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1. Executive Summary

This paper represents a formal statement from the dot ie Policy Advisory Committee Working Group
(PAC WG) reviewing the policy change proposal to remove the registration requirement to show a
claim to the name. The breakdown of responses received during the Public Consultation is
summarised in Section 3 of this document, with the findings and position of the Working Group
detailed within Sections 4 and 5, respectively.

This Public Consultation was launched on 28 August 2017, and concluded on 30 September 2017.
During the consultation process, feedback was requested through a 10-question consultation form.
Participants were then asked to use check-boxes to agree / disagree with a provided statement, and
to then include further comments in an adjoining free-form comment box. The final question on the
consultation form was an open-form comment box for respondents to provide any additional opinions
on the proposed policy change.

Responses received during that period have since been collated for review by the Working Group
reviewing this policy change proposal, and have undergone detailed examination, and consideration,
by the Working Group.

The PAC and its Working Groups review all policy change proposals in line with the 10-step dot ie
Policy Development Process (PDP) — see https://www.iedr.ie/p30/palicy-development/ for further
information on this process and the PAC membership.

2. Introduction & Background

2.1. About the IEDR and the Policy Advisory Committee (PAC)

The IE Domain Registry CLG (IEDR) is the body responsible for the management of the dot ie (.ie)
namespace, and is responsible for implementing policies to ensure that all applicants for dot ie domain
names have a verifiable connection to Ireland, provide evidence of their identity, and also show a valid
claim to the name they wish to register.

In 2014, the IEDR established a Policy Advisory Committee (PAC) to consider and provide advice to
the IEDR Board of Directors on policy change requests concerning Ireland’s Internet top-level domain,
dot ie.

The PAC operates in line with the IEDR’s 10-step Policy Development Process (PDP), and consists of
stakeholders with a vested interest in the dot ie namespace, and its policies. This Committee meets on
a regular basis to discuss any proposed policy changes, and, where consensus exists to implement a
policy change, the PAC works to find the most appropriate release mechanism for such changes.


https://www.iedr.ie/p30/policy-development/

2.2. Policy change proposal
In April 2017, a policy change request was submitted to the PAC proposing to remove the registration
requirement for future registrants to show a claim to the name they wished to register, retaining the
important requirement for all future registrants to provide evidence of their real and substantive
connection to the island of Ireland.

Applying now, registrants must show: Applying after the change, registrants would show:
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In accordance with the PDP, the PAC determined that a Working Group should be set up to give further
consideration to this policy change proposal.

2.3. Rationale for the proposal and the potential impact on the new
registration process:-

Why was this policy change proposed?
v' To make it faster and easier for those with real Irish connections to get a dot ie.
v' To grow dot ie, especially with Irish Small Office / Home Office / Micro businesses.

v" To remove the ‘claim’ requirement, as applicants can’t prove future ‘claims’ (e.g. new start-up
businesses who want a web presence before setting up a physical presence).

v" To remove restrictions on domains that reflect a person’s name, nickname, or pen name.

v" We believe that now is the right time to remove the claim, so that those with real Irish
connections can get any available dot ie domain they want, without delay.



What would not change from the implementation of this proposal?

Dot ie would still be:

reserved for those with legitimate Irish connections

as safe as ever
verifying the identity of domain owners
verifying connection to the island of Ireland

2.4. Public Consultation

During the deliberations of the PAC and the Working Group reviewing this policy change proposal,
consensus-in-principle was found to exist for the change, and it was agreed that there was an
important need to ensure that the opinions of all stakeholders (including the general Public) were
taken into consideration during the decision-making process.

Accordingly, the Public Consultation launched on 28 August 2017, and concluded on 30
September 2017. During this time, feedback was welcomed via an online consultation question
form. The structure of this consultation form was designed to identify if any previously
unconsidered objections existed to the policy change proposal.

At the conclusion of the Public Consultation process, a total of 117 responses had been
submitted for the consideration of the PAC and the Working Group.

The categories of feedback provided during the Public Consultation are detailed in
Section 3, and the position of the Working Group is detailed in Section 4.




3. Public Consultation Response Breakdown

3.1. Public Consultation response summary

As noted above, 117 responses were received during the consultation process, the findings of
which are summarised below:-

\ Overall Proposal |
|| 73 participants were in favour of the change

Positive St . . . "
75 participants believed it was a positive change

| 92 participants agreed that registering a .ie would be faster and

\ Faster and Easier .
easler

Personal Name 93 participants were in favour of allowing the registration of these
| Variations & nicknames| [RFESye

Safety of the | 80 participants agreed that the safety of .ie names would not be
| Namespace adversely impacted

International Cyber- 79 participants agreed that the connection to Ireland requirement will
| Squatters deter these squatters

86 participants agreed that future .ie disputes can be handled
through the existing and proposed mechanisms

: 73 participants agreed with the change, given that it will allow any
| Register Any Name . .
| available name to be registered

" penat ‘ 83 participants agreed that four months is a suitable period for
| wareness £erio businesses and individuals to register any available names needed

Handling Disputes |




3.2. Public Consultation questions and responses

The consultation questions are detailed below, along with the full breakdown of the indications of agreement
/ disagreement submitted by participants.

Question 1 - Are you in favour of the proposed change?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Comments

Number and percentage of
participants in favour of the
proposed change

Number and percentage of
participants not in favour of the
proposed change

73 62.4%

44 37.6%

1 of the 73 participants indicated that they were in favour
of the proposal via their check-box response. However,
the content of their comments indicated that this may be
incorrect. This participant was contacted to clarify, but
failed to reply. Accordingly, their original input has
remained.

1 of the 73 participants who inconsistently populated the
check-box objecting to the proposal, confirmed via email
that their response should be marked ‘in favour’.
Accordingly, their input was altered, as requested.

Question 2 - Do you believe that the proposed change is a positive step, expanding the dot
ie namespace to allow citizens and business to customise their web presence?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Comments

Number and percentage of
participants indicating the
change is a positive step

Number and percentage of
participants indicating the
change is not a positive step

1 of the 75 participants indicated in the check-box that
the proposed change was a positive step, but in
subsequent comments noted that it would be terrible for
businesses (but acknowledged that it was a positive
move to allow personal name variations). As they still

75 64.1%

42 35.9%

found aspects of the change beneficial, their response
remains unchanged in the positive column.




Question 3 - With the elimination of some paperwork / evidence, do you agree that the
proposed change will make it easier and faster for those with real Irish connections to get a

dot ie domain?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Comments

Number and percentage of

faster for those with Irish
connections to get adot ie

participants indicating that the
change will make it easier and

Number and percentage of
participants indicating that the
change will not make it easier
and faster for those with Irish
connections to get adot ie

During analysis, it was found that 17 of the 92
participants that had agreed that the change would
make the registration process easier and faster,
qualified their responses, noting that they believed
that this was not a positive outcome, as they felt it
would negatively impact the value / exclusively of
the .ie brand

92 78.6%

25 21.4%

Question 4 - Do you agree with the proposed change given that it will allow any variation of
a person’s name to the registered?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Comments

Number and percentage of
participants indicating that
they agree with the
proposed change given that
it will allow the registration
of personal name variations

Number and percentage of
participants indicating that
they do not agree with the
proposed change given that
it will allow the registration
of personal name variations

93 79.5%

24 20.5%

6 of the 93 participants that agreed with the change given
that it would allow the registration of personal name
variations, qualified their responses by advising that they
would still like some form of claim requirement to be
retained for personal name applications (i.e. a link to exist
between the registrant and the name sought).

2 participants were reclassified from positive to negative,
and included in the 24, following further analysis. Their
comments indicated that they had misread the question,
giving contradictory responses by selecting that they were
in favour of this, but noted in comments that they felt that it
was not a positive change.

4 participants (2 agreed, 2 disagreed) noted that they felt
this change could be achieved without the removal of the
claim requirement.




Question 5 - Do you agree that this change doesn’t adversely impact the safety of a .ie

domain name?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Analysis

Number and percentage of
participants indicating they
agree that the change
doesn’t adversely impact
the safety of a .ie domain

Number and percentage of
participants indicating they
do not agree that the
change doesn’t adversely
impact the safety of a .ie
domain

Check-Box
Unpopulated

80 68.4%

34 29%

2.6%

2 participants noted that they did not feel
that it was the IEDR’s responsibility to
ensure the safety of a dot ie domain, nor
should the namespace be ‘policed’.

2 participants noted that they did not feel
that safety was a feature of dot ie domains,
or that it mattered.

Question 6 - Do you agree that the need to provide evidence of a real connection to Ireland
when applying for a dot ie will continue to prevent International cyber-squatters?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Comments

Number and percentage of
participants indicating they
agree that the connection to
Ireland will prevent
international cyber-
squatters

Number and percentage of
participants indicating they
do not agree that the
connection to Ireland will
prevent international cyber-
squatters

Check-Box
Unpopulated

Further analysis and commentary on
this matter can be found in Section 4
of this document.

79 67.5%

35 29.9%

3 2.6%




Question 7 - Do you agree that the future dot ie domain disputes can be effectively
handled through these mechanisms?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Analysis

Number and percentage of
participants indicating they
agree that future disputes
can be handled through the
mechanisms detailed on
the consultation form

Number and percentage of
participants indicating they
do not agree that future
disputes can be handled
through the mechanisms
detailed on the consultation
form

Check-Box
Unpopulated

Further analysis and
commentary is detailed in
Section 4 of this document.

86 73.5%

27 23.1%

3.4%

Question 8 - Do you agree with the proposed change (to remove the claim to the name
requirement) given that it will allow any name to be registered?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Check-Box Responses

Further Comments

1 participant’s response was reclassified as

Number and percentage
of participants indicating
they agree with the
proposal, given that it
will allow any name to be
registered

Number and percentage
of participants indicating
they do not agree with
the proposal, given that it
will allow any name to be
registered

Check-Box
Unpopulated

73 62.4%

43 36.7%

1 <1%

positive on enquiry, after they clarified by
email, the original contradictory response.
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Question 9 - Is a four-month notice period long enough to allow businesses and individuals
to register additional dot ie domain names which they might want to protect from
liberalisation?

Breakdown of responses received:-

Further Comments
Check-Box Responses

1 of the 3 participants who failed to
populate the relevant checkbox, provided
follow-on comments clarifying that they

Num b.er and_per_cen_tage of Num b.er and .per.cen.tage of Check-Box felt 4 months was more than enough time
participants indicating that a | participants indicating that a Unpopulated
four-month notice period is four-month notice period is not 1 participant who had indicated that they
long enough long enough felt a 4-month notice period would not be
sufficient was reclassified after further
analysis of their supplementary
comments, which confirmed that the
proposed time-frame was acceptable.
4 requests for up to 12 months
3 requests for up to 6-8 months
83 70.9% 31 26.5% 3 2.6%

3 requests for substantial media
engagement (TV / Radio / Facebook)

1 request to notify all WHOIS contacts
3 requests to ensure SMEs are aware

1 request that all companies on CRO
database without a website are notified

Question 10 - Open Form Comments Box

Categories of feedback provided in the various comments boxes throughout the consultation form are outlined
in Section 4 below.
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4. Public Consultation - Categories of further responses
received

On review of the responses received during the Public Consultation process, it has been
acknowledged that many respondents were particularly generous with their time, providing thoughtful
and incisive commentary with their submissions. These comments have been broadly categorised
and dealt with throughout this Section below.

After undertaking quantitative analysis of the check box responses, in addition to detailed qualitative
analysis of the additional comments provided during the Public Consultation process, the Working
Group determined that a number of comments warranted a response and commentary.

Accordingly, the Working Group, having now concluded their review of the responses provided,
wishes to outline their position, via this formal statement.

4.1. Responses related to cyber-squatting and domaining concerns

Some participants commented on the potential for increased cyber-squatting (deliberate, bad faith
registration), and domaining (bulk buying for profitable re-sale), to occur in the dot ie namespace, via
the open-form comment boxes.

The table below illustrates a breakdown of the sources of cyber-squatting, which participants
specifically identified as a concern, and how many participants shared that view:-

14 7 1 20

The table below displays a breakdown of the sources of domaining which participants specifically
identified as a concern in their comment box responses, and how many participants shared that view:-
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10 participants indicated that they had concerns with overseas companies, lacking legitimate Irish
connections, registering dot ie domains by simply registering a branch of their company in Ireland to
obtain an Irish VAT or Company number. This is sometimes referred to as a ‘brass-plate connection’.

Furthermore, a small number of participants suggested that the requirement to show evidence of a
real connection to Ireland should be tightened, and made more challenging to prove (e.g. permit dot ie
registrations to those with Irish passports only, or only to those who can prove that they are living in
the island of Ireland).

One further suggestion was to require registrants to re-prove their connection to Ireland after a
defined period of time.

3 participants suggested that cyber-squatting and domaining concerns might be addressed by
establishing a limit on the number of dot ie domains that a registrant can hold.

PAC Working Group commentary:-

With 20 comments on this issue, it’s clear that it's a topic of interest. Many differing perceptions of what
cyber-squatting is defined as were noted during the Public Consultation process. To assist the
discussion, a popular definition is, as follows:-

Cyber-squatting is registering, trafficking in, or using a domain name with bad faith intent to profit from the
goodwill of a trademark belonging to someone else. (See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cybersquatting).

Trademark or copyright holders may neglect to re-register their domain names, and by forgetting this
important update, cyber-squatters can easily steal domain names. The cyber-squatter then offers to sell
the domain to the person or company who owns a trademark contained within the name at an inflated
price. Another purpose is to steal or misspell a domain name in order to profit from an increase in
website visits, which otherwise would not be possible. Cyber-squatters sometimes register variants of
popular trademarked names, a practice known as typo-squatting.

Frequently, a complainant can be upset that another party has registered “my name”. However, this
cannot be defined as cyber-squatting. Dot ie domains are registered on a first come, first served basis’
by any applicant that complies with the Registration and Naming Policy. If a competitor has validly
registered the name, then unfortunately, the complainant will need to choose another.

The Working Group has acknowledged that, currently, the only way to ensure that no one else
registers a domain that reflects another party’s protected right, is for that IP holder to register the
relevant domain(s), so that it is unavailable for registration. This will remain unchanged with the
proposed policy change.

In a modern digital economy, cyber-squatting is an unfortunate reality. It can be impossible to prevent,
even currently. For instance, an applicant can get a dot ie domain name by submitting documentation
from Ireland’s national companies registration office (CRO) with proof of a registered business name or
corporate name. A determined applicant, whether resident or non-resident, could always set up a “brass-
plate” operation in Ireland, and then register related dot ie domains. This has always been the reality.
Indeed, there has been a small number of actions over the last decade, adjudicated on by the
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independent arbitrator, WIPO, on this type of complaint. What is important is that fast, remedial action
can be taken, if abuse is proven.

The Working Group has also acknowledged that various mechanisms for addressing this matter are
already in place. These mechanisms include the provisions of the IEDR Registrant Terms and
Conditions, the Registration & Naming Policy, and the Dispute Resolution Policy (WIPO). Furthermore,
the Working Group has remarked that the PAC will be mindful of matters such as cybersquatting etc.,
when designing the proposed alternative dispute resolution process, which is currently under
consideration.

Many domain registration issues cannot be addressed by the Registry nor by Registrars. Unfortunately,
legal redress may be the only option in certain circumstances, for example to hear the evidence and
issue a judgement on “passing off”, bad faith registrations, impersonation, slander, defamation and many
other matters of legal opinion.

The Working Group would like to confirm that the PAC has given extensive consideration to this matter.
During discussions, it was acknowledged that the removal of the claim requirement was not expected to
have any significant impact on these activities.

The Working Group has further noted that the registration process for legitimate registrants with Irish
connections needs to be easier and faster, in the interests of opening of the namespace to citizens and
businesses.

With regard to concerns of ‘brass-plate’ connections to Ireland, on review of this, the Working Group has
agreed that the removal of the claim requirement does not change the existing requirements for showing
a connection to Ireland. Accordingly, it has been agreed that the ‘brass-plate’ matter is not directly
impacted by the proposed policy change to remove the claim requirement.

It also been noted that applications from overseas applicants are limited, relative to the overall
registration numbers.

For example, the table below outlines the number of accepted applications from the month of August
2017, and the proportion that originate from overseas applicants which were accepted or refused:-

Breakdown of applications from overseas registrants - August 2017

Accepted Registrations Refused Registrations

Applications from

. 183 (5% of total registrations in Aug ‘17) 22 (0.6% of total registrations in Aug ‘17)
overseas applicants

Total registered domains in August 2017 = 3421

Source: |IEDR Registration Services

The Working Group acknowledges the global nature of the concerns of respondents in relation to
the issue of cybersquatting and infringement of intellectual property. However, the Working Group is
of the opinion that the existing mechanisms in place provide a reasonable basis for addressing any
potential, incremental issues that may arise from the policy change proposal (to remove the claim to
the name requirement for applicants for dot ie names).
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4.2. Responses relating to disputes, the associated costs, and time duration for
resolution

» 10 participants highlighted concerns that domain disputes arising from cyber-squatting
and bulk-buying activities would be a particular concern, particularly the cost and length
of time required to resolve such matters

» 2 participants commented that the existing, formal dispute process is too expensive
and slow
» 1 participant commented that they saw no need for any dispute resolution mechanisms

Comments relating to a potential new alternative dispute resolution process to the dot ie namespace
are as follows:-

» 2 participants commented that an independent operator should handle the proposed
alternative dispute resolution (ADR) process

» 3 participants commented that the ADR process will need to be simple to use, and
affordable for businesses

» 1 participant recommended that the ADR process offer a fast-track, escalation process
for afee

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group has acknowledged that the existing ie Dispute Resolution Process, which is
operated by the World Intellectual Property Organisation (WIPQO), may be considered by some
(especially small business owners) to be costly and time-consuming, and which may act as an
impediment to its use. Accordingly, it should be noted that a separate policy change proposal to
introduce a simpler, speedier ADR process is currently under consideration by the PAC, and a
separate Working Group.

It is expected that the introduction of this ADR Process will further enhance the mechanisms already
on offer for addressing disputes that arise. These existing mechanisms include the provisions of the
IEDR Registrant Terms and Conditions, the Registration & Naming Policy, and the existing, WIPO-
operated, ie Dispute Resolution Policy.

The Working Group has further acknowledged that suggestions to engage a third party operator for
the proposed ADR process operations, to ensure that the process is independent, simple and
affordable, and to offer a ‘fast-track’ expedited resolution process, are already under consideration by
the Working Group reviewing that policy change proposal.

The Working Group has cautioned against unreasonable expectations of reduced costs and timelines
- given the reality that due process, for future complainants/registrants, does take time.

Other suggestions, related to the proposed design of the ADR process, will be passed to the Working
Group reviewing that policy change proposal, and considered as part of their research.

15



Accordingly, on review of the responses received, the Working Group is of the opinion that the
policy change can proceed, on the basis that no previously unconsidered, serious objection has
been identified with regard to dispute handling.

4.3. Responses requesting liberalisation of second-level domains

» 3 participants suggested that the existing policies for managing the dot ie namespace
should be retained (including the claim requirement), and that a second-level domain,
e.g. co.ie or me.ie, should be launched, with some level of liberalisation applying to this
second-level.

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group has determined that the introduction of a second-level namespace would require
extensive research and a cost benefit analysis due to the potential adverse impacts on existing
registrants, and on the dot ie brand. Current domain holders of dot ie hames would potentially need to
protectively register domains in a second-level, which could be costly for them. As the suggestion
does not relate directly to the potential impact of the proposal to remove the claim requirement, this
would need to be submitted for consideration as a separate policy change request.

4.4. Responses related to financial motivation

» 10 participants suggested that the proposed policy change was driven by the Registry
and service providers to generate more revenue, at the expense of small businesses

» 1 participant noted that reducing the cost would encourage greater personal
registrations

» 1 participant noted that it was difficult to justify why dot ie was more expensive,
compared to dot com registrations

> b participants suggested that the price of a dot ie domain should be reduced as a result
of the proposed policy change

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group has acknowledged the points raised by respondents, and would like to reaffirm, and
clarify, the rationale for the proposed change, which is motivated out of an intent to modernise and
enhance the customer experience with regard to the new registration process, so that those with real
Irish connections; which is considered the USP of the dot ie namespace, can get the domain they want,
without unnecessary delay or friction in the application process.

The Working Group believe that the policy change proposal will ensure that the registration process is
easier to understand, faster, and more objective, for those who can prove their real Irish connection.
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With regard to pricing, it was noted that the price to register a dot ie domain name is more costly than
that associated with a dot com registration, primarily due to the economies of scale (.com has over 120
million names worldwide, so it’s average cost per domain is smaller). In addition, dot com is an entirely
unmanaged and unregulated namespace, without the related costs of compliance and authentication.

A manual review process is operated for applications in the dot ie namespace, and this will continue to
operate in order to determine that future registrants have a real connection to Ireland, and prove their
identity.

For clarification, it should be noted that the Registry, IEDR, operates on a cost-recovery basis. It is a
company limited by guarantee, without a share capital, and is therefore not driven by profit motives for
shareholders. Any profits arising are re-invested in internet promotion initiatives, such as Ireland’s
Internet Day, OPTIMISE to e-commerce enable SMEs and research to guide policymakers on digital
strategies to encourage Internet usage and uptake, by citizens and business.

Accordingly, having considered the responses received, the Working Group is satisfied that the
motivation for the policy change is not financially driven, and recommends that the policy change
proposal can proceed as proposed, in the interests of Ireland’s Internet community.

4.5. Responses related to allowing the registration of personal name variations

As noted in Section 3.4., Question 4, 93 of the 117 participants were in favour of permitting the
registration of personal name variations.

» 6 of the 93 participants qualified their responses by advising that they would still like
some form of claim requirement to be retained for personal name applications (i.e. a
link to exist between the registrant and the name sought).

» 4 participants noted that they felt this change could be achieved without the removal
of the claim requirement.

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The PAC has previously given significant consideration to the matter of personal name variations. It has
determined that it would be impractical and inadvisable to retain a claim requirement for personal names.
This would require the continuation of a form of subjective check by the IEDR Registration Services
team. This subjectivity would apply particularly where a domain name is applied for that is not
immediately recognised as a known personal name variation (e.g. Gosia, the shorthand version of
Malgorzata). This could result in delays to the registration process for all applicants, and a poor user
experience, for such future registrants.

It has also been acknowledged that relatives, guardians or parents wishing to register the name of a
child may not have an obvious connection to the name of the child (e.qg. differing surnames). Accordingly,
it was similarly agreed that it would be unfair to discriminate against these legitimate registrants, who
have real Irish connections to their personal domain names.

The Working Group has further remarked that the requirement to provide evidence of a connection to
Ireland, proof of identity, and to have a registrant’'s name made publicly available on the WHOIS public
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search facility, will act as a deterrent to those wishing to engage in abusive activities online, using
personal name variant domain registrations.

Accordingly, having carefully considered the responses received, the Working Group strongly
recommends that personal domain names should be included in the policy liberalisation, thereby
benefiting citizens and residents who desire their identifiably Irish, personal domain name of choice.

4.6. Responses related to geographic place names

(Note: This policy restriction was removed on 20 December 2016 following the 10-
step PDP)

» 8 participants suggested that the (now-removed) restriction, which reserved
the registration of dot ie domains which corresponded to geographic place
names in the island of Ireland, for Local Authorities and Government
Agencies, or some similar protection for geographic place names, should be
reinstated in light of the proposal to remove the claim to the name registration
requirement

» Additionally, a small number of these participants indicated that they would be
in favour of the overall proposal to remove the claim requirement, provided
that the place names restriction was reinstated

» 1 participant suggested that such domains should only be available for

people of the given locality to registrar.

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group noted that one of the reasons for the liberalisation was the expansion of the dot ie
namespace to allow citizens, clubs, tidy towns, residents associations and small business owners to
register their preferred dot ie names, to include their local place names or their townland names.

The Working Group also noted that Local Authorities and Government Bodies were previously given a
90-day notice period in September 2016, to register any available geographic names they required,
prior to the removal of the geographic restriction in December 2016. This notice period was launched
after an 18-month consultation process with the relevant Local Authorities and Government Bodies.

The Working Group noted that Local Authorities are already required to register domains they want to
protect, as this is the only way to ensure that it cannot be registered by another party.

Potential abuse of dot ie domains that correspond to geographic place names in the island of Ireland
was previously considered by the Working Group. It was also acknowledged that a future registrant
would likely be deterred from engaging in online abuse involving the use of these geographic
domains, by the need to show evidence of a real connection to the island of Ireland, proof of identity,
and the requirement for all registrants to have their name made publicly available on the WHOIS
public search facility.

The Working Group is of the opinion that no previously unconsidered, serious objection has been
identified by the above respondents, and that the benefits of the proposed policy change far outweigh
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the issues raised above. Local authorities and government agencies will have an extended period of
time to exercise their existing claims to the names. This timeframe will enable them to register those
names considered essential or valuable.

4.7. Responses related to requests for further simplification of the new registration
process (further liberalisation)

» 7 participants suggested that further liberalisation would be beneficial to the
dot ie namespace. Amongst these suggestions were proposals to:-

1 remove the requirement to demonstrate a real and substantive connection
to the island of Ireland (or to broaden its interpretation)

1 remove all registration requirements (perceived ‘red-tape’)
1 allow anyone with a European VAT number, or proof of residency in the

EU, to register any available dot ie domain name (without the need to
show further evidence of a connection to the island of Ireland)

PAC Working Group commentary:-

There was strong consensus within the PAC that the connection to Ireland was a USP for the .ie
namespace. There was further consensus that it was appropriate to retain the Connection to Ireland
requirement for new applications, as dot ie is the only online namespace reserved for Irish citizens,
businesses and those with a connection to Ireland.

The Working Group agreed that any further liberalisation of the policies governing the dot ie
namespace would be treated as an entirely separate policy change proposal, in line with the 10-step
Policy Development Process.

4.8. Responses related to the impact of the proposed change on the dot ie brand

» 27 participants commented that they felt that the value and trust in the dot ie
brand would be negatively impacted by the proposed policy change. Of
these:-

o0 13 participants specifically commented that they felt the proposed
change would negatively impact the value of dot ie registrations.

0 4 participants commented that the proposed change would result in
reputational / credibility damage for the namespace

0 2 participants commented that the legitimacy of the namespace could
be negatively impacted by the proposed change
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0 2 participants commented that the integrity of the namespace could
be negatively impacted by the proposed change

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group acknowledges that protecting the respected reputation of the dot ie brand is of vital
importance to the Policy Advisory Committee. After careful consideration, the Working Group has
determined that the reputation of the dot ie brand would not be adversely impacted by the proposed
policy change, due to a number of factors:-

» the continued implementation of the requirements to show a connection to the island
of Ireland, and proof of identity, when applying, to ensure that only those with real
Irish connections can get a dot ie domain name

» the continued implementation of the provisions of the Registrant Terms and
Conditions and the Registration & Naming Policy, which address potential
registration issues, such as bad faith registrations etc.

» the continued cooperation between the IEDR and Law Enforcement / Regulatory
Bodies, to ensure that matters of illegality are addressed effectively

» the continued implementation of dispute mechanisms for addressing domain name
registration disputes that arise (in addition to the alternative dispute mechanism
currently being designed)

Accordingly, on review of the responses received, the Working Group recommends that the policy
change can proceed as proposed, on the basis that the factors outlined above will enhance the value of
a .ie presence and will continue to protect the reputation and integrity of the dot ie brand from potential
damage.

4.9. Responses related to querying the need for the proposed change

» 22 participants commented that they felt that there was no need for the proposed
policy change, as the existing registration process is perceived as working effectively

» 6 participants commented that they felt the existing registration process was easy

» 1 participant commented that they felt the existing registration was quick

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group noted that the Registry itself submitted the change proposal because it recognised
that the claim requirement had outlived its usefulness in recent years. Contrary to the original
objectives, the claim requirement was now counter-productive, and was restricting the expansion and
inclusivity of the .ie namespace.

During the debates in the PAC on this policy change proposal, the Registry had acknowledged that the
processing time for some new registrations was unduly lengthy, and that this results in a poor user
experience.
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It should be noted that the time from application submission to acceptance is historically an average of
¢.30 hours (in August the average was 29 hours and 32 minutes of business hours). When
considered in respect of the instantaneous registration process for other competing gTLD namespaces
such as.com, it places dot ie at a competitive disadvantage. The demand for fast results from future
registrants, the need for dot ie to remain competitive, and provide a positive user experience, the
Working Group believes that there is an important need to enhance and reduce friction in the
registration process. This is particularly important from a customer experience perspective, so that
those with real Irish connections can get the domain they want, without unnecessary delay.

Accordingly, on review of the responses received, the Working Group is of the opinion that a legitimate
need exists to enhance and modernise the registration application process, which would be achieved
through the removal of the claim requirement.

4.10. Responses related to the appropriate time frame for raising awareness

83 of the 117 participants agreed that a 4-month time frame was appropriate to raise awareness of the
proposed policy change.

» 4 participants suggested that up to 12 months would be recommended

» 3 participants suggested that up to 6-8 months would be recommended

» 3 participants suggested that substantial media engagement (TV / Radio / Facebook) should
be undertaken

» 1 participant suggested that all WHOIS contacts be notified
» 3 participants suggested that SMEs should be notified

> 1 participant suggested that that all companies on CRO database without a website should
be notified

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group has acknowledged that there is an important need to ensure that significant
promotional activities are undertaken, if the proposed policy change is approved. In particular, the
Working Group appreciates the importance of ensuring that the SME community and existing registrants
are made aware of the proposed change.

In this regard, the Working Group has noted that it would work closely with the PAC member
organisations, including those involved in supporting the SME community, and the accredited .ie
Registrars, amongst others, to promote awareness of the proposed change.

Promotional campaigns would also be undertaken by Registrars and the Registry, in order to raise
further awareness of the change at a national level.

Accordingly, on review of the responses received, and the strong support for the proposed awareness-
building timeframe, the Working Group is of the opinion that 4 months will be sufficient for any
awareness-building and promotional efforts.
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4.11. Other comments

A number of additional suggestions and concerns were raised by participants via the open-form
comment boxes.

These additional suggestions included proposals for:-

9 brands to have the option to restrict their name from registration (opt-out), as
per the recent new gTLD namespace launches

9 the introduction of a fast-pass’ registration process for existing registrants,
through a member-ID system

1 modernisation of the Registry’s policies to be undertaken every five years

9 the registration process for clubs and groups in Ireland to be made easy

1 long-term registrants to be protected from domain deletion, should the
renewal lapse due to non-payment

9 adomain name reservation system to be introduced on a confidential basis
to protect sensitive services, campaigns or IP rights

1 requiring the use of the domain name for a website / email service (offering a
12-month grace period)

91 the proposed change to be implemented through a phased release to allow
those whose applications were previously refused the opportunity to register
the name they requested (Note: this response was received anecdotally
during the consultation process)

These additional concerns related to:

9 the cost of protective registrations on SME’s

1 mis-use of Internationalised dot ie domain names (IDNS) for typo-squatting
(Note: IDNs are domains that use the fada character in the Irish language)

1 a perceived unreasonable burden on Local Authorities to register domains
they may wish to protectively register

9 potential misrepresentation of communities, if the registration of domains
that correspond to geographic place names is abused

1 potential criminal misuse

1 the proposal being submitted too soon, as some businesses may not yet
appreciate the value and importance of registering a dot ie domain

PAC Working Group commentary:-

The Working Group has acknowledged the suggestions provided, and determined that no
previously unconsidered, serious objection has been identified from their content.



5. Recommendations of the Working Group & Next Steps

The Working Group has now concluded its extensive analysis of the responses provided during the

Public Consultation process. After careful consideration, the Working Group has determined that the
Public are in favour of the change, and that a mandate has been received to recommend this policy
change proposal to the wider PAC at their next meeting, in line with the 10-step Policy Development
Process.

Should the PAC concur with the findings of the Working Group, and determine that a mandate to
recommend the change has been received from the Public, and that no previously unconsidered,
serious objections have been identified, a formal recommendation will be issued by the PAC to the
IEDR Board of Directors, for its consideration, with a request for its approval for implementation.

Should the proposed policy change receive Board approval for implementation, the Working Group and
wider PAC will continue to work with their member organisations to raise awareness of the proposed
change.

In particular, the PAC and Working Group reviewing this matter have identified a number of actions that
should be undertaken to raise awareness of the policy change:-

» Engage with the SME community

Bodies involved in supporting the SME community would be engaged with to ensure that
their members are suitably informed of the change.

» Engage with the Local Authorities

Local Authorities would be contacted via the City and Council Management Association,
amongst others, to ensure that they are suitably informed of the change.

» Engage with existing registrants

Accredited .ie Registrars would be asked to notify existing registrants of the pending policy change.
IEDR would be willing to offer an opt-in service, facilitating the issuing of these communications to
registrants.

Efforts on these matters expect to be undertaken in the coming weeks, subject to IEDR Board approval
being provided. If the policy change proposal is approved for implementation, it is expected that the
change will come into effect in late March 2018.
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6. Appendices

Appendix | = Public Consultation Question Form

Question 1

We propose removing the need to show a claim to the name when applying for a dot ie domain. All
applicants will still need to prove that they have a real connection to Ireland.

By making this change, it will be easier and faster for those with real Irish connections to get any
available dot ie domain they want.

It will be easier and faster because we will not need any evidence / confirmation of an applicant’s
claim to their preferred dot ie name, therefore, removing a subjective assessment of what is a valid
“claim”.

Within our Rules, we will retain the right to refuse certain applications, including those where the
requested domain name is “defamatory, racist or contrary to public policy”. These restrictions are
detailed in our Registration & Naming Palicy.

1 Areyou in favour of the proposed change?

Yes
No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)

Question 2

Dot ie is the national namespace, effectively a national resource for the businesses, communities and
citizens of Ireland. We believe it is important to facilitate the growth and development of the Internet in
Ireland. The proposed change in policy, to liberalise the rules, will allow more citizens to have a
website with any name they choose that’s available.

1 Do you believe that the proposed change is a positive step, expanding the dot ie
namespace, to allow citizens and businesses to customise their web presence?

Yes
No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)
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Question 3

Applicants will no longer need to show their claim to the name when applying for a dot ie domain —
they will just need to prove that they have a real connection to Ireland.

This will make it easier and faster for those with real Irish connections to get any available dot ie
domain they want. If you have a real connection to Ireland, it is easy to prove this, because it can be
verified with an objective check.

1 With the elimination of some paperwork / evidence, do you agree that the
proposed change will make it easier and faster for those with real Irish
connections to get adot ie domain?

Yes
No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)

Question 4

With this policy change, individuals will be able to register variations of their personal name, a
nickname, a pen name or a short version of their first name.

This is not allowed at present. For personal name domain names (e.g. JohnSmith.ie), applicants have
needed to ensure that their domain name matches one of the accepted formats listed in our
Registration & Naming Policy. Domain names that reflect nicknames, short versions of a person’s
name etc. have not been permitted.

1 Do you agree with the proposed change given that it will allow any variation of a
person’s name to be registered?

Yes
No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)

Question 5

All applicants will still need to prove that they have a real connection to Ireland. We will continue
verifying the identity of all applicants, and continue operating mechanisms for handling domain
disputes. Click here for more information on how we handle domain disputes. This will ensure that
only those with real Irish connections can register dot ie domains, and that dot ie will be as safe as
ever.

1 Do you agree that this change doesn’t adversely impact the safety of a .ie domain
name?

Yes

No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)
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Question 6

In order to prevent international cyber squatters from registering dot ie domains, all applicants will still
need to prove that they have a real connection to Ireland. Proof of a real connection to Ireland will be
accepted by an applicant providing evidence that they are any of the following:-

a citizen / resident of the island of Ireland,

a company / business offering their products to consumers in Ireland,
a local group or charity operating in Ireland,

a school or university recognised by the Department of Education.

Y VV VY

=

Do you agree that the need to provide evidence of areal connection to Ireland
when applying for a dot ie will continue to prevent International cyber squatters?

Yes

No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)

Question 7

We offer a formal, independent Dispute Resolution Policy for handling dot ie domain disputes.

An Alternative Dispute Resolution Policy is also being considered by our Policy Advisory Committee at
present. This may offer a faster and more affordable option for disputing dot ie domain registrations.

There are also a number of safeguards in our Terms of Service and Registration & Naming Policy for
handling any domain disputes that may arise.

Therefore, domain disputes may be effectively handled under these mechanisms, should they arise.

1 Do you agree that future dot ie domain disputes can be effectively handled
through these mechanisms?

Yes
No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)
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Question 8

Removing the claim requirement means that anyone with a proven connection to Ireland will be able
to get any name they like that’s available. For example, a business in Dublin operating as a butcher
could register www.galwayflowers.ie, if it was available. What is your opinion of this possibility?

1 Do you agree with the proposed change (to remove the claim to the name
requirement) given that it will allow any name to be registered?

Yes
No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)

Question 9

Provided that no significant objections are raised during this consultation process, which would
potentially prevent the change from happening, we propose to implement the removal of the claim
requirement in early 2018.

The long notice period is designed to allow widespread awareness-building. Some people may have
used the current claim rules as a virtual safety net - they may not have registered their .ie because
they felt entitled to the domain name and that no one else could get it. This is all about to change.

For example, if a business is called Electricity Supply Board, but commonly known as ESB, the
company might just have www.ESB.ie. From now, it may want to register both names —
www.ElectricitySupplyBoard.ie and www.ESB.ie.

1 Is afour-month notice period long enough to allow businesses and individuals to
register additional dot ie domain names which they might want to protect from
liberalisation?

Yes
No (please say why not)
Further comments (or recommendations)

Question 10

If you have any additional opinions on this policy change proposal, please let us know in the
comments box below:-
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Appendix Il — Policy Change Template

Proposal Originator (name: email: telephone: organisation):
David Curtin, dcurtin@iedr.ie, 01-2365400, IEDR

Date: 27 April 2017

Policy Proposal Name: To remove the policy requirement to provide proof of a claim to the .ie domain name as a pre-
condition within the IEDR Registration & Naming Policy (Retaining the existing Connection to Ireland requirement).

Policy Proposal type: Deletion

Purpose and benefits of the proposal: Please state the benefits of your proposal

1 To ensure that the registration process for those with a legitimate connection to the island of Ireland is more deterministic
in nature, enhancing the user experience for IE registrants.

91 Greater determinism in the registration process will also benefit IE Registrars, IEDR and IE users, as it will reduce the
administrative processing times, further ensuring that requests are processed more quickly.

1 The proposed change will also allow those with legitimate connections to Ireland to get the IE domain they need without
undue delay / inconvenience / restrictions, particularly new business start-ups who prefer to get an online presence before
setting up a physical location for operations.

1 This will particularly help to address the perception that it is difficult to get a dot IE domain, and allow for the development
of the namespace.

Please indicate any perceived problems (issues you envisage)
The IEDR does not anticipate issues, as the proposed change will result in an enhanced, and more deterministic registration
process for those with legitimate Irish connections, for IE Registrars and for the Registry.

However, to reassure stakeholders there may be a need to consider the introduction of additional domain name dispute
mechanisms, perhaps with independent mediators, and a process which is faster, less formal and more affordable than the
existing formal |IE Dispute Resolution Policy, which is managed by an independent third party (the World Intellectual Property
Organisation - WIPO).

Policy proposal grounds: please indicate the reasons for your proposal (whatis  wrong/missing/inadequate etc. with the
status quo?)

The proposal has been submitted on the grounds that consumer behaviour has changed, from established businesses applying
for domains, to new start-ups who are eager to get an online presence. As the legitimacy of claims based in the future cannot
be verified, there is a need to ensure that those with legitimate Irish connections can still get the domain they want without
undue delay / inconvenience or restriction.

Furthermore, consumer expectations for immediate / fast results mean that in order to develop the namespace, there is a need
to ensure that the registration process is enhanced to ensure it operates at optimal efficiency.

The IEDR is also aware that a perception exists whereby some believe it is difficult to get a dot IE domain. As the IE
namespace is reserved for those with Irish connections, the IEDR believes it is important to ensure that those who meet this
criteria can register the IE domain they want, as quickly and simply as possible, to ensure a positive user experience for |IE
users.

Policy term proposal: Permanent

Policy statement/text: Current Policy Text (if modification):

It is intended that all references to the claim to the name pre-condition within the IEDR Registration & Naming Policy will be
removed. The most significant changes will result in the removal of claim references from the Policy Statement (Section 2), in
addition to the:

1 deletion of detailed registration Guidelines on pages 15 to 19 inclusive (Sections 3.1.3.1to 3.1.3.7), and insertion of
revised Guidelines (see attached for illustration purposes).

deletion of Personal Domain Names guidelines (Section 3.1.2.2 (ix))

deletion of references to "Registrant Classes" and “Domain Categories" (Appendix Il)

1
1
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Appendix Il - References

1

1

The informational flyer used to support the Public Consultation is available at:
https://www.iedr.ie/uploads/Claim-Proposal-Public-Consultation-Flyer-August-2017-

1.pdf

The IEDR Registration & Naming Policy is available at:
https://www.iedr.ie/about-the-iedr/our-policies/

Information on the dot ie Policy Development Process is available at:
https://www.iedr.ie/p30/policy-development/
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