Annex 1

UNIT ED ST AT ES OF AMERICA

Federal Trade Commission
Office of International Affairs
WASHINGT ON, D.C. 20580

Laureen Kapin
Counsel for International Consumer Protection
Phone: Contact Information Redacted
Email: Contact Information Redacted

Shaul Jolles, CEO
Dot Registry, LLC

January 29, 2014

Contact Information Redacted

Dear Mr. Jolles:
Thank you for your November 14, 2013 letter to the Federal Trade Commission
supporting the Commission’s advocacy for stronger consumer protection safeguards in
connection with ICANN’s expansion of generic top-level domains (gTLDs). I was asked to
respond to your letter because the Office of International Affairs for Consumer Protection works
closely with the Department of Commerce via the Government Advisory Council (the GAC) to
advise ICANN of concerns and make recommendations. The FTC has been involved in ICANNrelated matters for over ten years, pressing ICANN and other stakeholders to improve policies
that cause harm to consumers engaged in e-commerce or that impede law enforcement efforts to
identify and locate bad actors. In addition, our involvement has included testifying before
Congress, participating in ICANN meetings, and issuing statements on various ICANN policy
initiatives.
We appreciate your concerns over the launch of TLDs, such as corporate identifiers (e.g.,
.inc, .llc, .llp, .corp), without proper safeguards. As you know, the Commission has expressed
similar concerns, albeit in a broader context, with proposed domains associated with various
regulated or professional sectors, including corporate identifiers.1 FTC staff advice and concerns
about the need for further consumer protection safeguards for regulated and professional
extensions are reflected in the GAC Beijing Communiqué issued on April 11, 2013:
https://gacweb.icann.org/display/gacweb/Governmental+Advisory+Committee. The
communiqué set forth several concerns regarding the new gTLDs. In particular, the
communiqué recommended three additional safeguards for market sectors that have regulated
entry requirements such as corporate identifiers. They are: 1) verification and validation of
registrant’s credentials for participation in the sector specified in the domain name; 2)
consultation with relevant supervisory authorities in case of doubt regarding authenticity of
credentials; and 3) post-registration checks to ensure registrant’s validity and continuing
compliance with their credentialing requirements. We believe this is the type of proactive
approach required to combat fraudulent websites.
1

See http://www ftc.gov/news-events/press-releases/2011/12/ftc-warns-rapid-expansion-internet-domain-namesystem-could-leave

We will continue to monitor ICANN’s response to the communiqué and work with the
GAC to help ensure that the communiqué’s recommended consumer protection safeguards are
implemented in a concrete and meaningful manner. We will also continue to work with our law
enforcement partners to share information and perspectives about how to best protect consumers
from illicit activities associated with the domain name system.
We appreciate you taking the time to raise the concerns expressed in your letter. If you
have any questions or wish to discuss this matter further, please contact me at Contact nformation Redacted
Very truly yours,
Laureen Kapin

> -----Original Message----> From: Andrei Franklin [mailto: Contact Information Redacted
> Sent: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 2:43 PM
> To: Contact Information Redacted
> Subject: Confirmation of authenticity of support for new generic Top Level
Domain (.INC)
>
> To whom it may concern:
>
> I am writing to you on behalf of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names
and Numbers (ICANN) in relation to the New gTLD Program. The Economist
Intelligence Unit (EIU) has been selected as the Community Priority Evaluation
Panelist to authenticate letters from entities providing letters of support or
objection to community-based
> applications.
>
> Dot Registry LLC has applied for the gTLD .INC, for which we received
documentation of support from your organization.
>
> Consistent with the New gTLD Program rules, we seek confirmation of the
authenticity of your organization’s letter as well as confirmation that the sender of
the letter had the authority to indicate your organization’s support for the
application.
>
> We kindly request that you respond to this request via email to Andrei Franklin
Contact Information Redacted A short email response confirming the above points

are correct would be greatly appreciated.
>

> We would be grateful if you could respond to this request by 22/05/2014.

> We will follow up via email and telephone in the interim on a regular basis.
>
> Thank you for your assistance in this matter.
>
> Regards,
>
>
> Andrei Franklin
> Contact Information Redacted
>
> This e-mail may contain confidential material. If you are not an intended
recipient, please notify the sender and delete all copies. It may also contain
personal views which are not the views of The Economist Group. We may
monitor e-mail to and from our network.
>
> Sent by a member of The Economist Group. The Group's parent company is
The Economist Newspaper Limited, registered in England with company number
236383 and registered office at
Contact Information Redacted . For
Group company registration details go to
http://cp.mcafee.com/d/5fHCNEq6zqb9EVuhd78VV6VKVJ6XbOa8UQsFTdETpu
hhuKCOrhKOYyyed7aq9J6XbOabRNO9Kk7qwGstxisFD OVKstxisFD OVJRfXe
fILZvCnTD6jhOZRXBS7DKvsuuKYDORQr8EGTsvVkffGhBrwqrhdECXYyMCYehojd79KVI06vV7j-RollBip6dmRKndX12fOtzI2FYE0HVdYKrpd7bb3OpIiH1SkltDaI3h1lQQgqTcDY9
OJapoQgltd456RBGNCq87qNd44fc6y0zYfzaNEw1dlzh05vcuq80WGKOwq83hhMq318QkCNNEVdKDv3re9toQ3E

Resolution of Recommendation to the International Corporation of Assigned Names and
Numbers (ICANN) for Issuance of Corporate Internet Extensions
WHEREAS, the National Association of Secretaries of State (NASS) is an organization whose members include
Secretaries of State and Lieutenant Governors of the 50 U.S. states and territories; and
WHEREAS, the majority of members are responsible for the administrative oversight of business entity registration
processes in their respective states; and
WHEREAS, the International Corporation of Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) is in the process of
awarding new Internet extensions that include business entity endings, including .INC, .LLC. .LLP and .CORP; and
WHEREAS, NASS and its members have followed this process closely and have expressed concerns regarding the
potentially negative impacts of issuing generic gTLDs as corporate extensions, which we believe do not have
enforceable safeguards to protect against misuse and could ultimately have a harmful effect on entities that are
legally registered in the U.S. ; and
WHEREAS, NASS and many of its members have previously expressed in numerous letters to ICANN that these
extensions may be unnecessary and irresponsible, but if allowed, should only be awarded to entities that are
appropriately registered and in good-standing with Secretary of State or other state filing offices of jurisdiction; and
WHEREAS, there is a growing national concern relating to fraudulent business registration, business identity theft,
online consumer protection and consumer confusion; and
WHEREAS, if these extensions were to be awarded without enforceable safeguards, it could allow anyone to
operate a .INC, .LLC, .LLP or .CORP website, regardless of their actual business registration status/entity type; and
WHEREAS, the Government Advisory Committee to ICANN has issued advice in regards to the necessity of
safeguards and restrictions on these particular Internet extensions and we believe these safeguards and restrictions
are only enforceable in the community application process;
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT the National Association of Secretaries of State (NASS)
recommends that if these extensions are approved, then ICANN should adopt the GAC recommendations and
award the .INC, .LLC, .LLP and .CORP extensions with appropriate safeguards and restrictions designed to protect
the U.S. business community and consumers.

Adopted the 21st day of July, 2013
in Anchorage, AK
EXPIRES: Summer 2018

Contact Information Redacted
www.nass.org
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straightforward membership definition and there must be awareness and recognition of a community (as
defined by the applicant) among its members.
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The community defined in the application (''LLC'')(“INC”) is:
Members of the community are defined as businesses registered as limited liability companies
withcorporations within the United States or its territories. Limited Liability CompaniesThis would
include Corporations, Incorporated Businesses, Benefit Corporations, Mutual Benefit Corporations
and Non-Profit Corporations. Corporations or (LLC's)“INC’s” as they are commonly abbreviated,
represent one of the most popnlarcomplex business entity structures in the US. LLC'sU.S.
Corporations commonly participate in acts of commerce, public services, and product creation….
An LLC A corporation is defined as a flexible formbusiness created under the laws of enterprisea
State as a separate legal entity, that blends elements of partnershiphas privileges and liabilities that are
distinct from those of its members. While corporate structures. It is a legal form of company that
provides limited liability to its ownerslaw varies in the vast majority of United Statesdifferent
jurisdictions. LLC's are a unique entity type because they, there are considered a hybrid, having
certainfour characteristics of both a corporation the business corporation that remain consistent: legal
personality, limited liability, transferable shares, and a partnership or sole proprietorship. LLC's are
closely related tocentralized management under a board structure. Corporate statutes typically
empower corporations in the sense that they pru:ticipate in similar activitiesto own property, sign
binding contracts, and provide limited liability to their partners. Additionally, LLC's share a key
characteristic with partnerships through the availability of pass through income taxation. LLC's are a
more flexible
entity type than a corporation and are often well suited for businesses owned by a single ownerpay
taxes in a capacity separate from that of its shareholders.
This community definition shows a clear and straightforward membership. While broad, the community is
clearly defined, as membership requires formal registration as a limited liability companycorporation with
the relevant US state. In addition, limited liability companiescorporations must comply with US state law
and show proof of best practice in commercial dealings to the relevant state authorities.
However, the community as defined in the application does not have awareness and recognition of a
community among its members. This is because limited liability companiescorporations operate in
vastly different sectors, which
sometimes have little or no association with one another. Research showed that firms are typically organized
around specific industries, locales, and other criteria not related to the entities structure as an INC. Based on
the Panel’s research, there is no evidence of LLCsINCs from different sectors acting as a community as
defined by the Applicant Guidebook. There is no evidence that these limited liability companiesincorporated
firms would associate themselves with being part of the community as defined by the applicant.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application only
satisfies one of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for delineation.
Organization
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for organization: there must be at least one entity
mainly dedicated to the community and there must be documented evidence of community activities.
The community as defined in the application does not have at least one entity mainly dedicated to the
community. Although responsibility for corporate registrations and the regulations pertaining to corporate
formation are vested in each individual US state, these government agencies are fulfilling a function, rather
than representing the community. In addition, the offices of the Secretaries of State of US states are not
mainly dedicated to the community as they have other roles/ functions beyond processing corporate
registrations. According to the application:
LLC'sCorporations can be formed through any jurisdiction of the United States. Therefore members
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of this community exist in all 50 US states and its territories. LLCCorporation formation guidelines
are dictated by state law and can vary based on each State’s regulations. Persons form an LLC a
corporation by filing required documents with the appropriate state authority, usually the Secretary of
State. Most states require the filing of Articles of Incorporation. These are considered public
documents and are similar to articles of incorporationorganization, which establish a corporation
limited liability company as a legal entity. At minimum, the Articles of organizationIncorporation give
a brief description of the intendedproposed business purposes, activities, shareholders, stock issued
and the registered agent, and registered business address. LLC's are expected to conduct business in
conjunction with the policies of the state in which they are formed, and the Secretary of State
periodically evaluates a LLC's level of good standing based on their commercial interactions with
both the state and consumers.
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The community as defined in the application does not have documented evidence of community activities.
As there is no entity that is mainly dedicated to the community as defined in the .LLC.INC application, there is
no
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documented evidence of community activities.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application does
not satisfy either of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for organization.
Pre-existence
To fulfill the requirements for pre-existence, the community must have been active prior to September 2007
(when the new gTLD policy recommendations were completed).
The community as defined in the application was not active prior to September 2007. According to section
4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook the CPE process is conceived to
identify qualified community-based applications, while preventing both “false positives” (awarding undue
priority to an application that refers to a “community” construed merely to a get a sought-after generic word
as a gTLD string) and “false negatives” (not awarding priority to a qualified community application). The
Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that this application refers to a “community” construed to
obtain a sought-after corporate identifier as a gTLD string, as these corporations would typically not
associate themselves with being part of the community as defined by the applicant. The community therefore
could not have been active prior to the above date (although its constituent parts were active).
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application does
not fulfill the requirements for pre-existence.!
1-B Extension

0 /2 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as identified in the application did
not meet the criterion for Extension specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of
the Applicant Guidebook, as the application did not demonstrate considerable size or longevity for the
community. The application received a score of 0 out of 2 points under criterion 1-B: Extension.
Size
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for size: the community must be of considerable size
and must display an awareness and recognition of a community among its members.
The community as defined in the application is of a considerable size. The community for .LLCINC as
defined in the application is large in terms of number of members. According to the application:
With the number ofalmost 470,000 new corporations registered LLC's in the United States
totaling over five million in 2010 (as reported by the International Association of Commercial
Administrators) resulting in over 8,000,000 total corporations in the US, it is hard for the average
consumer to not conduct business with an LLCa corporation.
However, as previously stated, the community as defined in the application does not have awareness and
recognition of a community among its members. This is because limited liability companiescorporations
operate in vastly different
sectors, which sometimes have little or no association with one another. Research showed that firms are
typically organized around specific industries, locales, and other criteria not related to the entities structure as
an LLCINC. Based on the Panel’s research, there is no evidence of LLCsINCs from different sectors acting
as a community as defined by the Applicant Guidebook. These limited liability companiesincorporated firms
would therefore not typically associate themselves with being part of the community as defined by the
applicant.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application only
satisfies one of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for size.
Lo
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Longevity
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for longevity: the community must demonstrate
longevity and must display an awareness and recognition of a community among its members.
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The community as defined in the application does not demonstrate longevity. As mentioned previously,
according to section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook the CPE
process is conceived to identify qualified community-based applications, while preventing both “false
positives” (awarding undue priority to an application that refers to a “community” construed merely to a get
a sought-after generic word as a gTLD string) and “false negatives” (not awarding priority to a qualified
community application). The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that this application refers to
a "“community"” construed to obtain a sought-after corporate identifier as a gTLD string, as these limited
liability companiescorporations would typically not associate themselves with being part of the community as
defined by
the applicant. Therefore, the pursuits of the .LLCINC community are not of a lasting, non-transient nature.
Additionally, as previously stated, the community as defined in the application does not have awareness and
recognition of a community among its members. This is because limited liability companiescorporations
operate in vastly different sectors, which sometimes have little or no association with one another. !Research
showed that firms are
typically organized around specific industries, locales, and other criteria not related to the entities structure as
an LLCINC. Based on the Panel’s research, there is no evidence of LI..CsINCs from different sectors acting
as a community as defined by the Applicant Guidebook. These limited liability companiesincorporated firms
would therefore not typically associate themselves with being part of the community as defined by the
applicant.

!
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application does
not satisfy either of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for longevity.

Criterion #2: Nexus between Proposed String and Community
2-A Nexus

0/4 Point(s)
0 /3 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application did not meet the criterion for
Nexus as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook.
The string identifies the community, but over-reaches substantially beyond the community. The application
received a score of 0 out of 3 points under criterion 2-A: Nexus.
To receive the maximum score for Nexus, the applied-for string must match the name of the community or
be a well-known short-form or abbreviation of the community name. To receive a partial score for Nexus,
the applied-for string must identify the community. "“Identify"” means that the applied-for string should
closely describe the community or the community members, without over-reaching substantially beyond the
community.
The applied-for string (.LLCINC) over-reaches substantially, as the string indicates a wider or related
community of which the applicant is a part but is not specific to the applicant’s community. According to the
application documentation:
".LLC"“.INC” was chosen as our gTLD string because it is the commonly used abbreviation for the
entity type that makes up the membership of our community. In the English language Limited
Liability Companythe word incorporation is primarily shortened to LLCInc. when used to delineate
business entity types. For example, McMillion Incorporated would additionally be referred to as
McMillion Inc. Since all of our community members are limited liability companiesincorporated
businesses we believed that ".LLC"“.INC” would be the simplest, most straightforward way to
accurately represent our community.
LLCInc. is a recognized abbreviation in all 50 states and US Territories denoting the registration
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typecorporate status of a businessan entity. The Panel'sOur research indicates that whileInc. as
corporate identifier is used in three other jurisdictions use LLC as a corporate identifier,(Canada,
Australia, and the Philippines) though their definitionsformation regulations are quite different and
there are no other known associations or definitionsfrom the United States and their entity
designations would not fall within the boundaries of LLC in the English languageour community
definition.
While the string identifies the name of the community, it captures a wider geographical remit than the
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community has, as the corporate identifier is used in other jurisdictions (outsideCanada, Australia and the
US).Philippines. Therefore, there is a substantial over-reach between the proposed string and community as
defined by the applicant.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the applied-for string over-reaches substantially
beyond the community. It therefore does not meet the requirements for nexus.
2-B Uniqueness

0 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application did not meet the criterion for
Uniqueness as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant
Guidebook as the string does not score a 2 or a 3 on Nexus. The application received a score of 0 out of 1
point under criterion 2-B: Uniqueness.
To fulfill the requirements for Uniqueness, the string must have no other significant meaning beyond
identifying the community described in the application and it must also score a 2 or a 3 on Nexus. The string
as defined in the application does not demonstrate uniqueness as the string does not score a 2 or a 3 on
Nexus and is therefore ineligible for a score of 1 for Uniqueness. The Community Priority Evaluation panel
determined that the applied-for string does not satisfy the condition to fulfill the requirements for
Uniqueness.

Criterion #3: Registration Policies
3-A Eligibility

3/4 Point(s)
1 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application met the criterion for Eligibility as
specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook as eligibility
is restricted to community members. The application received a maximum score of 1 point under criterion 3A: Eligibility.
To fulfill the requirements for Eligibility, the registration policies must restrict the eligibility of prospective
registrants to community members. The application demonstrates adherence to this requirement by limiting
eligibility to registered limited liability companiescorporations and by cross-referencing their documentation
against the applicable US state’s registration records in order to verify the accuracy of their application, etc.
(Comprehensive details are provided in Section 20e of the applicant documentation). The Community Priority
Evaluation panel determined that the application satisfies the condition to fulfill the requirements for
Eligibility.
3-B Name Selection

1 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application met the criterion for Name
Selection as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook
as name selection rules are consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for TLD.
The application received a maximum score of 1 point under criterion 3-B: Name Selection.
To fulfill the requirements for Name Selection, the registration policies for name selection for registrants
must be consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for gTLD. The application
demonstrates adherence to this requirement by outlining a comprehensive list of name selection rules, such
as requirements that second level domain names should match or include a substantial part of the registrant’s
legal name, and specifying that registrants will not be able to register product line registrations, amongst other
requirements. (Comprehensive details are provided in Section 20e of the applicant documentation). The
Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application satisfies the condition to fulfill the
requirements for Name Selection.
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3 C Content and Use
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3-C Content and Use

1 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application met the criterion for Content and
Use as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook as the
rules for content and use are consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for
TLD. The application received a maximum score of 1 point under criterion 3-C: Content and Use.
To fulfill the requirements for Content and Use, the registration policies must include rules for content and
use for registrants that are consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for
gTLD. The application demonstrates adherence to this requirement by noting that all registrants must adhere
to the content restrictions outlined in the applicant’s abuse policies. (Comprehensive details are provided in
Section 20e of the applicant documentation). The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the
application satisfies the condition to fulfill the requirements for Content and Use.
3-D Enforcement

0 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application did not meet the criterion for
Enforcement as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant
Guidebook as the application provided specific enforcement measures but did not include appropriate appeal
mechanisms. The application received a score of 0 out of 1 point under criterion 3-D: Enforcement.
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for Enforcement: the registration policies must
include specific enforcement measures constituting a coherent set, and there must be appropriate appeals
mechanisms. The applicant outlined policies that include specific enforcement measures constituting a
coherent set. For example, if a registrant wrongfully applied for and was awarded a second level domain
name, the right to hold this domain name will be immediately forfeited. (Comprehensive details are provided
in Section 20e of the applicant documentation). However, the application did not outline an appeals process.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application satisfies only one of the two
conditions to fulfill the requirements for Enforcement.

Criterion #4: Community Endorsement
4-A Support

2/4 Point(s)
1 /2 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application partially met the criterion for
Support specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook as
there was documented support from at least one group with relevance. The application received a score of 1
out of 2 points under criterion 4-A: Support.
To receive the maximum score for Support, the applicant is, or has documented support from, the
recognized community institution(s)/member organization(s), or has otherwise documented authority to
represent the community. “Recognized” means the institution(s)/organization(s) that, through membership
or otherwise, are clearly recognized by the community members as representative of the community. To
receive a partial score for Support, the applicant must have documented support from at least one group with
relevance. “Relevance” refers to the communities explicitly and implicitly addressed.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the applicant was not the recognized community
institution(s)/member organization(s), nor did it have documented authority to represent the community, or
documented support from a majority of the recognized community institution(s)/member organization(s).
However, the applicant possesses documented support from at least one group with relevance and this
documentation contained a description of the process and rationale used in arriving at the expression of
support.
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The application included letters from a number of Secretaries of State of US states, which were considered to
constitute support from groups with relevance, as each Secretary of State has responsibility for corporate
registrations and the regulations pertaining to corporate formation in its jurisdiction. These entities are not
the recognized community institution(s)/member organization(s), as these government agencies are fulfilling
a function, rather than representing the community. The viewpoints expressed in these letters were not
consistent across states. While several US states expressed clear support for the applicant during the Letters
of Support verification process, others either provided qualified support, refrained from endorsing one
particular applicant over another, or did not respond to the verification request. Letters of support from
other entities did not meet the requirement for relevance based on the Applicant Guidebook criteria, as they
were not from the recognized community institutions/member organizations. The Community Priority
Evaluation Panel determined that the applicant partially satisfies the requirements for Support.
4-B Opposition

1 /2 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application partially met the criterion for
Opposition specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook,
as the application received relevant opposition from one group of non-negligible size. The application
received a score of 1 out of 2 points under criterion 4-B: Opposition.
To receive the maximum score for Opposition, the application must not have received any opposition of
relevance. To receive a partial score for Opposition, the application must have received opposition from, at
most, one group of non-negligible size.
The application received several letters of opposition, one of which was determined to be relevant opposition
from an organization of non-negligible size. This opposition was from a community that was not identified
in the application but which has an association to the applied-for string. Opposition was on the grounds that
limiting registration to US registered corporations only would unfairly exclude non-US businesses. The
remaining letters were either from groups/individuals of negligible size, or were not from communities
which were not mentioned in the application but which have an association to the applied for string. The
Community Priority Evaluation Panel determined that the applicant partially satisfied the requirements for
Opposition.
Disclaimer: Please note that these Community Priority Evaluation results do not necessarily determine the
final result of the application. In limited cases the results might be subject to change. These results do not
constitute a waiver or amendment of any provision of the Applicant Guidebook or the Registry Agreement.
For updated application status and complete details on the program, please refer to the Applicant Guidebook
and the ICANN New gTLDs microsite at <newgtlds.icann.org>.
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Delineation
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for delineation: there must be a clear
straightforward membership definition and there must be awareness and recognition of a community (as
defined by the applicant) among its members.
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The community defined in the application (''LLC'')(“LLP”) is:
Members of the community are defined as businesses registered as limited liability
companiesLimited Liability Partnerships with the United States or its territories. Limited Liability
CompaniesPartnerships or (LLC'sLLP’s) as they are commonly abbreviated, are specifically
designed to represent one of the most popnlar business entity structures in the US. LLC's
commonly pru:ticipate in acts of commerce, public services, and product creation....professional
service businesses in the US . Limited Liability Partnerships are commonly adopted by businesses
which focus on: accounting, attorneys, architects, dentists, doctors and other fields treated as
professionals under each state’s law….
An LLC is defined as a flexible form of enterprise that blends elements of partnership and corporate
structures. It is a legal form of company that provides limited liability to its owners in the vast
majority of United States jurisdictions. LLC's are a unique entity type because they are considered a
hybrid, having certain characteristics of both a corporation and a partnership or sole proprietorship.
LLC's are closely related to corporations in the sense that they pru:ticipate in similar activities and
provide limited liability to their partners. Additionally, LLC's share a key characteristic with
partnerships through the availability of pass through income taxation. LLC's are a more flexible
entity type than a corporation and are often well suited for businesses owned by a single owner.
A Limited Liability Partnership is defined as a partnership in which some or all partners (depending
on jurisdiction) have limited liability. LLP’s therefore exhibit qualities of both partnerships and
corporations. In an LLP, one partner is not responsible or liable for another partner’s misconduct or
negligence. This distinction is why the LLP is a popular business entity amongst accountants, doctors,
and lawyers; which deal heavily with issues that could inspire mal-practice lawsuits.
This community definition shows a clear and straightforward membership. While broad, the community is
clearly defined, as membership requires formal registration as a limited liability companypartnership with the
relevant US state. (LLPs operate in about 40 US states). In addition, limited liability companiespartnerships
must comply with US state law and show proof of best practice in commercial dealings to the relevant state
authorities.
However, the community as defined in the application does not have awareness and recognition of a
community among its members. This is because limited liability companiespartnerships operate in vastly
different sectors, which sometimes have little or no association with one another. !Research showed that
firms are
typically organized around specific industries, locales, and other criteria not related to the entities structure as
an LLCLLP. Based on the Panel’s research, there is no evidence of LLCsLLPs from different sectors acting
as a community as defined by the Applicant Guidebook. There is no evidence that these limited liability
companiespartnerships would associate themselves with being part of the community as defined by the
applicant.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application only
satisfies one of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for delineation.
Organization
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for organization: there must be at least one entity
mainly dedicated to the community and there must be documented evidence of community activities.
The community as defined in the application does not have at least one entity mainly dedicated to the
community. Although responsibility for corporate registrations and the regulations pertaining to corporate
formation are vested in each individual US state, these government agencies are fulfilling a function, rather
than representing the community. In addition, the offices of the Secretaries of State of US states are not
mainly dedicated to the community as they have other roles/ functions beyond processing corporate
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registrations. According to the application:
LLC'sLimited Liability Partnerships can be formed through any jurisdiction of all but ten states in the
United States.
Therefore members of this community exist in all 50close to forty US states and its territories. LLC.
LLP formation guidelines are dictated by state law and can vary based on each state'sstate’s
regulations. Persons form an LLCLLP by filing required documents with the appropriate state
authority, usually the Secretary of State. Most states require the filing of Articles of Organization.
These are considered public documents and are similar to ru:ticles of incorporation, which establish a
corporation as a legal entity. At minimum, the articles of organization give a brief description of the
intended business purposes, the registered agent, and registered business address. LLC's are expected
to conduct business in conjunction with the policies of the state in which they are formed, and the
Secretary of State periodically evaluates a LLC's level of good standing based on their commercial
interactions with both the state and consumers.
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The community as defined in the application does not have documented evidence of community activities.
As there is no entity that is mainly dedicated to the community as defined in the .LLCLLP application, there is
no documented evidence of community activities.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application does
not satisfy either of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for organization.
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Pre-existence
To fulfill the requirements for pre-existence, the community must have been active prior to September 2007
(when the new gTLD policy recommendations were completed).
The community as defined in the application was not active prior to September 2007. According to section
4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook the CPE process is conceived to
identify qualified community-based applications, while preventing both “false positives” (awarding undue
priority to an application that refers to a “community” construed merely to a get a sought-after generic word
as a gTLD string) and “false negatives” (not awarding priority to a qualified community application). ). The
Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that this application refers to a “community” construed to
obtain a sought-after corporate identifier as a gTLD string, as these limited liability companiespartnerships
would typically not associate themselves with being part of the community as defined by the applicant. The
community therefore could not have been active prior to the above date (although its constituent parts were
active)..
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application does
not fulfill the requirements for pre-existence.
1-B Extension

0 /2 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as identified in the application did
not meet the criterion for Extension specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of
the Applicant Guidebook, as the application did not demonstrate considerable size or longevity for the
community. The application received a score of 0 out of 2 points under criterion 1-B: Extension.
Size
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for size: the community must be of considerable size
and must display an awareness and recognition of a community among its members.
The community as defined in the application is of a considerable size. The community for .LLCLLP as
defined in the application is large in terms of number of members. According to the application:, “LLP’s
represent a small but prestigious sector of business in the United States.”
With the number of registered LLC's in the United States totaling over five million in 2010 (as
reported by the International Association of Commercial Administrators) it is hard for the average
consumer to not conduct business with an LLC.
However, as previously stated, the community as defined in the application does not have awareness and
recognition of a community among its members. This is because limited liability partnerships operate in
vastly different sectors, which sometimes have little or no association with one another. Research showed
that firms are typically organized around specific industries, locales, and other criteria not related to the
entities structure as an LLCLLP. Based on the Panel’s research, there is no evidence of LLCsLLPs from
different sectors acting as a community as defined by the Applicant Guidebook. These limited liability
companiespartnerships would therefore not typically associate themselves with being part of the
community as defined by the applicant.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application only
satisfies one of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for size.
Longevity
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for longevity: the community must demonstrate
longevity and must display an awareness and recognition of a community among its members.
The community as defined in the application does not demonstrate longevity. As mentioned previously,
according to section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook the CPE
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process is conceived to identify qualified community-based applications, while preventing both “false
positives” (awarding undue priority to an application that refers to a “community” construed merely to a get a
sought-after generic word as a gTLD string) and “false negatives” (not awarding priority to a qualified
community application). The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that this application refers to
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a “community” construed to obtain a sought-after corporate identifier as a gTLD string, as these limited
liability partnerships would typically not associate themselves with being part of the community as defined by
the applicant. Therefore, the pursuits of the .LLP community are not of a lasting, non-transient nature.
Additionally, as previously stated, the community as defined in the application does not have awareness and
recognition of a community among its members. This is because limited liability partnerships operate in
vastly different sectors, which sometimes have little or no association with one another. Research showed
that firms are typically organized around specific industries, locales, and other criteria not related to the
entities structure as an LLCLLP. Based on the Panel’s research, there is no evidence of LLCLLPs from
different sectors acting as a community as defined by the Applicant Guidebook. These limited liability
partnerships would therefore not typically associate themselves with being part of the community as
defined by the applicant.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the community as defined in the application does
not satisfy either of the two conditions to fulfill the requirements for longevity.

Criterion #2: Nexus between Proposed String and Community
2-A Nexus

0/4 Point(s)
0 /3 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application did not meet the criterion for
Nexus as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook.
The string identifies the community, but over-reaches substantially beyond the community. The application
received a score of 0 out of 3 points under criterion 2-A: Nexus.
To receive the maximum score for Nexus, the applied-for string must match the name of the community or
be a well-known short-form or abbreviation of the community name. To receive a partial score for Nexus,
the applied-for string must identify the community. “Identify” means that the applied-for string should
closely describe the community or the community members, without over-reaching substantially beyond the
community.
The applied-for string (.LLCLLP) over-reaches substantially, as the string indicates a wider or related
community of which the applicant is a part but is not specific to the applicant’s community. According to the
application documentation:
".LLC"“.LLP” was chosen as our gTLD string because it is the commonly used abbreviation for the
entity type that makes up the membership of our community. In the English language Limited
Liability CompanyPartnership is primarily shortened to LLCLLP when used to delineate business
entity types. Since all of our community members are limited liability companies we believed that
".LLC" would be the simplest, most straight forward way to accurately represent our community.…
LLCLLP is a recognized abbreviation in all 50 states and US territories denoting the registration type
of a business entity. The Panel'sOur research indicates that whileLLP as corporate identifier is used in
eleven other jurisdictions use LLC as a corporate identifier,(Canada, China, Germany, Greece, India,
Japan, Kazakhstan, Poland, Romania, Singapore, and the United Kingdom) though their
definitionsformation regulations are quite different and there are no other known associations or
definitionsfrom the United States and their entity designations would not fall within the boundaries of
LLC in the English languageour community definition.
While the string identifies the name of the community, it captures a wider geographical remit than the

Page!8!
Page 1

community has, as the corporate identifier is used in other jurisdictions (outsidePoland, the US).UK,
Canada and Japan, amongst others. Therefore, there is a substantial over-reach between the proposed
string and community as defined by the applicant.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the applied-for string over-reaches substantially
beyond the community. It therefore does not meet the requirements for Nexus.
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2-B Uniqueness

0 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application did not meet the criterion for
Uniqueness as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant
Guidebook as the string does not score a 2 or a 3 on Nexus. The application received a score of 0 out of 1
point under criterion 2-B: Uniqueness.
To fulfill the requirements for Uniqueness, the string must have no other significant meaning beyond
identifying the community described in the application and it must also score a 2 or a 3 on Nexus. The string
as defined in the application does not demonstrate uniqueness as the string does not score a 2 or a 3 on
Nexus and is therefore ineligible for a score of 1 for Uniqueness. The Community Priority Evaluation panel
determined that the applied-for string does not satisfy the condition to fulfill the requirements for
Uniqueness.

Criterion #3: Registration Policies
3-A Eligibility

3/4 Point(s)
1 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application met the criterion for Eligibility as
specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook as eligibility
is restricted to community members. The application received a maximum score of 1 point under criterion 3A: Eligibility.
To fulfill the requirements for Eligibility, the registration policies must restrict the eligibility of prospective
registrants to community members. The application demonstrates adherence to this requirement by limiting
eligibility to registered limited liability partnerships and by cross-referencing their documentation against the
applicable US state’s registration records in order to verify the accuracy of their application. (Comprehensive
details are provided in Section 20e of the applicant documentation). The Community Priority Evaluation
panel determined that the application satisfies the condition to fulfill the requirements for Eligibility.
3-B Name Selection

1 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application met the criterion for Name
Selection as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook
as name selection rules are consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for TLD.
The application received a maximum score of 1 point under criterion 3-B: Name Selection.
To fulfill the requirements for Name Selection, the registration policies for name selection for registrants
must be consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for gTLD. The application
demonstrates adherence to this requirement by outlining a comprehensive list of name selection rules, such
as requirements that second level domain names should match or include a substantial part of the registrant’s
legal name, and specifying that registrants will not be able to register product line registrations, amongst other
requirements. (Comprehensive details are provided in Section 20e of the applicant documentation). The
Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application satisfies the condition to fulfill the
requirements for Name Selection.
3-C Content and Use

1 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application met the criterion for Content and
Use as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook as the
rules for content and use are consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for
TLD. The application received a maximum score of 1 point under criterion 3-C: Content and Use.
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To fulfill the requirements for Content and Use, the registration policies must include rules for content and
use for registrants that are consistent with the articulated community-based purpose of the applied-for
gTLD. The application demonstrates adherence to this requirement by noting that all registrants must adhere
to the content restrictions outlined in the applicant’s abuse policies. (Comprehensive details are provided in
Section 20e of the applicant documentation). The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the
application satisfies the condition to fulfill the requirements for Content and Use.
3-D Enforcement

0 /1 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application did not meet the criterion for
Enforcement as specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant
Guidebook as the application provided specific enforcement measures but did not include appropriate appeal
mechanisms. The application received a score of 0 out of 1 point under criterion 3-D: Enforcement.
Two conditions must be met to fulfill the requirements for Enforcement: the registration policies must
include specific enforcement measures constituting a coherent set, and there must be appropriate appeals
mechanisms. The applicant outlined policies that include specific enforcement measures constituting a
coherent set. For example, if a registrant wrongfully applied for and was awarded a second level domain
name, the right to hold this domain name will be immediately forfeited. (Comprehensive details are provided
in Section 20e of the applicant documentation). However, the application did not outline an appeals process.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application satisfies only one of the two
conditions to fulfill the requirements for Enforcement.

Criterion #4: Community Endorsement
4-A Support

2/4 Point(s)
1 /2 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application partially met the criterion for
Support specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook as
there was documented support from at least one group with relevance. The application received a score of 1
out of 2 points under criterion 4-A: Support.
To receive the maximum score for Support, the applicant is, or has documented support from, the
recognized community institution(s)/member organization(s), or has otherwise documented authority to
represent the community. “Recognized” means the institution(s)/organization(s) that, through membership
or otherwise, are clearly recognized by the community members as representative of the community. To
receive a partial score for Support, the applicant must have documented support from at least one group with
relevance. “Relevance” refers to the communities explicitly and implicitly addressed.
The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the applicant was not the recognized community
institution(s)/member organization(s), nor did it have documented authority to represent the community, or
documented support from a majority of the recognized community institution(s)/member organization(s).
However, the applicant possesses documented support from at least one group with relevance and this
documentation contained a description of the process and rationale used in arriving at the expression of
support.
The application included letters from a number of Secretaries of State of US states, which were considered to
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constitute support from groups with relevance, as each Secretary of State has responsibility for corporate
registrations and the regulations pertaining to corporate formation in its jurisdiction. These entities are not
the recognized community institution(s)/member organization(s), as these government agencies are fulfilling
a function, rather than representing the community. The viewpoints expressed in these letters were not
consistent across states. While several US states expressed clear support for the applicant during the Letters
of Support verification process, others either provided qualified support, refrained from endorsing one
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particular applicant over another, or did not respond to the verification request. Letters of support from
other entities did not meet the requirement for relevance based on the Applicant Guidebook criteria, as they
were not from the recognized community institutions/member organizations. The Community Priority
Evaluation Panel determined that the applicant partially satisfies the requirements for Support.
4-B Opposition

1 /2 P o i n t (s)

The Community Priority Evaluation panel determined that the application partially met the criterion for
Opposition specified in section 4.2.3 (Community Priority Evaluation Criteria) of the Applicant Guidebook,
as the application received relevant opposition from one group of non-negligible size. The application
received a score of 1 out of 2 points under criterion 4-B: Opposition.
To receive the maximum score for Opposition, the application must not have received any opposition of
relevance. To receive a partial score for Opposition, the application must have received opposition from, at
most, one group of non-negligible size.
The application received several letters of opposition, one of which was determined to be relevant opposition
from an organization of non-negligible size. This opposition was from a community that was not identified
in the application but which has an association to the applied-for string. Opposition was on the grounds that
limiting registration to US registered corporations only would unfairly exclude non-US businesses. The
remaining letters were either from groups/individuals of negligible size, or were not from communities
which were not mentioned in the application but which have an association to the applied for string. The
Community Priority Evaluation Panel determined that the applicant partially satisfied the requirements for
Opposition.
Disclaimer: Please note that these Community Priority Evaluation results do not necessarily determine the
final result of the application. In limited cases the results might be subject to change. These results do not
constitute a waiver or amendment of any provision of the Applicant Guidebook or the Registry Agreement.
For updated application status and complete details on the program, please refer to the Applicant Guidebook
and the ICANN New gTLDs microsite at <newgtlds.icann.org>.
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Annex 3

Annex 4

From: Leila Butt [mailto: Contact Informat on Redacted
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2014 8:58 AM
To: Jaeger, Al A.
Subject: Apology and explanation of letter authenticity process for generic Top Level Domains .LLC, .LLP
and .INC

Dear Secretary Jaeger

My name is Leila Butt and I am writing to you on behalf of the Economist Intelligence Unit (EIU), which
has been selected as the Community Priority Evaluation Panelist to authenticate letters from entities
providing letters of support or objection to community-based applications as part of ICANN’s new gTLD
program. I am the project manager for the ICANN project at the EIU.

Several of our evaluators have recently been in contact with you to seek confirmation as to whether your
organization supports Dot Registry LLC’s application for three gTLDs: .LLC, .LLP and .INC. We realize
that in some cases receiving multiple emails may have caused confusion and inconvenience, for which
we apologize.

We would like to take the opportunity to clarify our evaluation process. As we are evaluating the three
gTLD applications separately, we need to maintain separate formal records of all communications related
to each particular application. This was our rationale for sending you three separate emails, each of which
related to a different gTLD application.

Going forward, I will be your sole point of contact. After reviewing the feedback that you have already
supplied with regard to these three applications, we do not have additional questions.

Thank you for clarifying your position towards Dot Registry’s application for the three gTLDs. Again, we
are sorry for any inconvenience or confusion this may have caused.

Yours sincerely

Leila Butt
Project Manager

Thank you for sharing your experiences and your concerns regarding the Community Priority
Evaluation (CPE) CPE letters of support validation process. We apologize for any confusion and
frustration this has caused you and your supporters. The EIU has been made aware of the
frustration that some authors of the letters of support are experiencing during the validation
process, both from us and the authors themselves. They are making adjustments to streamline the
communication process and where possible, and to consolidate communications to individuals
that need to be contacted several times.

The validation of letters of support (or opposition) is a standard part of the CPE Panel's overall
process while conducting the evaluation Community Priority Evaluation (CPE), and was
articulated in the CPE Guidelines document developed by the Panel . This process is designed to
verify the authenticity of these letters and ensure they meet the requirements as stated:
1.
2.
3.
4.

clearly expressing the organization's support for the community based
application,
demonstrating the organization's understanding of the string being requested,
that the organization exists and,
the author has the authority to represent the organization.

Consistent with all phases of the program, each application is reviewed on an individual basis. In
your case, 3 of your applications (LLC, LLP, INC) are simultaneously undergoing CPE. Each
application has its own team of evaluators working in parallel, thus performing the validation
process for the particular TLD to which they are assigned. The letters of support associated with
your applications often reference all of your applied for strings in the same letter. With the
evaluations occurring in parallel as described above, the communications were sent to the same
secretaries of state from several different evaluators at the EIU.

Additionally, some of the letters submitted did not clearly express the organization's support for
your specific application(s) for the TLD(s). In these cases the EIU evaluators have followed up
with the authors of these letters to confirm that their organizations support your specific
application. While this has led to several additional email exchanges, it is necessary for the panel
to have the documented evidence of the author's intentions relative to supporting the application,
rather than to require the evaluators to interpret the letter.

Also, as stated in their email communication to the author, the EIU evaluators send frequent
follow up and reminder emails in order receive a response so that they can complete the
evaluation in a timely manner. These reminder emails are followed up by a phone call if an
email response is not received. This was based on their experience as one of the Geographic

Names Panel firms, if they did not follow up, they often would not get an answer, and could not
complete their evaluation in a timely manner.

The new gTLD team is working with the EIU to streamline the communications with supporters
and reduce the total number of messages sent. We are also working with the EIU to ensure that
all communications are professional and courteous, and reference both ICANN and the New
gTLD program in an effort to clarify the intent and purpose of the communications. We
apologize for any frustration and inconvenience this process has cause for you or the supporters
of your applications.

Please let us know if you have further concerns.

Sincerely,

Russ Weinstein
Sr. Manager, gTLD Operations

--------------- Original Message --------------From: New gTLD Customer Support [newgtld@icann.org]
Sent: 5/19/2014 10:37 PM
To: Contact Information Redacted
Subject: RE: Concerns regarding CPE [ ref:_00Dd0huNE._500d0HmLkf:ref ]
Dear Shaul Jolles,
Thank you for your inquiry.
We have a status meeting with the CPE evaluators later in the week. We will follow up on this topic with
them and respond to you later this week with a more detailed response.
Regards,
New gTLD Operations Team
--------------- Original Message --------------From: Shaul Jolles Contact Informat on Redacted
Sent: 5/19/2014 3:02 PM
To: Contact Information Redacted
Con ac nforma ion Redac ed

Contact Information Redacted

Subject: Concerns regarding CPE
Good afternoon Christine,

We are reaching out to ICANN with serious concerns brought to our attention
over the EIU's handling of the CPE Authenticity process for Dot Registry’s
applications for .inc, .llc and .llp.

Over the last several months, the evaluators have reached out to all of the
authors of Dot Registry’s support letters attached to our applications,
requesting that they; (1) first, prove their authority to write such
letters of support and (2) after sending a second letter, that they give
their “explicit” consent and authorization of Dot Registry to operate the
respective gTLDs. Many Secretaries of State have been contacted in upwards
of five or more times for the same letter of support and have expressed
their concerns that this process reflects poorly on ICANN's ability to
manage the CPE process. Much like the President of the U.S., these
Secretaries of State have also been sworn to office, under oath, to act in
an official governmental capacity. The repeated contact by the evaluators
of these government officials, which already carry heavy work-loads, has
become excessive and burdensome.

Dot Registry has been contacted by all of the Secretaries of State offices,
expressing their increased irritation level with having to repeatedly
verify that they are a government official. Each office has indicated that
it appears their responses, like their previous support correspondence over
the last two years, has fallen on deaf ears and is not being taken
seriously by ICANN. They have all indicated that this reflects poorly on
ICANN and we are finding it difficult to defend the EIU’s actions, ICANN
and the process, without clear and convincing examples, to the contrary.

Further, the response period requested by the evaluators at this point is
over the 90 day from evaluation start time-line, which indicates that the
evaluations are not on schedule. Dot Registry kindly requests that ICANN
ensure that the schedule is adhered to as established and set forth. If a
deviation in the schedule is required, the affected applicant should be
promptly notified. To date, that has not been the case.

In closing, we would greatly appreciate it if ICANN would review the
concerns set forth in this email and take appropriate remedial action to
stop the barrage of emails going to Secretaries of State and ensure the CPE
timeline is adhered to. Below are several examples received today, as
outlined above, to demonstrate the growing frustration mounting with Dot
Registry’s community.

From one Secretary of State after receiving 5 requests:
Sara, Andrei, and Conrad,
I have responded to each of you twice regarding the top level domains of
.LLC, .LLP, .CORP, and .INC and the verification of the letters I have
written as well as the support for Dot Registry’s community application.
I though it might be helpful to make sure you also have a letter from the
National Association of Secretaries of State (NASS), which I am a member
of, that clearly details the support of the entire organization and how
critical a community application is for the issuance of these specific top
level domains.
From another Secretary of State after "additional verification" request:
Andrei…

I am a bit concerned with the tone and aggressiveness in your email below.
I had already responded to a Mr. Conrad Heine at the Economist and now
question the veracity of your request as well the role of “the Economist”.
Frankly, I am now questioning if your contact is a legitimate email? If
so, what is the interest of The Economist in “verifying the authenticity of
our position”.
Further, Mr. Heine (email of May 8) asked for a response by June 7 – and
now you are requesting a response by May 30.

As your letter states, *“**we must confirm whether or not your
organization explicitly supports this community based application”** .*
This statement seems a bit drastic, and hence has raised red flags.

I also question why you wrote to the public email for my office and not the
direct email to me?
– As Mr. Heine used.
- As was on my original letter.

Before I have any further communications with you or your organization, I
would like some type of confirmation on:
· Who you are?

