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New gTLDs: Myths and Facts

tr Myth & Fact: New gTLDs, Registries
& Registrars

By Architelos Inc. — Sponsored by CENTR
October 2014

ARCHITELOS

Introduction: In August of 2014, CENTR commissioned Architelns to conduct a study docomenting the new
ETLD sales chanuel amd registry-registiar dynamic. The goul of We study was o review e most prevalent
beliels and predictious prior Lo e kuoch of new gTLDs and determive whed i any bad thes far proven to be
accuraie, and draw lcssons lcarmed from each. The agreed approach was to document the top crpectations by
or comeerning the registrar channel for new gT1.N= and determine nine (9) months into the program, which
were borne out by facts thas far. which had proven ta be a myth and which were simply too early to tell. Wa
lahalad the smady “Myths & Fact: Now gTLDs, Registries & Registrars™. As part of the analysis. we undertonk
independent ressarch, comductad ten (10) one-on-one interviews with C-Level sxecutives at prominent
registrars and new gl'LD registries, as well as asked CENTR to conduct a survey of its membership. The
[ollowing is an inilial sumoary of our lodiogs, We idenlilied six widaly bebd or prominent predicdlions, oune
of which has been borne vul by facts thus far. OF e six almost all are judged Lo be a myth. save by, which we
devmed oo crdy W @il We oele st there ae many moving parls and vadables io e program and
weltmne discussion and feedback on e nmberisl presenisd.

Setting the context

This is nat the first time that new ETLDS have Been launches to set the context we com some current and
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CENTR BoD comments on CWG IST proposal

CENT the Europe { nge TLD orga
Members. CENTR members have played a signi
ccNSD constituency.

ta the drafting of the transition proposal,

ENTH wishes to thank the members and par

if any new structire

Overall we support the underlying ideas of the proposal as it tries to find the balance between the
d to keep it simple and the ne ¥ E ex set of functi A

ork progressed, most of the original simpli it lost, It is unfortunate to s
starting point that ar should be limited to & technical performance
cerned that references to the evaluation of

igning additional authority to new

sal need to be outlined in a dearer way.
to the strictest minimum, Unless these
ium that was aimed for will not be achieved.

The more compl > proposed structures become, the more ant it will be o reass
alternatives, such as an ICANN-based solution bed <ing a final decizion.

‘We have followed with grear i i + ions a1he d Customer Standing
Committee (CSC), the Multistakeholder R v Team {MRT) and the Contract Co. should be separated
or part of ICANN. In our view, both options have advantages and disadvantages. We bel

current proposal does not pi




CENTR Stat Survey (running)

CENTR training courses for EU institutions (starting Q2)
CENTR Jamboree (June 1-2-3)

CENTR Awards (October 7)

CENTR registrar day (October 7)




THANK YOU!

peter@centr.org

www.centr.org




