hence, ICANN is now seeking a contract renewal with Verisign for a period of eight 

(8) years for a total amount not to exceed US$2.4 million. This service fee remains at 

the same level as within the 2016 RZMA. 
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Because the proposed contract is for more than US$500,000, under ICANN’s 

Contracting and Disbursement Policy the Board is required to approve entering the 

contract. 

ICANN ORGANIZATION AND BOARD FINANCE COMMITTEE (BFC) 

RECOMMENDATION (Subject to Board Finance Committee Approval): 

 

Both ICANN organization and the BFC recommend that the Board authorizes the 

interim President and CEO, or her designee(s), to take all necessary actions to renew, 

and make disbursement in furtherance of, the Root Zone Maintainer Agreement 

(RZMA) subject to the proposed revisions agreed with Verisign for a further period of 

eight (8) years for a total amount not to exceed US$2.4 million, unless or until earlier 

terminated pursuant to the terms and conditions in the proposed RZMA.  

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

Whereas, on 28 September 2016 ICANN and Verisign entered into the Root Zone 

Maintainer Agreement (RZMA), under the terms of which Verisign would perform the 

root zone maintainer services for ICANN for an initial term of eight (8) years. 

Whereas, the RZMA shall automatically renew for successive eight (8) years periods 

unless or until earlier terminated pursuant to the its terms and conditions.  

Whereas, at the renewal of the agreement after the initial term of eight (8) years, 

ICANN and Verisign have mutually agreed to make minor amendments to the RZMA, 

including some additions. However, the service fee payable to Verisign under the 

RZMA remains stable and is not proposed to change    

Whereas, ICANN organization has a need to renew the RZMA to ensure continued high 

levels of quality and service delivery for the performance of the maintainer function.  

Whereas, under the RZMA, Verisign would continue providing services relating to the 

production and distribution of the DNS root zone, as directed by the IANA functions, 

for a nominal fee.  
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Whereas, by renewing the current agreement, ICANN is continuing to promote the 

security, stability and resiliency of root zone maintenance operations. 

 

Whereas, the financial obligation to renew the RZMA exceeds US$500,000 in total and 

as such requires that the Board approves ICANN entering into this contractual 

commitment. 

Whereas, the Board Finance Committee reviewed the financial aspects and implications 

of the RZMA and recommended approval by the Board as a result. 

Resolved (2024.09.07.XX), the Board authorizes the interim President and CEO, or her 

designee(s), to enter into, and make disbursement in furtherance of, an eight-year 

renewal of the RZMA with Verisign. 

 

PROPOSED RATIONALE:  
 

A key goal of the proposed renewal of the Root Zone Maintainer Agreement (RZMA) 

between ICANN and Verisign, Inc. for the performance of the maintainer function is to 

provide secure and stable operations of the root zone. The proposed RZMA renewal 

would ensure that expectations of IANA customers will continue to be met and ensure 

continuity, security and stability of the operation of the root zone. 

 

The RZMA was first entered between ICANN and Verisign in 2016 as part of the 

IANA Stewardship Transition. The renewal clause of the RZMA states: “This 

Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and shall continue for a period of 

eight (8) years (the “Initial Term”) and shall automatically renew for successive eight 

(8) years periods (each a “Renewal Term”) unless or until earlier terminated pursuant to 

the terms and conditions in this Agreement.”  

 

The current RZMA expires on 27 September 2024. In advance of the end of the first 

eight-year term of the RZMA, ICANN identified that some evolution of the RZMA was 

preferred, and engaged in negotiations with Verisign to enhance the requirements 

within the RZMA. 
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To date, the RZMA has been working well. Verisign has successfully performed the 

root zone maintainer services for ICANN without interruption. While neither party 

identified a need to significantly change the relationship, there are mutually agreed 

changes both parties propose to make. The mutually agreed upon updates allow for a 

natural continuation of work carried out by Verisign without entering a competitive 

bidding process, which is not authorized per the renewal terms of the agreement. The 

primary change that ICANN is seeking to make is to enhance collaboration on disaster 

recovery planning in the event that there are obstacles to DNS root zone production. 

There are no changes to the service fees payable to ICANN, which continue at the same 

level they have been at for the first eight years of the RZMA. 

 

Accordingly, ICANN is now seeking to renew the RZMA with Verisign, subject to the 

proposed revisions as mutually agreed, for a further period of eight (8) years for a total 

amount not to exceed US$2.4 million. 

This action is within ICANN's Mission and is in the public interest as it is important to 

ensure that, in carrying out its Mission, ICANN utilizes available funding in the most 

effective and efficient manner so as to be in the best interests of ICANN and the global 

Internet community, and maintains stable and predictable service for the key root zone 

maintainer function that has been performed as expected under the first term of the 

RZMA.  

This decision will have a fiscal impact, but the impact has already been accounted for in 

the FY25 budget and will be for the future budgets as well. Further, this decision is 

intended to have a positive impact on the security, stability or resiliency of the domain 

name system.  

 

Submitted by: John Crain 

Position: SVP and CTO 

Date Noted:  26 August 2024 

Email:  john.crain@icann.org 
 



Appointment of the Board Organizational Effectiveness Committee Chair 
 

Proposed Resolution: 

 

Whereas, the most recent Chair of the Organizational Effectiveness Committee (OEC) resigned 

from the Board, effective 23 August 2024. 

 

Whereas, the Board needs to name a new Chair of the OEC and the Board Governance 

Committee has recommended that Alan Barrett be appointed as OEC Chair. 

 

Resolved, (2024.09.06.xx), the Board appoints Alan Barrett as the Chair of the Organizational 

Effectiveness Committee. 

 

 

Proposed Rationale: 

 

Article 7, Section 7.2 and Article 14 of the ICANN Bylaws call for, among other things, the 

Board to appoint Board Committee leadership and membership, including filling any vacancies 

which may occur in these positions during the year.  The most recent Chair of the Organizational 

Effectiveness Committee (OEC) resigned from the Board, effective 23 August 2023.  Given the 

vacancy in OEC leadership, the Board asked the Board Governance Committee (BGC) to help 

identify a replacement for OEC Chair.  The BGC has identified and recommended that Alan 

Barrett, a current member of the OEC, be named as OEC Chair.  The Board agrees.  

 

The appointment of Board Committee leadership is consistent with ICANN's Mission and is in 

the public interest as it is important to ensure that Board Committees have the properly skilled 

expertise in both membership and leadership to carry forth ICANN's Mission, Commitments and 

Core Values. 

 

This decision will have no direct fiscal impact on the organization and no impact on the security, 

stability or resiliency of the domain name system. 



 

This is an Organizational Administrative Function that does not require Public Comment. 



a. Election of PTI Board Members 

 

Whereas, ICANN, in its role as sole member of PTI, has the obligation to elect all members of 

the PTI Board in accordance with Article 5 of the PTI Bylaws. 

 

Whereas, Seat 3 on the PTI Board was recently vacated following Jia-Rong Low’s departure 

from the PTI Board. 

 

Whereas, ICANN organization recommends that John Crain, ICANN Senior Vice President and 

Chief Technology Officer, be appointed to fill the vacancy in Seat 3 of the PTI Board, with a 

term ending at the end of the annual meeting of the Member in 2025. 

 

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), ICANN, in its role as sole member of PTI, elects John Crain to fill the 

vacancy in Seat 3 of the PTI Board, with a term ending at the end of the annual meeting of the 

Member in 2025. 

 

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx) the ICANN Board thanks Jia-Rong Low for his service on the PTI 

Board. 

 

Rationale  

This resolution fulfills ICANN’s responsibility, as the sole member of PTI, to elect Directors to 

the PTI Board, which allows the PTI Board to continue its work.  

The election of a PTI Board director is taken fully in line with the obligations as set forth in the 

PTI Bylaws. 

This actions confirm ICANN’s continued commitment to its Bylaws’ obligations surrounding the 

performance of the IANA Functions that are contracted to PTI.  This also directly serves 

ICANN’s mission to ensure the stable and secure operations of the Internet’s unique identifiers, 

and serves the public interest in the continued stable performance of the IANA functions. 



Today’s action is not anticipated to have any impact on the security, stability or resiliency of the 

DNS, though PTI is essential to ICANN’s security, stability and resiliency work. There are 

resource implications in supporting PTI, which are reflected in the PTI, IANA and ICANN 

Budgets. 

The appointment to the PTI Board is an Organizational Administrative Functions for which 

public comments were not necessary. 
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ICANN BOARD PAPER NO. 2024.09.07.2a 

TITLE: Pending Recommendations from Phase 1 Final 

Report on the Internationalized Domain Names Expedited 

Policy Development Process   

 

PROPOSED ACTION: For Board Consideration and 

Approval 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  

The Board is being asked to adopt four (4) of the six (6) pending recommendations from the 

Phase 1 Final Report on the Internationalized Domain Names Expedited Policy Development 

Process as noted in the supplemental Scorecard. As these recommendations are directly related to 

the ongoing fee structure work for the New gTLD Program: Next Round, the Board previously 

deferred action at its meeting on 8 June 2024 and directed ICANN org to take these 

recommendations into account in the comprehensive fee structure analysis.  

The Board’s adoption of a set of IDN EPDP Phase 1 recommendations on 8 June 2024 has 

initiated implementation work that is now in progress in coordination with the New gTLD 

Program: Next Round work.  If adopted, the four pending recommendations will be added to that 

implementation work. 

The GNSO Council initiated an Expedited Policy Development Process (EPDP) on 

Internationalized Domain Names (IDNs) (hereafter “EPDP-IDNs”) in May 2021 to: 

i) Determine the approach for a consistent definition of all Generic Top-level Domains 

(gTLDs); and  
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ii) Develop policy recommendations, building on the existing Subsequent Procedures 

PDP WG recommendations, that will eventually allow for the introduction of variant 

gTLDs at the top-level.  

In November 2022, the Council approved an EPDP Team request to divide its work into two 

phases, with Phase 1 covering topics related to top-level gTLD definition and variant 

management, and Phase 2 covering topics related to second-level variant management issues.  

The EPDP Team published its Phase 1 Initial Report for Public Comment in April 2023 and 

conducted a thorough review of all the public comments received. In November 2023, the EPDP 

Team submitted its Phase 1 Final Report to the GNSO Council, who approved all fifty-eight (58) 

policy recommendations. 

The Board considered the full set of recommendations and determined to adopt the majority, 

while deferring action on Recommendations 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, 3.14, 7.4, and 7.5 to allow for these 

to be incorporated in the financial planning for the New gTLD Program: Next Round work. 

Following the various discussions with the community on the Next Round fee development at 

the ICANN80 meeting and following, the Board has reviewed the updated estimates and 

proposed approach for the IDN EPDP Phase 1 recommendations, to allow it to take action on  

Recommendations 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, and 3.14. 

Recommendations 7.4 and 7.5 relate to registry-level fees and the Board has not yet reviewed the 

org’s analysis in this area.  Accordingly, the scorecard reflects these items as pending the 

Board’s action. 

 

RECOMMENDATIONS: 

The Board Caucus on New gTLD Program: Next Round (hereafter: Next Round Board Caucus) 

recommends: 
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● The Board adopt recommendations 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, and 3.14.. 

● The Board direct ICANN org to incorporate these recommendations into the existing 

implementation work including coordination with the existing Subsequent Procedures 

(SubPro) IRT, as soon as practicable. 

● The Board direct ICANN org to continue the analysis relating to registry-level fees to 

enable it to take action on the pending Recommendations 7.4 and 7.5, as soon as 

practicable. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

Whereas, on 14 March 2019, the ICANN Board approved staff recommendations on allocating 

IDN variant TLD labels and requested that the GNSO and ccNSO consider the recommendations 

while developing their respective policies; and in October 2020, the GNSO Council established a 

Drafting Team to develop a draft charter and an Initiation Request for an Expedited Policy 

Development Process on Internationalized Domain Names (EPDP-IDNs), incorporating IDN-

related recommendations from the New gTLD Subsequent Procedures PDP WG's Final Report.  

 

Whereas, on 20 May 2021, the GNSO Council voted to approve the aforementioned Initiation 

Request and adopt the charter to initiate the EPDP-IDNs that was tasked to determine the 

approach for a consistent definition of all gTLDs; and develop additional policy 

recommendations that will eventually allow for the introduction of variant gTLDs at the top-

level.   

 

Whereas, on 07 November 2022, the Council approved the EPDP-IDNs team request to divide 

its work into two phases, with Phase 1 covering topics related to top-level gTLD definition and 

variant management and Phase 2 issues pertaining to second-level variant management. 

Whereas, the EPDP-IDNs team has followed all the necessary steps and processes required by 

the ICANN Bylaws, the GNSO PDP Manual and the GNSO Working Group Guidelines, 



 

 

 

4 

including the publication of an Initial Report for Public Comment (on 24 April 2023) and 

consideration of the public comments received thereto. 

 

Whereas, the EPDP-IDNs team has reached “full consensus” support on the fifty-eight (58) final 

recommendations documented in the Phase 1 Final Report. 

 

Whereas, on 08 November 2023, the EPDP-IDNs team submitted its Phase 1 Final Report to the 

GNSO Council for its review and action. 

 

Whereas, on 21 December 2023, the GNSO Council approved, and recommended that the 

ICANN Board adopt, all fifty-eight (58) final recommendations as documented in the IDNs 

EPDP Phase 1 Final Report. 

 

Whereas, on 18 January 2024, the GNSO Council transmitted its Recommendations Report to 

the ICANN Board to review and consider the outputs contained in the Phase 1 Final Report, 

followed by a period of Public Comment to gather community input that opened on 23 January 

2024 and closed on 12 March 2024, with the resulting Staff Report published on 26 March 2024. 

 

Whereas, on 8 June 2024, the Board took action to adopt 52 recommendations from the Phase 1 

Final Report, and identified 6 recommendations as pending. 

 

Whereas, the Board developed a Scorecard to facilitate its consideration of the Outputs titled 

[Scorecard: IDN EPDP Phase 1 Recommendations]. 

 

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), the ICANN Board adopts the Scorecard[link] in full.  

 

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), the Board directs the ICANN Interim President and CEO, or her 

designee(s), to incorporate Recommendations 3.11, 3.12, 3.13, and 3.14 into the existing 
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implementation work including coordination with the existing Subsequent Procedures (SubPro) 

IRT, as soon as practicable.  

 

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), the Board directs the ICANN Interim President and CEO, or her 

designee(s), to continue the analysis to enable it to take action on the pending Recommendations 

7.4 and 7.5, as soon as practicable. 

 

Rationale for Resolutions 2024.09.xx.xx – 2024.09.xx.xx 

Why is the Board addressing the issue? 

 

On 22 December 2023, the GNSO Council voted with a GNSO Supermajority to approve all 

fifty-eight (58) recommendations outlined in the IDNs EPDP Phase 1 Final Report. Following 

this, on 18 January 2024, the GNSO Council submitted its Recommendations Report, as 

mandated by the Bylaws, to the ICANN Board of Directors. The report recommended the 

adoption of all final recommendations by the ICANN Board. In accordance with Annex A-1 of 

the ICANN Bylaws, the EPDP-IDNs recommendations have been forwarded to the Board for its 

review and action. 

 

As required by Article 3, Section 6.(a)(iii) of the ICANN Bylaws, the approved 

recommendations were posted for Public Comment to inform Board action on the final 

recommendations. Additionally, according to Section 11.3(i)(x) of the ICANN Bylaws, the 

GNSO Council's support for these recommendations, surpassing the Supermajority threshold, 

obligates the Board to adopt the recommendations unless, by a vote of more than two-thirds, the 

Board determines that the policy is not in the best interests of the ICANN community or ICANN. 

 

The Board acknowledges the GNSO Council resolution referencing “sixty-nine (69) Full 

Consensus recommendations.” However, it should be noted that 58 of these Outputs are 
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Consensus Policy recommendations, while the remaining 11 are categorized as Implementation 

Guidance. 

On 8 June 2024, the Board adopted a scorecard adopting 52 of the Consensus Policy 

recommendations, and designating 6 recommendations from the IDN Final Report as pending 

due to interdependencies with the ongoing consideration of the fee structure for the New gTLD 

Program:  Next Round. 

 

What is the proposal being considered? 

 

In May 2021, the GNSO Council initiated an EPDP on IDNs to:  

 

i) Determine the approach for a consistent definition of all gTLDs; and  

ii) Develop policy recommendations that will eventually allow for the introduction of 

variant gTLDs at the top-level.  

 

In November 2022, the Council approved an EPDP Team request to divide its work into two 

phases, with Phase 1 covering topics related to top-level gTLD definition and variant 

management, and Phase 2 covering topics related to second-level variant management issues.  

 

The EPDP Team published its Phase 1 Initial Report for Public Comment in April 2023. 

Following its review of all the public comments received, the EPDP Team finalized its 

recommendations and submitted its Phase 1 Final Report to the GNSO Council in November 

2023. The Council approved the Final Report, including all fifty-eight (58) Consensus Policy 

recommendations.  

 

Having taken action to adopt the majority of the recommendations from the Final Report, the 

Board is now considering the fee-related recommendations that include: 
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text 

3.11 A future applicant applying for a primary gTLD string and up 

to four (4) of that string’s allocatable variant labels during an 

application round must incur the same base application fee as 

any other gTLD applicant who does not apply for variant 

labels in that round. 

3.12 

Any applicant applying for more than four (4) allocatable 

variant labels of a primary gTLD string in an application 

round may incur additional fees that ICANN org considers to 

be proportionate to any additional costs associated with 

evaluating the application and consistent with the cost 

recovery principle. 

3.13 

A future registry operator applying only for allocatable 

variant label(s) of its delegated primary gTLD must incur a 

discounted base application fee. ICANN org will decide on 

the discount based on what it considers to be proportionate to 

any costs associated with evaluating the application and 

consistent with the cost recovery principle. 
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Which stakeholders or others were consulted? 

 

3.14 

If a registry operator from the 2012 round applies for up to 

four (4) allocatable variant labels of its existing IDN gTLD: 

 -  3.14.1 in the immediate next application round, the 

base application fee will be waived for that 

application as a one-time exception; or 

 -  3.14.2 in any application round subsequent to the 

immediate next application round, that application 

must incur a discounted base application fee as set out 

in Final Recommendation 3.13. 

If a registry operator from the 2012 round applies for 

more than four (4) allocatable variant labels of its 

existing IDN gTLD: 

 -  3.14.3 in the immediate next application round, that 

application may incur additional fees as set out in 

Final Recommendation 3.12; or 

 -  3.14.4 in any application round subsequent to the 

immediate next application round, that application 

must incur a discounted base application fee as set out 

in Final Recommendation 3.13 AND may incur 

additional fees as set out in Final Recommendation 

3.12. 
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In accordance with the GNSO’s PDP Manual, in August 2021, the EPDP-IDNs Team reached 

out to all ICANN Supporting Organizations and Advisory Committees as well as all GNSO 

Stakeholder Groups and Constituencies with requests for input at the start of its deliberations. In 

response, statements were received from the: Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG), Security and 

Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC), and Country Code Names Supporting Organization 

(ccNSO) (specifically its ccPDP4 Variant Management Subgroup). The input received was 

incorporated into the EPDP Team’s deliberations as each topic was discussed. Where groups that 

provided written input also had representative members on the EPDP Team, those members were 

well-positioned to respond to questions from other members requesting clarity about the written 

input during the Team’s consideration of the topic. 

 

While the Security and Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC) did not appoint members to the 

EPDP Team, its subject matter experts on IDNs met with the EPDP Team during two 

engagement sessions to discuss their views on specific charter questions and preliminary 

recommendations. Some of the SSAC inputs were recorded in SAC120, which was published in 

April 2022. In addition, the EPDP Team conducted an outreach webinar for the Governmental 

Advisory Committee (GAC) in February 2023, briefing the GAC on issues regarding variants 

and explaining the significance of the EPDP Team’s work.  

 

Community input was also sought through Public Comment on the EPDP Team’s Phase 1 Initial 

Report from 24 April to 19 June 2023.  

 

In May 2023, the EPDP Team held a community webinar to raise awareness of its Phase 1 Initial 

Report and encourage community input. By the Public Comment closure date, the EPDP Team 

received input from twelve (12) submissions. Following a thorough review of the submissions, 

the EPDP Team finalized its recommendations and implementation guidance. The EPDP Team 

delivered its Phase 1 Final Report to the GNSO Council on 08 November 2023.  
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Following the GNSO Council’s approval, the ICANN Board sought the community’s input on 

the Phase 1 Final Recommendations of the EPDP on IDNs. A period of Public Comment on the 

Final Report was opened from 23 January to 12 March 2024, and input was received from the 

community and other interested parties on the Final Report. 

 

On 10 June 2024, ICANN org discussed the gTLD evaluation fee for the New gTLD Program:  

Next Round with the SubPro IRT, making note of the potential approach for variant TLD 

applications as recommended by the IDN EPDP Phase 1 Final Report. IRT members did not 

express any substantive concerns with the approach proposed by the org. 

 

What concerns or issues were raised by the community? 

 

The EPDP-IDNs Team thoroughly reviewed the Public Comment submissions concerning the 

Phase 1 Initial Report and incorporated numerous suggestions, where necessary, to the final 

recommendations. 

 

What significant materials did the Board review? 

 

To help facilitate the Board’s determination of whether the Outputs are in the best interest of the 

ICANN community and ICANN, the Board considered the following materials to be significant: 

 

● The 31 January 2012 SAC052 Report: SSAC Advisory on Delegation of Single-

Character Internationalized Domain Name Top-Level Domains. 

● The 23 July 2013 SAC060 Report: SSAC Comment on Examining the User Experience 

Implications of Active Variant TLDs Report. 

● The 25 January 2019 IDN Variant TLD Management paper developed by ICANN org. 

● The 7 October 2019 Recommendations for the Technical Utilization of the Root Zone 

Label Generation Rules (RZ-LGR). 
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● IDN-related Outputs under Topic 25 in the SubPro PDP Final Report published 2 

February 2021. 

● The 24 April 2023 Phase 1 Initial Report of the Expedited Policy Development Process 

(EPDP) for Internationalized Domain Names (IDNs). 

● The 8 November 2023 Phase 1 Final Report of the Expedited Policy Development 

Process (EPDP) for Internationalized Domain Names (IDNs). 

● The 21 December 2023 GNSO Council resolution of the IDNs EPDP Phase 1 Final 

Report recommendations. 

● The 18 January 2024 GNSO Council Recommendations Report to the ICANN Board 

Regarding Adoption of the Phase 1 Final Recommendations from the GNSO Expedited 

Policy Development Process (EPDP) on Internationalized Domain Names (IDNs) 

● The 10 June 2024 Subsequent Procedures Implementation Review Team (SubPro IRT) 

Session during ICANN80. See recording and materials presented. 

 

Are there positive or negative community impacts? 

 

Adopting these recommendations will positively impact ICANN as upholding the pivotal role of 

IDNs in enabling global access to domain names in native languages and scripts. These 

recommendations allow for implementing variant TLDs effectively, making IDNs more usable 

across communities. More generally, IDNs not only foster a more linguistically diverse Internet 

but also facilitate broader engagement for organizations, governments, and businesses with 

audiences in their preferred language or script. The secure and stable use of IDNs is essential for 

enhancing digital inclusivity and is a priority for ICANN. 

 

Additionally, in its March 2019 rationale, the Board requested the GNSO and ccNSO to 

coordinate their respective areas of IDN policy work to help ensure a consistent solution based 

on the variant TLD Recommendations for IDN variant ccTLDs and IDN variant gTLDs. The 

Board anticipates that the success of this coordinated effort will also generate significant benefits 
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for the global community, and reinforces the importance of collaboration and the critical role of 

the multistakeholder model. 

 

The Board discussed the estimates and assumptions on volume for IDN variant TLD applications 

and the proposed implementation of the fee-related recommendations, consistent with the 

principles of cost recovery and risk mitigation. Adopting these recommendations also allows for 

clarity and comprehensive information on relevant fees to be provided to potential applicants 

well in advance of the application submission period. 

 

Are there fiscal impacts or ramifications on ICANN (strategic plan, operating plan, 

budget); the community; and/or the public? 

 

In developing the Phase 1 Final Report outputs, the EPDP Team recognized that the cost 

recovery principle as published in the SubPro PDP Working Group’s Affirmation with 

Modification 15.4, applies to the overall New gTLD Program, and the costs of running the 

program would be borne by all applicants collectively. As noted in the EPDP Team’s Final 

Recommendation 3.10: “The fee structure associated with future applications that include variant 

label(s), and variant label applications from registry operators of existing gTLDs, must be 

consistent with the principle of cost recovery reflected in the 2012 Applicant Guidebook and 

affirmed by the New gTLD Subsequent Procedures PDP.”  The New gTLD Program: Next 

Round evaluation fee will incorporate the costs associated with variant label(s) and variant label 

applications. 

 

The Board notes that the EPDP-IDNs team considered the fiscal impact on the community in 

developing its fee-related recommendations as can be seen in Final Recommendations noted in 

Charter Question D1b of the Phase 1 Final Report. In drafting the fee-related recommendations, 

the EPDP-IDNs team examined the processes for existing registry operators to apply for or be 

allocated variants of their current gTLDs, as well as for new IDN gTLD applicants to seek and 
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obtain allocatable variants. It also assessed the associated fees, including application and annual 

registration fees for variant TLDs, and explored whether specific implementation guidance 

should be provided.  

 

Are there any security, stability or resiliency issues relating to the DNS? 

 

In December 2010, the Board directed ICANN “to develop an issues report identifying what 

needs to be done with the evaluation, possible delegation, allocation and operation of IDN 

variant TLDs.” As a result, ICANN drafted an Integrated Issues Report in February 2012 which 

defined milestones that must be completed to manage the implementation of IDN variant TLDs. 

Since then, ICANN developed a set of recommendations and supporting documentation on 

mechanisms for implementing IDN variant TLDs and published an IDN Variant TLD 

Management paper in January 2019. The documents were finalized after a standard public 

comment period and were approved by the Board in March 2019 who requested that the GNSO 

and ccNSO consider them while developing their respective policies to define and manage 

variant TLDs for the current TLDs and future TLD applications. 

 

In drafting its charter and conducting its work, the EPDP-IDNs Team thoroughly considered 

ICANN org’s previous reports and recommendations. In its work, the EPDP Team reinforced the 

“conservatism principle,” which advocates for the adoption of a more cautious approach as a 

way to limit any potential security and stability risks associated with the variant label delegation 

in the absence of data or information in support of a more liberal approach. 

 

As noted above, in preparation for the Board’s consideration of the IDN EPDP Team’s Phase 1 

Final Report, ICANN org, in collaboration with the community and various stakeholders, has 

been conducting research and preparing extensively to ensure that variant TLDs can be added in 

a secure and stable way considering the IDN variant TLD Recommendations. 
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Is this decision in the public interest and within ICANN’s mission? 

 

This action is within ICANN's mission and mandate and in the public interest as set forth in the 

ICANN Bylaws. The multistakeholder policy development process of bottom-up, consensus 

policies and guidelines helps advance the stable and secure operation of the Internet's unique 

identifier systems. Enabling the secure and stable use of IDNs will empower citizens, businesses, 

and communities to fully benefit from the Internet, enhancing accessibility and fostering greater 

participation in the digital world. 

 

Is this either a defined policy process within ICANN’s Supporting Organizations or 

ICANN’s Organizational Administrative Function decision requiring public comment or 

not requiring public comment? 

 

As required by the ICANN Bylaws and the GNSO's policy procedures, the recommendations 

were the subject of Public Comment as discussed above, and the Final Report was developed in 

collaboration with the ICANN community, in accordance with the GNSO PDP Manual. 

 

Signature Block: 

Submitted by:   

Position:   

Date Noted:   

Email:   
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Scorecard: IDN EPDP Phase 1 Recommendations
7 September 2024

This document provides an overview of the IDN EPDP Phase 1 Recommendations and the Board’s action on each Recommendation to support the Board’s discussion and
action on the IDNs EPDP Phase 1 Final Report.

A. Recommendations That the Board Adopts

The Board adopts the Outputs in this section pursuant to Resolution [2024.xx]

Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

3.11 A future applicant applying for a primary gTLD string and up to four (4) of that string’s
allocatable variant labels during an application round must incur the same base application fee as
any other gTLD applicant who does not apply for variant labels in that round.

Adopt recommendation.
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

3.12 Any applicant applying for more than four (4) allocatable variant labels of a primary gTLD string
in an application round may incur additional fees that ICANN org considers to be proportionate to
any additional costs associated with evaluating the application and consistent with the cost
recovery principle.

Adopt recommendation.
The Board has discussed this recommendation noting that
from an evaluation perspective, each applied-for IDN variant
label will be subject to each of the string-related evaluations
of the New gTLD Program, with the exception of the string
similarity review, which will not be repeated as the review
carried out for the primary applied-for string includes the
variant labels.

In its assumptions for developing the gTLD evaluation fee,
ICANN org has already factored in that not every applicant
will need to go through all evaluations, for example in the
case of portfolio applicants the evaluations related to the
applicant do not need to be repeated. The same principle
holds for variant applications, which means that charging the
full gTLD evaluation fee per additional applied-for variant
TLD above four allocatable variants will be consistent with
the approach for other applicants that have similar
circumstances and proportionate to the additional costs
associated with evaluating the application and the cost
recovery principle.

3.13 A future registry operator applying only for allocatable variant label(s) of its delegated primary
gTLD must incur a discounted base application fee. ICANN org will decide on the discount based
on what it considers to be proportionate to any costs associated with evaluating the application and
consistent with the cost recovery principle.

Adopt recommendation.
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

3.14 If a registry operator from the 2012 round applies for up to four (4) allocatable variant labels of its
existing IDN gTLD:

- 3.14.1 in the immediate next application round, the base application fee will be waived for
that application as a one-time exception; or

- 3.14.2 in any application round subsequent to the immediate next application round, that
application must incur a discounted base application fee as set out in Final
Recommendation 3.13.

If a registry operator from the 2012 round applies for more than four (4) allocatable variant labels
of its existing IDN gTLD:

- 3.14.3 in the immediate next application round, that application may incur additional fees
as set out in Final Recommendation 3.12; or

- 3.14.4 in any application round subsequent to the immediate next application round, that
application must incur a discounted base application fee as set out in Final
Recommendation 3.13 AND may incur additional fees as set out in Final Recommendation
3.12.

Adopt recommendation.
As noted in 3.12 above, the Board has discussed this
recommendation noting that from an evaluation perspective,
each applied-for IDN variant label will be subject to each of
the string-related evaluations of the New gTLD Program,
with the exception of the string similarity review, which will
not be repeated as the review carried out for the primary
applied-for string includes the variant labels.

Consistent with the cost recovery principle, a proportionate
fee for applications including more than four (4) variant
labels will reflect these costs for evaluating the application.
In its assumptions for developing the gTLD evaluation fee,
ICANN org has already factored in that not every applicant
will need to go through all evaluations, for example in the
case of portfolio applicants the evaluations related to the
applicant do not need to be repeated. The same principle
holds for variant applications, which means that charging the
full gTLD evaluation fee per additional applied-for variant
TLD above four allocatable variants will be consistent with
the approach for other applicants that have similar
circumstances and proportionate to the additional costs
associated with evaluating the application and the cost
recovery principle.
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B. Recommendations the Board has previously adopted (Resolution 2024.06.08.04 - 2024.06.08.07)

Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

1.1 The RZ-LGR must be the sole source to calculate the variant labels and disposition values for all
existing gTLDs.

Adopt Recommendation

2.1 Any allocatable variant label of an existing gTLD, as calculated by the RZ-LGR, can only be allocated
to the same registry operator or withheld for possible allocation only to that registry operator.

Adopt Recommendation

3.1 An application for an allocatable variant label cannot precede an application for that variant label’s
primary gTLD string.

Adopt Recommendation

3.2 A future registry operator who wishes to apply for an allocatable variant label of its existing gTLD
must submit an application during an application round.

Adopt Recommendation

With regard to rounds, the Board notes in this context its action
on the SubPro Final Report recommendations, with the GNSO
Council clarification that “The SubPro Final Report
recommendation envisions that ‘the next application procedure
should be processed in the form of a ‘round’ and ‘Application
procedures must take place at predictable, regularly occurring
intervals without indeterminable periods of review’. However,
the GNSO Council confirms its willingness to engage with the
ICANN Board to explore a shared vision for the long-term
evolution of the program, which could be materially different
than what is envisioned for the next round of the New gTLD
Program in the Topic 3 recommendations.”

4



Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

The Board agrees that, through Board-GNSO Council
engagement, a shared vision can be identified, and expresses its
interest in beginning this engagement as soon as practicable.

3.3 Applications for allocatable variant labels of existing gTLDs can be submitted during the immediate
next application round of the New gTLD Program and any subsequent rounds.

Adopt Recommendation

See Board Action for Recommendation 3.2 above.

3.4 A future applicant applying for a primary gTLD string together with its allocatable variant label(s) in
the same round is required to submit one application for the primary gTLD string and the variant
label(s).

Adopt Recommendation

See Board Action for Recommendation 3.2 above.

3.25 After submission of an application, the applicant is allowed to withdraw an applied-for variant label
from that application, but is not allowed to add any other variant label that was not originally
applied-for in that application. Only an applicant for a .Brand TLD string whose applied-for primary
gTLD string is placed in a contention set is allowed to change its applied-for primary string and
allocatable variant label(s) under the condition set out in SubPro PDP Recommendation 20.8.

Adopt Recommendation

3.5 In addition to explaining the mission and purpose of the applied for primary gTLD string or existing
gTLD, the applicant seeking one or more gTLD variant labels
will describe the justification of such need. The justification given by the applicant shall at minimum
provide the following information:
3.5.1 The meaning or intended meaning (for non-dictionary words) of each of the applied-for variant
label(s), including sources;
3.5.2 Explanation of how the primary and variant labels are considered the same;
3.5.3 Explain the benefits and the user communities who will benefit from the introduction of the
applied-for variant label(s); and
3.5.4 A description of the steps that the applicant will take to minimize the operational and
management complexities of variant gTLDs and variant domain names that impact registrars, resellers
and/or registrants.

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

3.7 A future applicant must be required to demonstrate its ability to manage the applied-for primary gTLD
string and applied-for allocatable variant label(s) from
both a technical and operational perspective. The same requirement applies to registry operators who
wish to apply for allocatable variant label(s) of their existing gTLDs.

Adopt Recommendation

3.10 The fee structure associated with future applications that include variant label(s), and variant label
applications from registry operators of existing gTLDs , must be consistent with the principle of cost
recovery reflected in the 2012 Applicant Guidebook and affirmed by the New gTLD Subsequent
Procedures PDP.

Adopt Recommendation

3.15 As a one-time exception for the immediate next application round, applications for allocatable variant
labels of existing IDN gTLDs from the 2012 round must receive priority in processing order ahead of
all other new gTLD applicants, including the IDN applicants that elect to participate in the
prioritization draw.

Adopt Recommendation

3.16 An applied-for allocatable variant label must be subject to the same application requirements and
evaluation criteria as the associated primary gTLD string. Specifically, the same documentation
requirements apply to both the primary gTLD string and its applied-for allocatable variant label(s).
With respect to the three non-standard application types of gTLDs as identified by the SubPro PDP, this
means that:

- 3.16.1 An applicant for a Community-based TLD string and its allocatable variant label(s) is
required to submit a written endorsement of its applied-for primary gTLD string and
applied-for allocatable variant label(s) from established institution(s) representing the
community that the applicant has named.

- 3.16.2 An applicant for a Geographic Name TLD string and its allocatable variant label(s) is
required to submit documentation of support or non-objection to its applied-for primary gTLD
string and applied-for allocatable variant label(s) from relevant governments or public
authorities.

- 3.16.3 An applicant for a .Brand TLD string and its allocatable variant label(s) is required to
submit proof that its applied-for primary gTLD string and applied-for allocatable variant
label(s) are identical to registered trademarks owned and used by the registry operator or its
affiliate.

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

3.17 The EPDP Team affirmed the Recommendation 25.4 in the SubPro PDP Final Report that
single-character gTLDs may only be allowed for limited scripts and languages where a character is an
ideograph. At the time of the EPDP Team’s deliberations, the only script that meets the criteria is the
Han script, which is used in the Chinese, Japanese, and Korean languages. Nevertheless, applications
for single-character gTLDs that are ideographs must not be accepted until relevant guidelines from the
Chinese, Japanese, and Korean Generation Panels are developed, finalized after Public Comment, and
implemented in the New gTLD Program. In the event that the Generation Panels determine such
additional guidelines beyond the analysis already provided in the RZ-LGR unnecessary, applications
for single-character gTLDs in the Han script shall be accepted.

Adopt Recommendation

3.18 The New gTLD Program Reserved Names list must not be expanded to include variant labels. Adopt Recommendation

3.19 No application for a variant label of a New gTLD Program Reserved Name is allowed. Adopt Recommendation

3.20 The list of Strings Ineligible for Delegation must not be expanded to include variant labels. Adopt Recommendation

3.21 Only the protected organizations on the list of Strings Ineligible for Delegation are allowed to apply for
the allocatable variant label(s) of their protected string(s) at the top-level. Consistent with Final
Recommendation 3.1, an application for an allocatable variant label of a protected string cannot
precede an application for the protected string, which serves as the primary label for generating the
variant label.

Adopt Recommendation

3.22 Only an applied-for gTLD string that conforms to the mandatory string requirements, including IDNA
2008 for IDN strings, as well as the RZ-LGR, can be submitted through the new gTLD application
submission system.
Where the initial algorithmic check deems an applied-for gTLD string as “invalid” or “blocked” (where
the applied-for string is a variant label), such application for a non-conforming string may be accepted
but the applicant must be warned of its potential disqualification.

If the DNS Stability Panel (DSP) subsequently confirms the applied-for string as “invalid” or “blocked”

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

per the RZ-LGR and disqualifies the application for the non-conforming string, the applicant may
invoke a limited challenge mechanism for DNS Stability Review to seek a reassessment of the
disqualification.

However, the applicant’s ground to challenge is limited to a belief that its applied-for gTLD string is
valid and allocatable as per the RZ-LGR and that the disqualification by the DSP was due to an
incorrect assessment of the technical implementation of the RZ-LGR.

3.24 An applied-for gTLD string that has been accepted through the new gTLD submission system and
correctly assessed by the DNS Stability Panel as “invalid” or “blocked” (where the applied-for string is
a variant label) is disqualified unless and until such a string is deemed valid and allocatable in a future
version of the RZ-LGR, if any.

Adopt Recommendation

4.1 The String Similarity Review must be modified to compare an applied-for primary gTLD string (no
matter whether it is an ASCII string or an IDN string) and all of its allocatable variant label(s) against
the following:

- 4.1.1 Existing gTLDs and all of their allocatable and blocked variant labels; and
- 4.1.2 Existing ccTLDs and all of their allocatable and blocked variant labels; and
- 4.1.3 Strings requested as IDN ccTLDs and all of their allocatable and blocked variant labels;

and
- 4.1.4 Other applied-for gTLD strings and all of their allocatable and blocked variant labels; and
- 4.1.5 All strings on the New gTLD Program Reserved Names list and all of their allocatable

and blocked variant labels; and
- 4.1.6 Any other two-character ASCII strings and all of their allocatable and blocked variant

labels.

In addition, the blocked variant label(s) of an applied-for primary gTLD string must also be compared
against the following:

- 4.1.7 Existing gTLDs and all of their allocatable variant labels; and
- 4.1.8 Existing ccTLDs and all of their allocatable variant labels; and
- 4.1.9 Strings requested as IDN ccTLDs and all of their allocatable variant labels; and

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

- 4.1.10 Other applied-for gTLD strings and all of their allocatable variant labels; and
- 4.1.11 All strings on the New gTLD Program Reserved Names list and all of their allocatable

variant labels; and
- 4.1.12 Any other two-character ASCII strings and all of their allocatable variant labels.

4.2 As an exception to the proposed modification to the String Similarity Review in accordance with Final
Recommendation 4.1, the String Similarity Review Panel may decide whether and what blocked
variant labels to omit when conducting a comparison. Any such decision by the String Similarity
Review Panel must be based on guidelines and/or criteria that justify such an omission on the basis of a
manifestly low level of confusability between the scripts of labels being compared.

Adopt Recommendation

4.3 During implementation, the guidelines and/or criteria must be developed for use by the String
Similarity Review Panel to decide on the omission of blocked variant labels when conducting a
comparison.

Adopt Recommendation

4.4 All labels from a variant label set, comprising the primary gTLD string and all of its allocatable and
blocked variant labels, must share the same outcome out of the String Similarity Review. This means
the String Similarity Review, in accordance with Final Recommendations 4.1-4.3, determines that:

- 4.4.1 If an applied-for primary gTLD string or any of its variant label(s) is confusingly similar
to an existing gTLD, an existing ccTLD, a New gTLD Program Reserved Name, a
two-character ASCII string, or any of the variant label(s) of the aforementioned categories of
strings, the entire variant label set of the applied-for primary gTLD string will be ineligible to
proceed in the application process; or

- 4.4.2 If an applied-for primary gTLD string or any of its variant label(s) is confusingly similar
to another applied-for primary gTLD string or any of its variant label(s), the entire variant label
sets of the two applied-for primary gTLD strings will be placed in a contention set. Upon the
resolution of the contention set, the application that prevails can proceed to the next stage of
the application process.

- 4.4.3 If an applied-for primary gTLD string or any of its variant label(s) is confusingly similar
to a requested primary IDN ccTLD string or any of its variant label(s), ICANN org is expected
to take the following approach to resolve the conflict:

- 4.4.3.1 If one of the applied-for primary TLD strings has completed its respective
process before the other is lodged, that primary TLD string (and its approved variant

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

label(s), if applicable) will be delegated.
- 4.4.3.1.1 An applied-for primary gTLD string that has successfully completed

all relevant evaluation stages, including dispute resolution and string
contention, if applicable, and is eligible for entry into a registry agreement will
be considered complete, and therefore that gTLD application (primary gTLD
string and applied-for variant label(s), if applicable) would not be disqualified
by a newly-filed IDN ccTLD request.

- 4.4.3.1.2 A requested primary IDN ccTLD that is validated will be considered
complete and therefore that IDN ccTLD request (primary IDN ccTLD string
and requested variant label(s), if applicable) would not be disqualified by a
newly-filed gTLD application.

- 4.4.3.2 In the case where neither application has completed its respective process, the
gTLD application (including the applied-for variant label(s), if applicable) will be put
on hold while the IDN ccTLD request (including the requested variant label(s), if
applicable) is undergoing evaluation.

- 4.4.3.2.1 Where the gTLD application (including the applied-for variant
label(s), if applicable) does not have the support or non-objection, when
required, from the relevant government or public authority, the validated IDN
ccTLD request (including the requested variant label(s), if applicable) will
prevail and the gTLD application is not eligible to proceed in the application
process.

- 4.4.3.2.2 Where the IDN ccTLD request (including the requested variant
label(s), if applicable) is withdrawn or fails evaluation, the gTLD application
(including the applied-for variant label(s), if applicable) is eligible to proceed
in the application process.

- 4.4.3.3 In the case where the gTLD application (including the applied-for variant
label(s), if applicable) has obtained the support or non-objection of the relevant
government or public authority, but is ineligible to proceed due to conflict with an IDN
ccTLD request, a full refund of the evaluation fee is available to the gTLD applicant if
its application was submitted prior to the publication of the IDN ccTLD request.

- 4.4.4 If an applied-for primary gTLD string or any of its variant label(s) is confusingly similar to
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an applied-for primary gTLD string or any of its variant label(s) that has been held over from a
previous application round and still in progress, the newly submitted application will be put on
hold until the outcome of the application from the previous round has been determined.

- 4.4.4.1 If the application from a previous round successfully completes evaluation and
is eligible for entry into a registry agreement, the entire variant label set of the newly
applied-for primary gTLD string is ineligible to proceed in the application process.

- 4.4.4.2 If the application from a previous round is withdrawn or fails evaluation, the
newly submitted application is eligible to proceed to the next stage of the application
process.

5.1 All applied-for allocatable gTLD variant labels must be subject to the objection processes. Adopt Recommendation

5.2 A String Confusion Objection may be filed based on confusing similarity between combinations of
applied-for primary gTLD strings and their variant labels established by Final Recommendations
4.1-4.2. The possible combinations are as follows:

- 5.2.1 Applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar to the primary string of an
existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary gTLD string

- 5.2.2 Applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar to an allocatable variant label of
an existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary gTLD string

- 5.2.3 Applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar to a blocked variant label of an
existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary gTLD string

- 5.2.4 An allocatable variant label of an applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar
to the primary string of an existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary gTLD string

- 5.2.5 An allocatable variant label of an applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar
to an allocatable variant label of an existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary
gTLD string

- 5.2.6 An allocatable variant label of an applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar
to a blocked variant label of an existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary gTLD
string

- 5.2.7 A blocked variant label of an applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar to
the primary string of an existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary gTLD string

Adopt Recommendation
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- 5.2.8 A blocked variant label of an applied-for primary gTLD string is confusingly similar to
an allocatable variant label of an existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied-for primary gTLD
string.

The only combination of strings that cannot form the basis of a String Confusion Objection is that of a
blocked variant label of an applied-for primary gTLD string being claimed as confusingly similar to the
blocked variant label of an existing gTLD/ccTLD or another applied for primary gTLD string. In its
objection, the objector must specify the confusing similarity between the combination of strings within
the limits of String Similarity Review in accordance with Final Recommendations 4.1-4.2.

5.3 The outcomes of the String Confusion Objection are consistent with the 2012 Applicant Guidebook.
Specifically:

- 5.3.1 If the objection prevails and where the objector is an existing TLD registry operator, then
that entire application is ineligible to proceed to the next stage of the application process; or

- 5.3.2 If the objection prevails and where the objector is another applicant, then the entire
variant label sets in both that application and the objector’s application must be placed in a
contention set.

- 5.3.3 If the objection does not prevail, then that entire application may proceed to the next
stage of the application process.

Adopt Recommendation

5.4 With respect to the Limited Public Interest Objection, Legal Rights Objection, and Community
Objection, an objection may be filed against only the applied-for primary gTLD strings and/or the
applied-for allocatable variant labels. For avoidance of doubt, the objection cannot be filed against
non-applied-for allocatable variant labels or blocked variant labels. Specifically, the objection can be
filed against one of the following options: 5.4.1 Only the applied-for primary gTLD string, or 5.4.2 One
or more of the applied-for allocatable variant label(s), or 5.4.3 A combination of the applied-for
primary gTLD string and one or more applied for allocatable variant label(s)

Adopt Recommendation

5.5 With respect to the Limited Public Interest Objection, Legal Rights Objection, and Community
Objection, the possible outcomes are as follows:

- 5.5.1 If an objection against an applied-for primary gTLD string prevails, then that entire
application is ineligible to proceed to the next stage of the application process.

- 5.5.2 If an objection against only one or more applied-for allocatable variant label(s) prevails,

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

then that application for the applied-for primary gTLD string and other unaffected applied-for
allocatable variant label(s) may proceed to the next stage of the application process without the
applied-for allocatable variant label(s) which are rendered ineligible by the objection.

- 5.5.3 If the objection does not prevail, then that entire application may proceed to the next
stage of the application process.

6.1 An applied-for primary gTLD string that is also a variant label of another applied-for primary gTLD
string, as calculated by the RZ-LGR, must be placed in a contention set.

Adopt Recommendation

6.2 If an applied-for primary gTLD string or its variant label is found to be confusingly similar to another
applied-for primary gTLD string or its variant label, the entire variant label sets in the affected
applications shall be placed in a contention set together. This applies no matter whether the primary
gTLD string is an ASCII string or an IDN string.

Adopt Recommendation

7.1 Any future gTLD along with its variant labels (if any) must be subject to one Registry Agreement with
each variant label having the same service level agreements (SLAs) and other operational requirements.

Adopt Recommendation

7.3 Any existing registry operator that is successful in its future application for its variant label(s) must be
required to adopt contractual terms to accommodate the newly approved variant label(s) by way of a
new Specification to its existing Registry Agreement.

Adopt Recommendation

7.6 The registry service provider for each one of the Critical Functions as defined in the Base Registry
Agreement for an existing gTLD must be the same as for its delegated variant labels. The Critical
Functions are: DNS Service, DNSSEC proper resolution, EPP, RDDS, and Data Escrow.

Adopt Recommendation

7.7 If the registry operator changes its gTLD’s registry service provider for any one of the Critical
Functions, the variant label(s) of that gTLD must simultaneously transition to the same registry service
provider for that Critical Function.

Adopt Recommendation

7.8 In the event a Registry Transition or Change of Control process is initiated for a gTLD, the process
must encompass the gTLD and all its allocated and delegated variant label(s), if any, at the same time.

Adopt Recommendation

7.9 After the Registry Transition Process or Change of Control process is completed for a gTLD and its
allocated and delegated variant label(s), the successor registry operator can apply for the other
non-delegated, allocatable variant label(s) of that gTLD in accordance with the “same entity” principle

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

pursuant to Final Recommendation 2.1.

7.10 Emergency transition of a gTLD to an EBERO provider must include the allocated and delegated
variant label(s) of that gTLD, if any. All these labels must be transitioned to the same EBERO provider
at the same time.

Adopt Recommendation

7.11 In the event a gTLD is reassigned as a result of a TM-PDDRP determination, that reassignment must
include all allocated and delegated variant label(s) of the gTLD, if any, at the same time.

Adopt Recommendation

7.12 The same data escrow provider must be contracted for the gTLD and its allocated and delegated variant
label(s).

Adopt Recommendation

7.14 The applied-for primary gTLD string and any allocatable variant label sought by the applicant must be
bound by the same restrictions, which will become contractual requirements upon execution of the
Registry Agreement. Similarly, any allocatable variant label sought by an existing registry operator will
be bound by the same restrictions as the existing gTLD upon execution of the new Specification to its
existing Registry Agreement for the newly approved variant label(s). The restrictions in this
recommendation refer to the differential treatment and requirements applied to non-standard types of
gTLDs, which are Community-based TLDs, Brand TLDs, Geographic Name TLDs, as well as TLDs
subject to Category 1 Safeguards.

Adopt Recommendation

8.1 No ceiling value for delegated top-level variant labels from a variant label set is necessary as existing
measures in the RZ-LGR to reduce the number of allocatable top-level variant labels, as well as
economic, operational, and other factors that may impact the decision to apply for variant labels, will
keep the number of delegated toplevel variant labels conservative.

Adopt Recommendation

8.2 In order to encourage a positive and predictable registrant experience, ICANN org must, during
implementation, create a framework for developing non-binding guidelines for the management of
gTLDs and their variant labels at the top-level by registries and registrars.

Adopt Recommendation

8.4 Applicants for a primary gTLD string and its applied-for allocatable variant label(s) that pass
evaluation must be subject to the terms and conditions, as recommended by the SubPro PDP, in respect
of the timeframe for delegation, including the ability to apply for an extension of time for delegation.

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

8.5 The sequence for delegating the applied-for primary gTLD string and the applied-for allocatable variant
label(s) that pass evaluation should be determined by the registry operator.

Adopt Recommendation

8.6 Any delegated gTLDs and their delegated and allocated variant labels (if any) not validated by a
proposed RZ-LGR update must be grandfathered. In other words, the proposed update will apply to
future new gTLDs and their variant labels and will not be retroactive; there will be no change to the
contractual and delegation state of the delegated gTLDs and their delegated and allocated variant labels
(if any), which predate the proposed RZ-LGR update and are subject to the version of RZ-LGR when
those gTLDs and variant labels were initially applied for upon the finalization of the application
process.

Adopt Recommendation

8.7 For all future versions of the RZ-LGR, Generation Panels (GPs) and the Integration Panel (IP) should
follow the stability principle in the LGR Procedure and make best efforts to retain full backward
compatibility with delegated gTLDs and their delegated and allocated variant labels (if any). The LGR
Procedure must be updated to specify the exceptional circumstances, to the extent known to the GPs
and IP, that could result in a proposed update to the RZ-LGR not being able to retain full backward
compatibility.

Adopt Recommendation

8.8 In the unexpected event where a proposed update to the RZ-LGR is unable to retain full backward
compatibility for validating any delegated gTLDs as well as their delegated and allocated variant labels
(if any), the relevant GP must call out the exception during a Public Comment period and explain the
reasons for such exception. The Public Comment period should also include the elements in the
following Implementation Guidance.

Adopt Recommendation

8.10 A primary gTLD that is removed from the root zone, either voluntarily or involuntarily, must also
require the removal of its delegated variant label(s) from the root zone.

Adopt Recommendation

8.11 A delegated variant label that is voluntarily removed from the root zone will not require the removal of
the associated primary gTLD or its other delegated variant label(s).

Adopt Recommendation

8.13 In the event that a gTLD is removed from the root zone as a consequence of its registry operator’s
breach of the Registry Agreement, the rest of its variant label set, if any, must also be removed from the
root zone.

Adopt Recommendation
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Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

9.1 A given variant label must have one of the following label states at any one time: delegated, allocated,
withheld-same-entity, blocked, or rejected.158 If the same terminology is used for certain label states
and new gTLD application states, their respective definitions must be consistent.

Adopt Recommendation

9.3 A variant label may go through the following transitions:
1. from “blocked” to “withheld-same-entity”;
2. from “withheld-same-entity” to “blocked”;
3. from “rejected” to “withheld-same-entity”.
4. from “withheld-same-entity” to “allocated”;
5. from “allocated” to “withheld-same-entity”;
6. from “allocated” to “delegated”; and
7. from “delegated” to “allocated”

Adopt Recommendation

C. Outputs That the Board Is Still Discussing (“Pending”)

All Outputs in this section are “pending”, as stated in Resolutions [2024.09.xx]

Recommendation # Recommendation Text Board Action

7.4 The registry fixed fee for a gTLD registry operator that
operates the delegated gTLD label(s) from a variant label set
must be the same as a gTLD registry operator of a single
gTLD.

This recommendation remains pending Board action.
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7.5 The calculation of the registry-level transaction fee must be
based on the cumulative number of domain name registrations
of the combined delegated gTLD label(s) from a variant label
set.

This recommendation remains pending Board action.
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ICANN BOARD PAPER NO. 2024.09.07.2b 

TITLE: GAC Advice: ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué (June 

2024)   

PROPOSED ACTION: For Board Consideration and Approval 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:  

The Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) delivered advice to the ICANN Board in 

its ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué issued 17 June 2024. The advice concerns the 

Applicant Support Program and Auctions: Mechanisms of Last Resort/Private Resolution 

of Contention Sets in New gTLDs. The GAC also provided follow-up to previous advice 

regarding Applicant Support Program and Urgent Requests for Disclosure of Registration 

Data. 

The ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué was the subject of an exchange between the Board 

and the GAC on 15 July 2024. The purpose of the exchange was to ensure common 

understanding of the GAC advice provided in the communiqué. The Board acted on two 

of four advice items concerning the Applicant Support Program and both advice items 

concerning Auctions: Mechanisms of Last Resort/Private Resolution of Contention Sets 

in New gTLDs found in the GAC’s advice in the ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué on 29 

July 2024. 

The Board is being asked to approve the GAC-Board Scorecard to address some of the 

remaining open GAC advice items in the ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué. The draft 

Scorecard is attached to this briefing paper. The draft Scorecard includes: the text of the 

GAC advice; the Board’s understanding of the GAC advice following the 15 July 2024 

dialogue with the GAC; the GNSO Council’s review of the advice in the ICANN80 

Kigali Communiqué as presented in a 12 July 2024 letter to the Board (included for 

Board review only and will not be part of the final scorecard); and the Board’s proposed 

response to the GAC advice.  

ICANN ORG RECOMMENDATION: 
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The ICANN org recommends that the Board adopt the attached scorecard to address the 

remainder of the GAC’s advice in the June 2024 ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

Whereas, the Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) met during the ICANN80 

meeting in Kigali, Rwanda and issued advice to the ICANN Board in a communiqué on 

17 June 2024 (“ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué”).  

Whereas, the ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué was the subject of an exchange between the 

Board and the GAC on 15 July 2024.  

Whereas, in a 12 July 2024 letter, the GNSO Council provided its feedback to the Board 

concerning advice in the ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué relevant to Applicant Support 

Program and Auctions: Mechanisms of Last Resort/Private Resolution of Contention Sets 

in New gTLDs. 

Whereas, the Board developed a scorecard to respond to the GAC’s advice in the 

ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué, taking into account the dialogue between the Board and 

the GAC and the information provided by the GNSO Council.  

Whereas, on 29 July 2024, the Board acted on ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué GAC 

Consensus Advice items §1.a.i, §1.a.ii, §2.a.i, and §2.a.ii.  

Whereas, on 29 July 2024, the Board deferred action, pending further deliberations, on 

ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué GAC Consensus Advice item §1.a.iii and §1.a.iv and 

GAC follow-up to previous advice items on Applicant Support Program and Urgent 

Requests for Disclosure of Registration Data.  

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), the Board adopts the scorecard titled “GAC Advice – 

ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué: Actions and Updates (08 September 2024)” [INSERT 

LINK TO FINAL GAC ADVICE SCORECARD ADOPTED BY BOARD] in 

response to some of the open GAC advice items in the ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué. 

PROPOSED RATIONALE: 
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Article 12, Section 12.2(a)(ix) of the ICANN Bylaws permits the GAC to “put issues to 

the Board directly, either by way of comment or prior advice, or by way of specifically 

recommending action or new policy development or revision to existing policies.” In its 

ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué (17 June 2024), the GAC issued advice to the Board 

regarding the Applicant Support Program and Auctions: Mechanisms of Last 

Resort/Private Resolution of Contention Sets in New gTLDs. The GAC also provided a 

follow-up to previous advice regarding the Applicant Support Program and Urgent 

Requests for Disclosure of Registration Data. Article 12, Section 12.2(a)(x) of the 

ICANN Bylaws states that the “advice of the Governmental Advisory Committee on 

public policy matters shall be duly taken into account, both in the formulation and 

adoption of policies. In the event that the Board determines to take an action that is not 

consistent with Governmental Advisory Committee advice, it shall so inform the 

Governmental Advisory Committee and state the reasons why it decided not to follow 

that advice. Any Governmental Advisory Committee advice approved by a full 

Governmental Advisory Committee consensus, understood to mean the practice of 

adopting decisions by general agreement in the absence of any formal objection ("GAC 

Consensus Advice"), may only be rejected by a vote of no less than 60% of the Board, 

and the Governmental Advisory Committee and the Board will then try, in good faith and 

in a timely and efficient manner, to find a mutually acceptable solution. The 

Governmental Advisory Committee will state whether any advice it gives to the Board is 

GAC Consensus Advice.” 

The ICANN Bylaws require the Board to take into account the GAC’s advice on public 

policy matters in the formulation and adoption of policies. The Board is taking action 

today on the GAC Consensus Advice to the ICANN Board in the ICANN80 Kigali 

Communiqué, including the Consensus Advice items related to the Applicant Support 

Program and GAC follow-up to previous advice items on the Applicant Support Program 

and Urgent Requests for Disclosure of Registration Data as described in the scorecard 

dated 08 September 2024. This decision is in the public interest and within ICANN's 

mission, as it is consistent with ICANN's bylaws for considering and acting on advice 

issued by the GAC. 
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GAC Advice – ICANN80 Kigali Communiqué: Board Action (08 September 2024) 
 

GAC Advice Item Advice Text Board Understanding Following Board-GAC Call Board Response 

§1.a.iii 

Applicant Support 

Program (ASP) 

a. The GAC advises the Board to: 

 

i. To initiate a facilitated dialogue, involving representatives 

from the GAC, GNSO and the ALAC, to assess the feasibility 

of leveraging (including contracting and financing the 

services of) a platform to which new gTLDs, supported 

through the ASP, could move to eventually operate their 

own back-end services. 

 

RATIONALE: 

The Board has issued several useful questions to the GAC on the 
GAC’s previous ICANN79 Advice to “explore the potential of 
leveraging (including contracting and financing the services of) a 
platform to which new gTLDs, supported through the ASP, could 
move to eventually operate their own back-end services”. In order to 
develop a response to these questions with completeness, and duly 
considering the views and expertise of the wider multistakeholder 
community, the GAC proposes engaging in a dialogue with 
representatives from the GNSO and ALAC to assess the feasibility of 
this and to potentially develop a proposal, in a timely manner, for a 
way forward.  

The Board appreciates the GAC proposal in its correspondence dating 

8 July 2024, stating that “for the referenced facilitated dialogue and 

stakeholder consultations to be independent from the ASP 

specifically, so as not to cause undue delay.” 

At this time, the Board takes no action on this advice, pending further 

discussion with the GAC, which the Board expects to continue at the 

next Board-GAC Interactions Group (BGIG) call.  

§1.a.iv 

Applicant Support 

Program (ASP) 

a. The GAC advises the Board to: 

 

i. To develop a report outlining the results and outputs of 

the Engagement and Outreach Plan according to the 

stated timeline i.e. 

● May 2024: Launch Awareness Campaign (including 

priority outreach to underserved regions). 

● June 2024 (ICANN80): Stakeholder Consultations 

○ Conduct stakeholder consultations to gather 

feedback on the ASP's design and eligibility 

criteria. 

○ Engage with potential applicants to 

understand their needs, challenges, and 

expectations regarding the ASP. 

The Board understands that the discussion during the clarifying call 

has already addressed some GAC concerns. The Board suggests that 

continued dialogue on this advice will be informed by ICANN org’s 

plan to share detailed information about its outreach and 

engagement plan, and to involve the community in the evolution and 

execution of that plan.   

 

The Board understands that ICANN org will  initiate monthly reporting 

with the IRT starting from Sept 10, 2024 to ensure the community is 

updated and can provide continuous feedback. 

The Board accepts the GAC's advice to develop a report outlining the 

results and outputs of the Engagement and Outreach Plan, including 

a timeline. The Board understands that the timeline and bullet points 

included in the GAC advice item were provided as examples and are 

not themselves specific items of advice. The Board notes that during 

the call with the GAC on 15 July 2024, ICANN org provided an 

overview of the outreach and engagement plan with a commitment 

to provide a more detailed view in a subsequent follow up call. The 

Board notes that ICANN org provided a further update to the GAC on 

28 August 2024. The Board understands that the information 

provided was to address the GAC advice to develop a report outlining 

the results and outputs of the engagement and outreach plan, 

including a timeline. The Board understands that ICANN Org will 

further clarify and update the GAC on progress made with the “initial 

focus” countries and ASP-eligible target entities. The Board expects 

that this will entail ongoing collaboration and consultation with the 

ICANN community, including GAC members. As the Board 
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GAC Advice Item Advice Text Board Understanding Following Board-GAC Call Board Response 

○ Use feedback to refine ASP guidelines and 

communication materials. 

RATIONALE: 

The GAC appreciates the publication of the ‘New gTLD Program: Next 
Round Engagement and Outreach Plan’, which included a high-level 
plan for outreach on the Applicant Support Program. The GAC looks 
forward to receiving the itemized costs, detailed scope and clear 
metrics of success (including specific targets) to accompany the plan. 
In that regard, the GAC appreciates the Key Performance Indicators 
(KPI) published that will be used to assess program success after 
implementation, and looks forward to receiving associated KPI 
targets that will be used to measure ongoing progress in real-time as 
the program is implemented. The GAC believes that such an approach 
can only be of positive benefit to the success of the ASP, and would 
allow for course corrections as deemed necessary during 
implementation, as opposed to waiting until the end of the program 
to conduct an assessment. 

understands that the GAC is still considering the information received 

to date from ICANN org, the Board plans to close this advice as part 

of the ICANN81 GAC advice process, unless the GAC provides the 

Board additional information regarding requirements to meet the 

advice, which the Board will consider at that time. 

 

 

GAC Follow Up to 
Previous Advice Item 

Advice Text Board Understanding Following Board-GAC Call Board Response 

1. Applicant 
Support 
Program (ASP) 

The GAC stated in its ICANN79 San Juan Communiqué Advice 
(Advice 1.a.ii) that the communications and outreach strategy for 
the ASP “must include details on building awareness of Universal 
Acceptance and Internationalized Domain Names and must leverage 
community connections to ensure underserved regions are 
reached”. Therefore, the GAC looks forward to receiving detailed 
plans on these core aspects of the ASP by mid-Q3 2024 (August 
2024). 
 
The Board also accepted the ICANN79 GAC advice (Advice 1.a.iii) for 
ICANN to undertake an assessment of the appropriate budget to 
support the ASP and the associated communications and outreach 
strategy. As part of its scrutiny, the GAC requests that ICANN 
provide specific budgetary figures matched with planned activities 
for the ASP communications and outreach strategy, not necessarily 
including the estimated fees ICANN will use for the public relations 
firm it will hire to support ASP outreach, by mid-Q3 2024 (August 
2024). 
 
Additionally, the GAC requests a session by mid-Q3 2024 (August 
2024) with the relevant ICANN org ASP and Outreach, Engagement 

The Board understands that ICANN’s Outreach and Engagement Plan 
is a top priority for the GAC. While understanding that the GAC has 
requested additional detail, the Board notes that ICANN org has 
demonstrated its approach to the overall engagement and awareness 
through detailed in-country plans that map out key target ASP 
audience categories. ICANN org presented an initial set of around 13 
targeted countries from underserved and developing regions which 
will be reviewed and expanded as engagement work progresses. It is 
the Board’s understanding and expectation that the org will 
henceforth provide regular and detailed reporting and updates to the 
community on its engagement efforts to address any information 
gaps that may cause concerns to the GAC and the wider community. 

The Board understands the importance and priority of information 
related to ICANN org’s Engagement and Outreach Plans as they relate 
to ASP target audiences. It is the Board's expectation that ICANN org 
will henceforth provide regular and detailed reporting and updates 
on its engagement efforts to ensure that adequate information, as 
requested, is available to the GAC and wider ICANN community.   
 
The Board notes that outreach and engagement costs are funded  
from the overall approved program budget of USD $70 million, as 
described in the Implementation Plan. The Implementation Plan 
notes that external costs, which include outreach and awareness 
campaigns, total USD $21.9 million. 
 
The Board also notes that, per the CCWG-Accountability 
recommendations, ICANN org publishes information regarding 
aggregate levels of payments made to ICANN's suppliers within each 
fiscal year, and the GAC may wish to refer to that information when it 
is available for additional insight regarding costs related to outreach 
and engagement. 
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GAC Follow Up to 
Previous Advice Item 

Advice Text Board Understanding Following Board-GAC Call Board Response 

and Communications leads to discuss the communications and 
outreach strategy and the financial plan that will support the ASP. 
This should be arranged well before stakeholder mapping is 
finalized and a grassroots campaign is launched, so that the GAC has 
an opportunity to comprehensively review and provide feedback on 
these plans ahead of implementation. 

2. Urgent 
Requests for 
Disclosure of 
Registration 
Data 

The GAC takes note of the letter sent by the Board to the GNSO 
Council concerning the “Dialogue with GNSO Council on EPDP Phase 
1 Recommendation 18 (Urgent Requests)”. The GAC appreciates the 
acknowledgment from the Board that “the proposed timeline 
whether one, two, or three business days - does not appear to be fit 
for purpose” and that “a much shorter response timeline, i.e., 
minutes or hours rather than days, would seem to be more 
appropriate” for situations that pose an imminent threat to life, 
serious bodily harm, critical infrastructure, or child exploitation. The 
GAC appreciates that, in the absence of authentication and 
validation, it may be difficult for registrars to determine whether 
requestors are who they claim to be. 
 
It is the GAC’s understanding that the GNSO needs to provide input 
on the next steps, building on the Board’s conclusion that “the 
proposed urgent response policy is not fit for purpose and must be 
revisited”. 
 
The GAC urges the GNSO Council and the Board to take any 
necessary steps in an expeditious manner to “establish a clear 
process and a timeline for the delivery of a policy on Urgent 
Requests for domain name registration data”, given the vital public 
safety interests related to such requests, as per the ICANN79 San 
Juan GAC Advice. 
 
Appreciating that input from Law Enforcement Authorities will be 
needed to address some of the Board’s concerns, the GAC stands 
ready to contribute to the work of the GNSO in relation to possible 
solutions for authentication of requestors via the work of the Public 
Safety Working Group, which has already started. The GAC 
highlights, however, that discussions on the authentication of Law 
Enforcement Agency requestors and on the response time for 
Urgent Requests should proceed in parallel and commence before 
ICANN81, to address the issue of Urgent Requests as soon as 
possible. 

This item was not discussed on the 15 July 24 Board-GAC call, 
however, the Board includes for reference its previous statement of 
understanding from the 5 May 2024 scorecard, below. 

The Board understands that the GAC is calling for policy work with 
respect to urgent requests for registration data, and that the GAC is 
interested in participating in such policy development. 

As noted in the Board’s letter to the GAC of 11 February 2024, the 
Board believes that consultation with the GNSO is required to agree 
on the way forward for this topic. The Board plans to initiate this 
conversation shortly, and believes this will allow the establishment of 
a plan and timeline for community work on this issue. 

The Board agrees with the GAC on the importance of additional work 
in this area. The Board appreciates the discussions it has had with the 
GAC to date on the needs for registrar authentication of law 
enforcement requests as part of determining a workable timeline. The 
Board expects that a mechanism to address this may need to be 
developed to work in tandem with the policy considerations, and 
believes the GAC’s involvement and support will be critical in this 
effort. 

 

The Board previously deferred action on this advice from the March 
2024 San Juan communique, pending the discussion with the GNSO 
Council, and takes note that the advice item remains pending action 
by the Board.  The GNSO discussion is underway and continues, most 
recently, at the GNSO Council meeting on 8 August 2024. 

 

 



 

ICANN BOARD PAPER No. 2024.09.07.2c 

 

TITLE: Recommendations for Managing Name Collisions from the NCAP Study 2 Final Report and 

Related SSAC Advice (SAC124) 

 

PROPOSED ACTION: For Board Consideration and Approval 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

This paper includes a proposed resolution and rationale for Board action on the recommendations from 

the Name Collision Analysis Project (NCAP) Study 2 Final Report and corresponding advice from the 

Security & Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC), for a process for identifying and managing name 

collisions in the next round of new gTLDs.  

 

Following its review of the NCAP Study 2 Final Report and the proposed implementation plan from the 

ICANN organization, the Board Technical Committee (BTC) is recommending that the Board adopt the 

NCAP Study 2 recommendations and SAC 124, except that, in relation to NCAP Study 2 recommendation 

4.1, the BTC believes a full Board discussion is needed prior to deciding whether to adopt it.  

Recommendation 4.1 states that “ICANN should submit .CORP, .HOME, and .MAIL through the Name 

Collision Risk Assessment Process.” The BTC is bringing the question whether to adopt this 

recommendation to the full Board, for discussion and consideration of two options for Board action: 

 

BACKGROUND 

Name Collision refers to the situation where a name that is defined and used in one namespace may 

also appear in another (see the proposed definition of Name Collisions published by the SSAC). Users 

and applications intending to use a name in one namespace may actually use it in a different one, and 

unexpected behavior may result where the intended use of the name is not the same in both 

namespaces. The circumstances that lead to a name collision could be accidental or intentional. 

 

On 2 November 2017, the SSAC was tasked by the ICANN Board in resolutions 2017.11.02.29 - 

2017.11.02.31 to: 

Privileged and Confidential
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● Conduct a study to present data, analysis and points of view, and provide advice to the 

Board regarding the risks posed to users and end systems if .CORP, .HOME, .MAIL strings 

were to be delegated in the root, as well as possible courses of action that might mitigate 

the identified risks. 

● Conduct a study to present data, analysis and points of view and provide advice to the 

Board on a series of questions regarding name collisions. 

The SSAC proposed three consecutive studies intended to address the Board's requests. In April 2019, 

the NCAP Discussion Group was formed to allow interested members of the ICANN community to 

participate in the Name Collision Analysis Project (NCAP). 

The final NCAP Study 1 report, published on 19 June 2020, documented prior work on name collisions 

and assessed name collision datasets. In response to the findings of Study 1, the NCAP Discussion Group 

proposed a redesign of the proposed Study 2 to adjust the study goals from the original version of the 

Study 2 proposal. On 3 March 2021, the ICANN Board directed the NCAP Discussion Group to proceed 

with Study 2 as redesigned. 

On 16 March 2023,  the ICANN Board took action on the Final Report from the New gTLD Subsequent 

Procedures Policy Development Process. The Board adopted some of the final policy outputs and placed 

several others in pending status to seek additional clarifications from the GNSO Council. 

Recommendation 29.1 on Name Collisions was one of the policy recommendations that were placed in a 

pending status. Recommendation 29.1 states that “ICANN must have ready prior to the opening of the 

application submission period a mechanism to evaluate the risk of name collisions in the New gTLD 

evaluation process as well as during the transition to delegation phase.” 

 

The GNSO Council confirmed that it believed the Board could proceed to adopt Recommendation 29.1, 

on the understanding that it does not need to be acted on until such time any next steps for mitigating 

name collision risks are better understood as a result of NCAP Study 2.  On 10 September 2023, the 

Board adopted Recommendation 29.1. On 21 November 2023, the Board wrote to the NCAP Discussion 

Group co-chairs to request delivery of the NCAP Study 2 report by 1 May 2024, in order to avoid 

negative impacts on the New gTLD Program: Next Round implementation timeline and the completion 

of the Next Round Applicant Guidebook.  

The final NCAP Study 2 report was completed on 5 April 2024. The report contains 11 strategic 

recommendations. One of the key recommendations is establishing a new Name Collision Risk 

Assessment Framework with a workflow to enhance the process of evaluating new generic top-level 

domain (gTLD) applications. This recommendation emphasizes the NCAP Discussion Group's belief that 

name collisions should be approached not merely as a technical challenge but as a critical risk 

management issue. 

On 1 May 2024, the SSAC published SAC124, which states that the SSAC “fully endorses the findings and 

recommendations presented in NCAP Study Two report and recommends that the ICANN Board adopt 
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Whereas, in March 2021, following a redesign of the proposed Name Collision Analysis Project (NCAP) 

Study 2 to take into account the issues raised by NCAP Study 1, the Board directed the NCAP Discussion 

Group to proceed with Study 2 as redesigned.   

 

Whereas, in March 2023, the ICANN Board passed Resolutions 2023.03.16.04 – 2023.03.16.15, which 

directed the ICANN organization to make preparations for the New gTLD Program: Next Round. 

 

Whereas, the New gTLD Program: Next Round Implementation Plan of 31 July 2023 identified 

completion of the NCAP work as a dependency for the implementation of the New gTLD Program: Next 

Round. 

 

Whereas, between 19 January 2024 and 28 February 2024, the NCAP Discussion Group conducted a 

Public Comment proceeding on the Draft NCAP Study 2 Report, and received community input affirming 

the importance of having a mitigation strategy for name collisions.  

 

Whereas, on 05 April 2024, the NCAP Discussion Group delivered the NCAP Study 2 Final Report to the 

SSAC.  

 

Whereas, on 01 May 2024, the SSAC issued advice to the ICANN Board endorsing the recommendations 

in the NCAP Study 2 Final Report and recommending their adoption by the Board. 

 

Whereas, the Board has reviewed the NCAP Study 2 Final Report and SAC124 as well as the proposed 

implementation plan from the ICANN organization. 

Resolved (2024.09.07,xx), the Board approves the high-level implementation plan proposed by ICANN 

org for the NCAP2 recommendations approved by the Board. 

 

Resolved (2024.09.07,xx), the Board directs the ICANN Interim President and CEO, or her designee(s), to 

implement the NCAP2 recommendations adopted by the Board and in accordance with the 

implementation plan presented to the Board. 

 

PROPOSED RATIONALE: 

 

Why is the Board addressing this issue? 

Resolution Text Superseded
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the use of the Visible Interruption (VI) and Visible Interruption and Notification (VIN) assessment 

methods. 

 

A summary of the submissions to the proceeding may be found at the following URL: 

https://itp.cdn.icann.org/en/files/name-collision/draft-ncap-study-2-report-responses-questions-

regarding-name-collisions-13-03-2024-en.pdf (PDF) 

 

The most common concern raised by respondents was the timing and placement of the name collision 

risk assessment in the application evaluation process. Other concerns included data protection and 

privacy issues, consideration of “.brand” TLDs, and the potential to game the system due to its reliance 

on datasets that could be manipulated. The ICANN organization developed a proposed implementation 

plan that takes on board the major concerns raised by the community in the context of the NCAP Study 

2 Final Report and SAC124.  

 

What other factors did the Board consider? 

The Board considered the legal, financial, and technical feasibility of implementing the SSAC advice and 

NCAP Study 2 recommendations, along with the possible impacts these recommendations may have on 

the timing, budget, and application fee for the New gTLD Program: Next Round. The Board understands 

that there may be data privacy concerns regarding the assessment of data throughout the Name 

Collision Assessment Process, which the ICANN organization intends to address through conducting legal 

triages, including privacy impact assessments, to ensure compliance with applicable data privacy law 

and regulations.  

 

What significant materials did the Board review? 

In determining appropriate action on SAC124 and the NCAP Study 2 recommendations, the Board 

reviewed the following non-exhaustive list of materials and documents: 

 

● The Final Report of the Subsequent Procedures Policy Development Process (01 February 2021) 

● Submissions for the Public Comment proceeding for the NCAP Study 2 Final Report (13 March 

2024) 

● Name Collision Analysis Project Study Two Report (05 April 2024) 

● SSAC Advice on Name Collision Analysis (SAC124) (01 May 2024) 

● The ICANN organization’s proposed implementation plan (28 August 2024) 

● The ICANN organization’s Data Privacy Impact Assessments on the NCAP Study 2 

recommendations (22 August 2024)  

 

Are there positive or negative community impacts? 

It is anticipated that implementation of these recommendations will have a positive impact, by 

establishing a framework to mitigate the name collision risks associated with establishment of new 

generic top-level domains.  
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The Board’s action and implementation by the ICANN organization will resolve one of the dependencies 

for the New gTLD Program: Next Round and clarify the status of the remaining applications for high-risk 

strings from the 2012 round. 

 

Are there fiscal impacts or ramifications on ICANN (strategic plan, operating plan, budget), the 

community, and/or the public? 

The recommendations will result in a fiscal impact both to ICANN org and applicants in the New gTLD 

Program: Next Round. The impact on the Next Round implementation budget is estimated to be $0.5M 

as $0.3M of activities were already accounted for in the implementation budget. The amount of the 

processing budget is estimated at $6.9M. These will result in an additional cost per application string of 

$5K. 

 

Are there any security, stability or resiliency issues relating to the DNS? 

The risk assessment framework outlined in the NCAP Study 2 recommendations constitutes a formal 

process for managing the security, stability and resilience risks associated with name collisions occurring 

as a result of the establishment of new generic top-level domains. As the report emphasizes, these risks 

cannot be eliminated entirely, but can be minimized by implementing an appropriate risk management 

framework.   

 

Is this decision in the public interest and within ICANN's mission? 

ICANN’s mission is to help secure a stable, secure, and unified global Internet. The recommendations in 

the NCAP Study 2 Final Report constitute a risk management framework designed to address the 

security, stability and resilience risks associated with expansion of the DNS namespace. Therefore, this 

decision is in the public interest and within ICANN’s mission. 

 

Is this either a defined policy process within ICANN's Supporting Organizations or ICANN's 

Organizational Administrative Function decision requiring public comment or not requiring public 

comment? 

None. 
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Background 
 
Name Collision refers to the situation where a name that is defined and used in one namespace may also appear 
in another (see the proposed definition of Name Collisions published by the Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee). Users and applications intending to use a name in one namespace may actually use it in a different 
one, and unexpected behavior may result where the intended use of the name is not the same in both 
namespaces. The circumstances that lead to a name collision could be accidental or malicious. 
 
On 2 November 2017, the ICANN Security and Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC) was tasked by the ICANN 
Board in resolutions 2017.11.02.29 - 2017.11.02.31 to: 

● Conduct a study to present data, analysis and points of view, and provide advice to the Board 
regarding the risks posed to users and end systems if .CORP, .HOME, .MAIL strings were to be 
delegated in the root, as well as possible courses of action that might mitigate the identified risks. 

● Conduct a study to present data, analysis and points of view and provide advice to the Board on a 
series of questions regarding name collisions. 

The SSAC responded with a proposal for three consecutive studies intended to address the Board's requests. In 
April 2019, the NCAP Discussion Group was formed to allow interested members of the ICANN community to 
participate in the NCAP effort. 

The final NCAP Study 1 report, published on 19 June 2020, documented prior work on name collisions and 
assessed name collision datasets. In response to the findings of Study 1, the NCAP Discussion Group proposed a 
redesign of the proposed Study 2 to adjust the study goals, and have the NCAP Discussion Group undertake 
most of the work slated for paid contractors in the original version of the Study 2 proposal. On 3 March 2021, 
the ICANN Board directed the NCAP Discussion Group to proceed with Study 2 as redesigned. 

The final NCAP Study 2 report, delivered on 7 May 2024 contains 11 strategic recommendations. One of the key 

recommendations is establishing a new workflow, the Name Collision Risk Assessment Framework with a 

workflow to enhance the process of evaluating new generic top-level domain (gTLD) applications. This 

recommendation underscores the NCAP Discussion Group's belief that name collisions should be approached not 

merely as a technical challenge but as a critical risk-management issue. 

On 1 May 2024, the SSAC published SAC124, which states that the SSAC “fully endorses the findings and 

recommendations presented in NCAP Study Two report and recommends that the ICANN Board adopt and 

implement these recommendations”. SAC124 also stated SSAC support for the centralized and coordinated 

approach proposed by the NCAP recommendations. 
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Note: the estimated costs for VI and VIN are around $2.5K per string. 

 

Estimated cost of High-Risk String Risk Mitigation Plan Reviews 

Using the Registry Services Technical Evaluation Panel (RSTEP) process as a model, it is estimated that in the 

worst case scenario, the cost of performing a review of a Risk Mitigation Plan for a High-Risk String by the High-

Risk String Risk Mitigation Plan Review Panel (HRSP) will be $150,000. 

Budget allocation 

● The Implementation Budget Total is $0.8M. An additional budget of $0.5M is needed, as the budget for 

gTLD Application Program (GAP) already considers $0.3M for name collision efforts. 

● The Processing Budget Total is $6.9M 

gTLD Application fee increase 

Adopting these recommendations would result in a cost per string of $5K ((7.7M - 300K) / 1,500 applications). 
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Implementation Details 

This section explains the implementation details of the NCAP Study 2 report recommendations proposed by 

ICANN org. 

High-level overview of the implementation 

● ICANN org will submit .CORP, .HOME, and .MAIL through the Name Collision Risk Assessment 

Process if and when NxR applications for these strings occur. 

● Name Collision Risk Assessment shortly starts after the applied-for strings are revealed to the 

public.  

● ICANN org will determine which strings are high-risk and maintain a public, centralized list of 

those. 

● Name Collision Risk Assessment starts after the applied-for strings are revealed to the public.  

● The Technical Review Team (TRT) consisting of internal experts from relevant ICANN org 

departments (e.g., OCTO, GDS Technical Services) 

● A vendor will provide the infrastructure to execute the Data Collection Methods: No 

Interruption (NI), Controlled Interruption (CI), Visible Interruption (VI) and Visible Interruption 

and Notification (VIN). 

● The TRT will analyze the raw data from the data collection methods. 

● Applicants for high-risk strings can submit mitigation plans addressing identified risks. 

● A High-Risk String Risk Mitigation Plan Review Panel (HRSP) will review high-risk string 

mitigation plans after payment of the High-Risk Mitigation Plan review fee by the applicant.  
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Topic: Develop the Name Collision module for the AGB 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Create a Name Collision module for the Applicant Guidebook outlining the Name Collision Risk 

Assessment process that will be followed upon publication of the list of applied-for strings, and how the 

applicant can request removal of an applied-for string that has been added to the Collision String List. 

 

Topic: Treat name collision as a risk management problem 

Recommendation #1: ICANN should treat name collisions as a risk management problem. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. This recommendation would be satisfied by the implementation of the Name Collision Risk Assessment 

and High-Risk String Risk Mitigation Plan Review processes. 

 

Topic: Definition of Name Collision 

Recommendation #2: ICANN should adopt a consistent definition for name collision. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Develop a definition for name collision that will be used across the Org in all external communications, 

and in internal policies and procedures. This definition will undergo internal and external review, via 

Public Comment. The definition may then be approved by the Board. 

2. Use this definition consistently across all published material (including the Applicant Guidebook, Registry 

Agreements, and ICANN website). 

It should be noted that the definition of name collision recommended by the NCAP DG has the potential to 

expose ICANN to risk of claims from operators of alternate naming systems. Such risks should be assessed during 

the internal review. 

 

Topic: Education and outreach 

Recommendation #3: ICANN should continue its education and outreach efforts to the community 

on the name-collision topic. 

Proposed implementation: 
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1. Review and refresh existing name collision support documentation. 

2. Develop and execute a new advertising campaign, similar to that carried out for the 2012 round, to 

ensure that internet users who are affected by the temporary delegation of a TLD and perform internet 

searches are directed to the ICANN website. This campaign should begin just before temporary 

delegation of applied-for strings commences, and should continue until all applied-for strings have 

undergone a Name Collision Risk Assessment (NCRA). 

3. Proactive outreach to the technical and infosec communities (NANOG, etc) to raise awareness. 

 

Topic: Name Collision Risk Management 

Recommendation #5: ICANN must support the [temporary] delegation of strings in order to improve 

the ability to conduct a name collision risk assessment. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Carry out an RFP to select a third-party supplier to operate (a) the DNS servers required to allow applied-

for strings to be temporarily added to the root zone, and (b) the sinkhole systems that will allow name 

collision traffic to be collected. 

2. Select a vendor from among the applicants, and proceed to build and deploy the above systems. 

3. At the same time, develop internal capabilities to: 

a. Integrate the gTLD application system with the Root Zone Management system to efficiently 

request delegation and remove the string from the root zone to perform temporary delegation. 

b. Manage DNS zone data, to be published in the provider’s DNS service, that will place a string into 

one of the four interruption methods (No Interruption [NI], Controlled Interruption [CI], Visible 

Interruption [VI], and Visible Interruption with Notification [VIN]). Strings can be moved between 

the different methods by updating the data published in the DNS. 

c. Integrate the gTLD application system with the Root Zone Management system to efficiently 

request delegation and removal of the string from the root zone. 

d. Transfer and process DNS and sinkhole traffic data captured by the provider, to allow analysis by 

the Technical Review Team (TRT). It is likely that the TRT would require near-real-time visibility 

on traffic data, and to be proactively alerted if certain metrics exceed pre-defined thresholds. 

Existing business intelligence and observability tools may not be suitable for this purpose, 

especially given the potentially sensitive nature of the data they would process. 

e. Operate a Name Collision Risk Assessment (NCRA) process, consisting of the following steps: 
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i. Temporary delegation of the string, configured with the specified interruption method 

(i.e., NI, CI, VI or VIN) and data collection period (e.g., 90 days) with public notice of such 

delegation. 

ii. TRT review of the data collected, which may occur at any point; resulting in a decision to: 

1. Move the string to a different interruption method in order to collect more data 

(restarting the process); or 

2. Place the string into the Collision String List; or 

3. Clear the string for permanent delegation. 

Results #2 and #3 above would result in the removal of the temporary delegation from 

the root zone. 

The TRT would produce a report which may be released for public consumption. 

Determination of the need for VI or VIN would be subject to a Data Protection Impact 

Assessment that would identify data protection risks. 

Based on the results of the Data Protection Impact Assessment (DPIA) conducted to 

evaluate the impact on data subjects when processing personal data using various 

methods, the risks associated with VI/VIN methods, particularly VIN, have been identified 

as significantly elevated. Consequently, the careful implementation of risk mitigation 

measures is necessary. These measures are detailed in the DPIA report. 

If the risks identified cannot be reasonably mitigated, then VI or VIN would not be used, 

and the string would be added to the Collision String List. 

f. Publish a dashboard on the ICANN website showing the status of strings undergoing NCRA, and 

the outcomes. 

g. Implement a procedure for emergency removal of temporarily-delegated strings. Requests to 

remove strings may come from both the TRT and from third parties (in which case the TRT would 

review, using documented criteria). In either case, the TRT would submit an emergency root 

zone change to IANA for processing. 

4. Once the list of applied-for strings has been published, then the NCRA process can be carried out for all 

applied-for strings, at a rate that ensures that the root zone does not grow by more than 5% each 

month. See NxR delegation & CI forecast for a forecast for the time required to complete NCRAs for all 

applied-for strings, based on current assumptions. 

5. Carry out a research project to determine if Controlled Interruption can be safely carried out for IPv6. 
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Recommendation #7: ICANN should establish a dedicated Technical Review Team function. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. The TRT will consist of a panel of technical experts from within the organization. These may be drawn 

from OCTO, GDS Technical Services, and others. 

2. Due to the need to respond to emergency requests to remove temporarily delegated TLDs, the TRT will 

have to operate a 24x7x365 “on call” rotation. Selection of staff members in different geographic 

locations would allow a “follow the sun” model to be used to avoid the need for staff to work unsociable 

hours. The GDS Technical Services team already operates such a rota. 

The TRT would also be notified of any Name Collision reports received during the NCRA process. 

Recommendation #8: ICANN should replace the existing Name Collision Management Framework 

with the recommended Name Collision Risk Assessment Framework. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Update the Specification 6 of the NxR Base Registry Agreement based on the Name Collision Risk 

Assessment process. 

Recommendation #10: ICANN must develop and document a process for the emergency change 

related to a temporarily delegated string from the root zone due to collision risk or harms. 

Proposed implementation: 

See Paragraph 3(e) in Recommendation #5. 

 

Topic: Longitudinal DNS Name Collision Repository 

Recommendation #6: ICANN should establish and maintain a longitudinal DNS name collision 

repository in order to facilitate risk assessments and help identify potential data manipulation. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Operationalize the DNS Magnitude system, to allow interested parties to review the metrics gathered 

over the duration of the longitudinal data set for specific strings. 

2. Discuss with other root operators to provide data to the system. At least one other operator has 

provided data to OCTO for research purposes for a nominal fee. Software could be shared with those 

operators so that ICANN does not receive raw data. 
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3. Have similar discussions with operators of public recursive servers, some of whom may be potential 

providers of the NCRA sinkhole service. 

 

Topic: Updates to the Name Collision Reporting webpage 

Recommendation #8.3: ICANN should update its public-facing name collision reporting process. 

Proposed implementation:  

1. Amendment of the Name Collision report intake form to reflect the recommendations. 

 

Topic: High-risk string management 

Recommendation #4: ICANN should consider the need for mitigation and remediation efforts for 

high-risk strings. 

Recommendation #9.1: ICANN should support a mechanism that allows applicants to request a 

string be removed from the Collision String List. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Operate a High-Risk String Risk Mitigation Plan Review Process, whereby a panel of technical experts 

(operating on a basis similar to that of the Registry Services Technical Evaluation Panel) would assess 

Mitigation Plans proposed by applicants and make recommendations as to whether a string may be 

removed from the Collision String List. Applicants would be charged for this review in the same way that 

RSTEP reviews are charged. For a plan to be approved, it would have to address security, stability and 

data protection issues, and be contractually binding on the applicant to implement. 

 

Topic: .CORP, .HOME and .MAIL 

Recommendation #4.1: ICANN should submit .CORP, .HOME, and .MAIL through the Name Collision 

Risk Assessment Process. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Two options are provided to the ICANN Board: 
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a. Reject the recommendation. This is perhaps the clearest message for 2012 applicants 

of .CORP, .HOME and .MAIL that per the 2018 Board resolution, their applications 

should not proceed. 

b. The Board adopts all the NCAP recommendations, and confirms explicitly that its 

adoption of Recommendation 4.1 does not change its previous decision that pending 

applications from the 2012 New gTLD Program Round for .CORP, .MAIL and .HOME will 

not proceed, nor receive priority in or be carried over into the upcoming or any future 

rounds of new gTLDs. Adopting this option will require clear external communications 

on this point. 

 

Topic: High-risk string identification 

Recommendation #9: ICANN should create a Collision String List. 

Recommendation #8.1: ICANN should not reject a TLD solely based on the volume of name 

collisions. 

Recommendation #8.2: ICANN should request special attention to strings with high-impact risks 

during the name collision assessment process. 

Proposed implementation: 

1. Initial review of an applied-for string using both qualitative and quantitative approaches.  

The review would consider (a) the semantics of the applied-for string and (b) data from the Magnitude 

system (see the Longitudinal DNS Name Collision Repository topic). For example, a string may have a 

semantic association with a “high risk” sector, such as aviation, healthcare, or education, which meant 

that a low volume of DNS query traffic would not discount the risk level. 

Depending on the initial review, the string may be immediately added to the Collision String List. 

Note: if string changes are allowed (e.g., as described in Recommendation 20.8 of the Final Report on 

the new gTLD Subsequent Procedures Policy Development Process), the initial review will need to be 

redone for the string that was changed. 

2. Maintain a Collision String List, containing strings that must not be permanently delegated until (a) the 

relevant applicants have submitted Mitigation Plans that have been reviewed by the High-Risk String 

Risk Mitigation Plan Review Panel  and, (b) the TRT determines that is appropriate to have the string 

removed from the Collision String List per implementation of the Mitigation Plan. The Collision String 

List, and details of any reviews and mitigation plans, would be published on the ICANN website. 
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Topic: NCAP Study Three 

Recommendation #11: ICANN should not move ahead with NCAP Study Three. 
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ICANN BOARD PAPER NO. 2024.09.07.2d 

TITLE: ICANN funding for the Applicant Support Program 

within the New gTLD Program: Next Round 

PROPOSED ACTION: For Board Consideration and 

Approval 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:   

The Board is being asked to take action allocating up to US$5 million from the 2012 New gTLD 

Program Auction Proceeds for funding support of the Applicant Support Program (ASP) within 

the New gTLD Program: Next Round. The ASP will provide financial and non-financial support 

to gTLD applicants that qualify for support based on predefined eligibility criteria. The (up to) 

US$5 million would serve as an ICANN contribution to supplement the funding from Next 

Round cost-recovery.  

The Applicant Support Program (ASP) is being developed as part of ICANN’s New Generic 

Top-Level Domain (gTLD) Program and is intended to provide financial and non-financial 

support for potential applicants that work in the public interest and demonstrate financial need. 

The Final Report on the new gTLD Subsequent Procedures Policy Development Process re-

confirmed that the next iteration of the ASP should continue “to serve the global public interest 

by ensuring worldwide accessibility to, and competition within, the new gTLD Program” (p.77). 

Qualified ASP applicants will have access to a portfolio of financial and non-financial support that 

includes: 

● Access to pro bono (volunteer) service providers that offer their services to supported 

applicants.  

● An ASP capacity development program: Resources and information for potential applicants 

to better understand the New gTLD Program, what it means to operate a gTLD, and how to 

participate in ICANN’s multistakeholder community.  

● Access to an Applicant Counselor 
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● A reduction of 75-85% in New gTLD Program evaluation fees for qualified supported 

applicants.  

● A “bid credit” – an amount applied to supported applicants’ bids in the case that they 

participate in contention resolution procedures.  

● Reduced or waived base Registry Operator fees, should the supported applicant prevail in the 

gTLD program evaluation and proceed to contracting and delegation. (Pending Board 

consideration of supplemental policy recommendation (17.2) 

The (up to) US$5 million contribution would be used to fund up to half of the direct costs of 

support to ASP applicants, including:  

● US$1.25 million of the expanded scope of support (Applicant Counselor, ASP capacity 

development program, and base registry agreement fee reduction) 

● US$3.8 million of the ASP Subsidy–the costs of providing the 75-85% fee reduction in 

evaluating supported applicants’ gTLD applications.  

The direct costs of support to applicants are dependent on the volume of ASP applicants that 

qualify for support, up to these maximum amounts.   

BOARD FINANCE COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: 

The Board Finance Committee (BFC) recommends that the ICANN Board approves the use of 

up to US$5 million of the 2012 New gTLD Program Auction Proceeds to fund part of the direct 

costs of the expanded scope of support and gTLD evaluation fee discount for the Applicant 

Support Program.     

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

 

Whereas, the 2012 New gTLD Program Applicant Guidebook specified that auctions operated 

by an ICANN-authorized provider could be used as a last resort to resolve string contention 

amongst applicants who applied for the same or similar string. The Applicant Guidebook 

required that "Any proceeds from auctions will be reserved and earmarked until the uses of funds 

are determined. Funds must be used in a manner that directly supports ICANN's Mission and 

Core Values and also allows ICANN to maintain its not for profit status." 
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Whereas, to date, 16 auctions of last resort have taken place within the 2012 New gTLD 

Application Round, with approximately US$225 million in proceeds. 

Whereas, the implementation of the ASP has progressed and ICANN org is ready to launch the 

ASP application submission period.  

 

Whereas, the Final Report on the new gTLD Subsequent Procedures Policy Development 

Process (SubPro Final Report) Recommendation 17.12 states that ICANN org must develop a 

funding plan for the ASP and that ICANN Org should evaluate whether it can provide funds (as 

in 2012) or whether additional funding is needed for the ASP in subsequent rounds.  

 

Whereas, providing adequate funding of the Applicant Support Program–taking into account 

community input from the GNSO Guidance Process for ASP, the Governmental Advisory 

Committee, the At-Large Advisory Committee, and others–ensures that a significant number of 

applicants (up to 45) can receive support.    

 

Whereas, the ICANN Board Chair requested community input on the use of up to US$5 million 

from auction proceeds to fund up to half of the direct costs for supported gTLD applicants 

participating in the Next Round. 

 

Whereas, the ICANN community input received was supportive of using auction proceeds for 

the Applicant Support Program in the manner articulated by the Board Chair’s blog.  

 

Whereas, the BFC recommends that the ICANN Board approves the use of up to US$5 million 

of the 2012 New gTLD Program Auction Proceeds to fund part of the direct costs of the 

expanded scope of support and gTLD evaluation fee discount for the Applicant Support 

Program.     

 

Whereas, the eventual distribution of auction proceeds presents an exceptional opportunity to 

make a difference in the Internet ecosystem and positively impact people across the globe in 

furtherance of ICANN's mission. 
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Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), the Board approves the allocation of up to US$5 million from the 

2012 New gTLD Program Auction Proceeds to be used to fund up to half of the direct costs of 

support to ASP applicants in the New gTLD Program: Next Round, and the directs the Interim 

President and CEO, or her designee(s), to take all steps to effectuate this resolution.  

 

PROPOSED RATIONALE 

 

Why is the Board addressing the issue? 

 

The ICANN Board is authorizing the commitment of up to US$5 million dollars from the 2012 

New gTLD Program Auction Proceeds to be used to fund up to half of the direct costs for 

supported gTLD applicants participating in the Next Round. This funding contributes to the 

expanded scope of support and the gTLD evaluation fee discounts to qualified supported gTLD 

applicants. 

 

ICANN org has progressed on the implementation design of the ASP and has communicated in 

regular updates shared with the Board and community. As ICANN org confirms it will be 

operationally ready to receive applications for the ASP by the end of 2024.    

 

What is the proposal being considered? 

The Board is taking action to allocate up to US$5 million from the 2012 New gTLD Program 

Auction Proceeds for funding up to half of the direct costs for supported gTLD applicants 

participating in the Next Round. 

The proposed action is in furtherance of Board resolutions 2023.03.16.04 - 2023.03.16.08  to 

implement an Applicant Support Program that is aligned with the community policy 

recommendations in the New gTLD Subsequent Procedures Final Report.  

 

Which stakeholders or others were consulted? 
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The community was extensively involved in the development of the Applicant Support Program 

via the Generic Names Supporting Organization policy development process and the resulting 

SubPro Final Report. Throughout the  implementation phase of the Applicant Support Program, 

ICANN org has provided regular updates to the ICANN Board and community on the progress 

of implementation. 

 

Stakeholder updates have been posted on the Implementation Review Team website and the 

engagement sessions conducted with the Implementation Review Team ASP sub-track have 

provided opportunities for updates to be delivered, and community input to be collected, 

throughout the program implementation design. The key elements of the Applicant Support 

Program were shared with all stakeholders during various  ICANN sessions and in meetings with 

the ASP Implementation Review Team sub-track. In addition, the draft ASP Handbook was 

published for public comment on 15 April 2024.  

What significant materials did the Board review? 

 

The Board Chair published a blog requesting community input on the potential use of auction 

proceeds for the Applicant Support Program. Community feedback from ALAC, Public Interest 

Registry (PIR), Business Constituency (BC), and the GNSO Council [LINK pending 

correspondence transmission] indicates support for using up to US$5 million from auction 

proceeds to fund up to half of the direct costs for supported gTLD applicants participating in the 

Next Round. 

 

The Board considered other materials and documents, including the draft ASP Handbook. The 

Board also reviewed ICANN org’s representation that it is preparing to be operationally ready by 

end of 2024, to deliver the Applicant Support Program in line with the processes set forth within 

the ASP Handbook. 

 

Are there positive or negative community impacts? 

There are no direct positive or negative community impacts as a result of this Board resolution. 

Community stakeholder groups may have diverse views on the use of auction proceeds for the 
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Applicant Support Program, some positive, some negative. The decision to allocate up to US$5 

million from auction proceeds would reduce the amount of funds needed from cost-recovery, via 

the gTLD application fee, to support the ASP.  

 

Are there fiscal impacts or ramifications on ICANN (strategic plan, operating plan, 

budget), the community, and/or the public?  

 

This is a commitment to distribute a portion of the 2012 New gTLD Program Auction Proceeds, 

which have been segregated for use with the ICANN community’s direction. The allocation of 

up to US$5 million to the Applicant Support Program will help to further the accessibility of and 

competition for new gTLDs.  In addition, utilizing the 2012 New gTLD Auction Proceeds to 

subsidize the ASP program, lessens the impact of cost-recovery fees to the fully paying new 

gTLD applicants.  

The use of up to US$5 million for the ASP does not hinder or deter from ICANN org’s mission 

and current work on the Grant Program and expected grant distributions 

The distribution of this funding is an exceptional opportunity to make a difference in the Internet 

ecosystem, in furtherance of ICANN's mission. 

 

Are there any security, stability or resiliency issues relating to the DNS? 

 

This action does not have a direct impact on the security, stability, or resiliency of the Internet's 

DNS. It is possible that some supported gTLD applicants that become Registry Operators may 

have an impact on the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet's DNS. 

 

Is this decision in the public interest and within ICANN’s mission? 

 

This decision supports ICANN's mission as it is implementing policies–to create an Applicant 

Support Program for the new gTLD Program–developed through a bottom-up consensus-based 

multistakeholder process. The Applicant Support Program furthers the public interest by making 

progress towards gTLD Subsequent Procedures Final Report Affirmation 1.3: “...that the primary 
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purposes of new gTLDs are to foster diversity, encourage competition, and enhance the utility of 

the DNS.” 

 

Is this either a defined policy process within ICANN’s Supporting Organizations or 

ICANN’s Organizational Administrative Function decision requiring public comment or 

not requiring public comment?  

 

There is no defined policy process guiding this specific Board action. 

Signature Block: 

Submitted by: Xavier Calvez  

Position:  Senior Vice President, Planning & Chief Financial Officer  

Date Noted: xxxx  

Email: xavier.calvez@icann.org  

 



ICANN BOARD PAPER NO. 2024.09.07.2e 

TITLE:              Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards  

PROPOSED ACTION:        For Board Consideration and Approval 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY: 

The Board is being asked to adopt the Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards.   

The ICANN Board initiated the Pilot Holistic Review on 29 April 2024. In its resolution, the 

Board directed ICANN's Interim President and CEO, or her designee(s), to facilitate completion 

of the Pilot Holistic Review within 14 months of its commencement and directed the Pilot 

Holistic Review Team to follow the updated Terms of Reference (ToR) and the Operating 

Standards for Specific Reviews, as modified to be applicable to the Pilot Holistic Review. A 

Pilot Holistic Review-specific version of the Operating Standards has been developed and 

reviewed by the Board Organizational Effectiveness Committee (OEC). 

ORGANIZATIONAL EFFECTIVENESS COMMITTEE (OEC) RECOMMENDATION: 

The OEC reviewed the Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards, focusing on their 

applicability to the Pilot Holistic Review and the incorporation of process improvements 

necessary to support the work of the Pilot Holistic Review in a transparent, predictable, and 

efficient manner.  

The OEC recommends that the Board adopt the Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards, 

modified from the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews to be applicable to the Pilot Holistic 

Review, in line with its 29 April 2024 Board resolution to initiate the review.  

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

Whereas, the ICANN Board initiated the Pilot Holistic Review on 29 April 2024, and 

preparations began to initiate the Pilot Holistic Review as soon as feasible, but no later than 



September 2024. As directed by the Board, ICANN organization (org) developed project plans to 

facilitate the completion of the Pilot Holistic Review within 14 months of its commencement. 

Whereas, the Board directed the Pilot Holistic Review Team to follow the Pilot Holistic Review 

Terms of Reference and the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews, as modified to be 

applicable to the Pilot Holistic Review.  

Whereas, in furtherance of the Board’s decision, ICANN org developed the Pilot Holistic 

Review Operating Standards. These Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards support the 

transparent, predictable, and efficient facilitation of the Pilot Holistic Review, and the 

community’s work on the review team. 

Whereas, the Board’s Organizational Effectiveness Committee recommends that the Board adopt 

the Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards. 

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), the Board adopts the Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards, in 

line with the 29 April 2024 Board resolution and the Pilot Holistic Review Terms of Reference. 

 

PROPOSED RATIONALE: 

  

Why is the Board addressing the issue? 

 

The Board is addressing this issue as part of its commitment to implement Board-approved 

community-issued Specific Review recommendations. The Board initiated the Pilot Holistic 

Review pursuant to a community-agreed ToR on 29 April 2024.  

Background 

On 29 April 2024, the ICANN Board acknowledged that Pilot Holistic Review ToR was updated 

to incorporate clarifications and Board expectations developed by the Board's OEC to provide 

guidelines to the Pilot Holistic Review Team. These guidelines are intended to ensure that the 

Final Report addresses all information gaps and other considerations that the Board deems 

necessary to consider whether the Bylaws should be modified to include the Holistic Review, 

with support of the ICANN community, within a reasonable period of time. The ICANN Board 



thereby resolved to initiate the Pilot Holistic Review and directed the Pilot Holistic Review 

Team to follow the updated ToR and the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews, as modified 

to be applicable to the Pilot Holistic Review. These Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards 

are not to be considered an amendment to the existing Operating Standards for Specific Reviews, 

nor will they apply to the Holistic Review1. 

 

What is the proposal being considered? 

Given that some elements of the process will have already taken place, the Pilot Holistic Review 

Operating Standards were developed to support and guide the work of an already seated review 

team. Below is an overview of the modifications by section: 

 

1. Introduction: This section has been modified to provide an overview of the Board’s 

direction to modify the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews for the Pilot Holistic 

Review. 

 

2. Planning Phase: This section has been modified to reflect that the scope and ToR had 

already been determined and that review team selection will already have taken place. 

2.5.3.   Determining Review Team Leadership: In response to the need for strong 

facilitatory and consensus driven leadership and the Board directive for the work to be 

completed within 14 months, this process has been modified to allow the SO/AC Chairs 

to appoint the Co-Chairs for the Pilot Holistic Review. 

 

3. Conducting the Review: This section has been modified to reflect and accommodate the 

Pilot Holistic Review’s unique work as outlined in the ToR. 

3.8. Budgetary Resources: Given the unique nature of this pilot and the current effort 

across ICANN to secure its financial stability and sustainability, this section has 

been modified to state that the work of the Pilot Holistic Review Team will be 

conducted virtually and ICANN org resources will be used to assist the 

community-led team with composing its report. 

                                                
1 The Holistic Review is subject to community support, Board approval and incorporation into the ICANN Bylaws. 



4. Review Output: This section has been modified to accommodate the nature of the work 

being produced and the process for producing the work as outlined in the Pilot Holistic 

Review ToR. 

 

5. Dispute Resolution: This section has been updated to provide clarity on the processes 

already established in the Operating Standards for Specific Reviews. 

 

Which stakeholders or others were consulted? 

The Operating Standards for Specific Reviews were modified to be applicable to the Pilot 

Holistic Review in line with the expectations of the Third Accountability and Transparency 

Review (ATRT3) and the 29 April 2024 Board resolution, including the Pilot Holistic Review 

scope and community-developed ToR. The community was consulted on the ToR, and the Pilot 

Holistic Review Operating Standards were developed to support the work and deliverables as 

specified in the ToR. 

 

What concerns or issues were raised by the community? 

The ICANN Community is supportive of the Pilot Holistic Review to design the process by 

which the Pilot Holistic Review would be carried out in the future, as part of the implementation 

of ATRT3 Recommendation 3.5. During the development of the Pilot Holistic Review ToR, the 

community raised concerns about the clarity of the Holistic Review's scope, a lack of identified 

dependencies, a lack of independent examination within the Holistic Review, and the 

community's ability to support the Pilot Holistic Review work. These concerns were addressed in 

the revised ToR. 

 

What significant materials did the Board review? 

The Board reviewed the Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards, as well as the Final Report 

from ATRT3 and the Pilot Holistic Review ToR.  

 

What factors did the Board find to be significant? 

The Board recognizes the importance of implementing community-issued review 

recommendations in a timely manner. The ICANN Board finds it important that the Pilot 



Holistic Review Operating Standards support the review team to complete all the deliverables in 

their ToR on a timely basis. These Operating Standards provide guidelines that will help the 

review team keep the ICANN community informed and build community support for the Pilot 

Holistic Review deliverables. 

 

The Board finds it to be significant that the Pilot Holistic Review Operating Standards address 

ICANN's fiscal responsibility, considering the current focus on balancing funding and expenses.  

 

Are there positive or negative community impacts? 

There are positive community impacts resulting from this Board action. The Pilot Holistic 

Review Operating Standards will facilitate the Pilot Holistic Review to complete its work within 

the 14 months and will support the development of deliverables that are well understood and 

supported by the ICANN community. 

 

Are there fiscal impacts or ramifications on ICANN (strategic plan, operating plan, 

budget); the community; and/or the public? 

This Board action is anticipated to have a positive fiscal impact, by encouraging timely and 

efficient completion of the Pilot Holistic Review work within the specified 14-month period and 

fiscally prudent approach to conducting this work.  

 

Are there any security, stability or resiliency issues relating to the DNS? 

There are no direct security, stability or resiliency issues relating to the DNS.  

 

Is this decision in the public interest and within ICANN’s mission? 

Proceeding with the Board mandated Pilot Holistic Review to develop community supported 

guidelines for how the Holistic Review would be run is both in the public interest and within 

ICANN’s mission.  

 

The Board's action is consistent with ICANN's commitment pursuant to Section 4.6 of the 

Bylaws to maintain and improve robust mechanisms for public input, accountability, and 

transparency so as to ensure that the outcomes of its decision-making reflect the public interest 



and that ICANN is accountable to all stakeholders. This action will serve the public interest by 

fulfilling ICANN's commitment to maintaining and improving its accountability and 

transparency. 

 

Is this either a defined policy process within ICANN’s Supporting Organizations or 

ICANN’s Organizational Administrative Function decision requiring public comment or 

not requiring public comment? 

This decision is an Organizational Administrative Function that does not require public 

comment. 

 

Signature Block: 

Submitted by: Theresa Swinehart   

Position: SVP, Global Domains & Strategy   

Date Noted: 28 August 2024   

Email: theresa.swinehart@icann.org    
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the significant factors of the Meeting Location Selection Criteria, as well as the related 

costs for the facilities selected, for the October 2025 ICANN Public Meeting.   

ICANN conducts Public Meetings in support of its mission to ensure the stable and 

secure operation of the Internet's unique identifier systems and acts in the public 

interest by providing free and open access to anyone wishing to participate, either in 

person or remotely, in open, transparent, and bottom-up, multistakeholder policy 

development processes. 

There will be a financial impact to ICANN in hosting the meeting and providing travel 

support as necessary, as well as to the community in incurring costs to travel to the 

meeting.  However, such impact would be faced regardless of the location and venue 

of the meeting and will be accounted for in the FY26 budget.   

This action will have no impact on the security or the stability of the Domain Name 

System. 

This is an Organizational Administrative function that does not require public comment. 

 

Submitted by: Sally Costerton  

Position: Sr. Advisor to President and SVP, Global Stakeholder 

Engagement & Interim President and CEO 

Date Noted:  23 August 2024 

Email: sally.costerton@icann.org   

 



REFERENCE MATERIALS TO BOARD SUBMISSION No. 2024-09-07-2f 

 

TITLE: June 2025 ICANN Meeting Venue and Hotel Contracting 

 

DETAILED ANALYSIS: 

 

1.   Background: 

In late 2023, the ICANN organization received an expression of interest to host a large 

ICANN public meeting from the Telecommunications Regulatory Authority of Oman. 

Concurrently the ICANN organization began a search and analysis of other available venues 

in the APAC region. After considering all options Staff recommends the Oman Convention 

and Exhibition Center for ICANN84 in October 2025. 

 

2.   Site Visit: 

- Muscat, Oman:  In December of 2023 the ICANN organization conducted a site survey and 

found the Oman Convention and Exhibition Center to be suitable for a large ICANN 

meeting. 

3.   Discussion of Issues: 

- Meeting Rooms:  The Oman Convention and Exhibition Center has excellent conference 

facilities for an ICANN Meeting. 

- Host Hotels:  The JW Marriott Muscat, adjacent to the Oman Convention and Exhibition 

Center, will serve as the host hotel for the Meeting. 

- Host: The Telecommunications Regulatory Authority of Oman has offered to host the 

meeting as well as provide support for bandwidth, local logistics and host a gala event for the 

community. 

- Area Hotels:  Many other area hotels, accessible via a short walk, taxi or ICANN shuttle, 

offer a wide variety of guest room accommodations at varying price points. 

- Food & Beverage Outlets:  The Oman Convention and Exhibition Center will provide food 

for sale for meeting delegates at a reasonable cost.  In addition, there are several restaurant 

options in close proximity to the Oman Convention and Exhibition Center. 

- Air Travel:  Air access to Oman is good, with flights arriving from Dubai, Abu Dhabi, 

Istanbul, Delhi, Doha and other cities within the region. Most international itineraries will 

require only one stop in route although some may require two. 

- Ground Transportation:  Muscat International Airport is 9.1 kilometers/12 minutes from the 

meeting venue and host hotel. Taxi fare is approximately US$38. 

- Safety & Security:  A risk assessment by ICANN security has not identified any areas of 

concern for Oman that would require other than standard security measures provided for an 

ICANN Meeting. 

 

Staff recommends that the board approve Muscat, Oman as the location of the October 2025 

ICANN Meeting. 









 

ICANN ORGANIZATION AND BOARD FINANCE COMMITTEE (BFC) 

RECOMMENDATION (Subject to BFC Approval): 

ICANN organization and the BFC recommend that the Board authorizes the Interim 

President and CEO, or her designee(s), to take all necessary actions to enter into, and 

make disbursement in furtherance of, a contract for the period of 21 months through 

July 2026 with a third-party firm to augment ICANN’s Global Communications team in 

conducting global awareness in support of the New gTLD Program: Next Round. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: 

Whereas, ICANN organization has a need to conduct a global awareness campaign in 

support of ICANN's upcoming expansion of generic top-level domains.  

Whereas, this global campaign is intended to create early awareness and 

understanding of the New gTLD Program: Next Round among as many potential 

applicants around the world as possible with sufficient time to prepare and apply for a 

new gTLD.  

Whereas, the resources provided by the selected vendor have already demonstrated 

their value and expertise as part of the initial engagement that ICANN org entered into 

with the vendor. 

Whereas, ICANN org and the Board Finance Committee (BFC) have recommended 

that the Board authorizes the ICANN Interim President and CEO, or her designee(s), 

to take all necessary steps to extend the contract with the selected vendor through July 

2026, and make disbursements in furtherance of that extension, in an amount not to 

exceed

Resolved (2024.09.07.XX), the Board authorizes the Interim President and CEO, or 

her designee(s), to take all steps necessary to extend the contract with the selected 

vendor through July 2026, and make disbursements in furtherance of that contract, 

in an amount not to exceed

Resolved (2024.09.07.xx), specific items within this resolution shall remain confidential 

for negotiation purposes pursuant to Article 3, section 3.5(b) of the ICANN Bylaws until 

the President and CEO determines that the confidential information may be released.  

Confidential Negotiation Information

Confidential Negotiation Information



 
 

PROPOSED RATIONALE:  

ICANN is working toward the opening on the New gTLD Program Next Round new 

application window.  

During the 2012 New gTLD Program application window, 50 percent of all applications 

were submitted from North America and 35 percent came from Europe. Fewer than 15 

percent of the applications came from Africa, Asia Pacific, and Latin America, 

combined.  

In its Final Report on the New gTLD Subsequent Procedures Policy Development 

Process (Final Report), the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) 

underscores the importance of creating early awareness with as many potential 

applicants around the world as possible with sufficient time to prepare and apply for a 

new gTLD. 

Recommendation 13.2, 13.3-7 of the Final Report states that the New gTLD Program’s 

communications plan “should serve the goals of raising awareness about the New 

gTLD Program to as many potential applicants as possible around the world and 

making sure that potential applicants know about the program in time to apply. To 

serve this objective, the Working Group determined that the focus should be on 

timeliness, broad outreach, and accessibility.” 

Capacity development, communications, and outreach with a focus on global 

inclusivity are key to fostering diverse participation in the next round of new gTLDs. 

This effort is being conducted in three phases.  

In Phase 1, ICANN org launched a targeted awareness campaign in March 2023 

highlighting the importance of Universal Acceptance (UA) and Internationalized 

Domain Names (IDNs) in creating a more inclusive Internet. This ongoing effort, which 

concluded on 31 July 2024, consisted of a series of mini-campaigns targeting a mix of 

audiences and developing countries. These campaigns focused on countries in which 

users would benefit from IDNs and UA and where there is limited familiarity with the 

DNS. 

Phase 2 consists of a targeted campaign to generate interest in and excitement about 

the next round within the ICANN community and among industry participants and 

create awareness in underserved countries where potential applicants may most 





 
 

This decision will have a fiscal impact, but the impact has already been accounted for 

in the FY25 and FY26 New gTLD Program budgets.   

Further, this decision should not have a negative impact on the security, stability or 

resiliency of the domain name system, and likely will have a positive impact. 

This is an Organizational Administrative Function that does not require public 

comment. 

Submitted by: Sally Newell Cohen  

Position: SVP, Global Communications and Language Services 

Date Noted:  26 August 2024 

Email:  sally.newellcohen@icann.org  

 




