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Identification of the Parties and their Representatives
Applicant
Name

dot Rugby Limited

Contact person

Geir Andreas Rasmussen
Contact Information Redacted

Address
City, Country
Telephone
Email
Objector
Name

International Rugby Board

Contact person

Julie O'Mahony, Senior Legal Counsel
Contact Information Redacted

Address
City, Country
Telephone
Email
Copy the information provided by the Objector.
Applicant’s Representative(s)
Name

Famous Four Media Limited

Contact person

Peter Young

Address

Contact Information Redacted

City, Country
Telephone
Email
Add separate tables for any additional representative (for example external counsel or inhouse counsel).

-3Applicant’s Contact Address
Name

Famous Four Media Limited

Contact person

Peter Young

Address

Contact Information Redacted

City, Country
Telephone
Email
This address shall be used for all communication and notifications in the present
proceedings. Accordingly, notification to this address shall be deemed as notification to the
Applicant. The Contact Address can be the Applicant’s address, the Applicant’s
Representative’s address or any other address used for correspondence in these
proceedings.

Other Related Entities
Name
Address
City, Country
Telephone
Email
Add separate tables for any additional other related entity.

-4Disputed gTLD
gTLD Applicant has applied to and Objector objects to [.example]
Name

.RUGBY Application ID 1-1206-66762
Objection

The Objector filed its Objection on the following Ground (Article 3.2.1 of the
Guidebook and Article 2 of the Procedure)
Limited Public Interest Objection: the applied-for gTLD string is contrary to generally
accepted legal norms of morality and public order that are recognized under principles of
international law.
or
x Community Objection: there is substantial opposition to the gTLD application from a
significant portion of the community to which the gTLD string may be explicitly or implicitly
targeted.
Copy the information provided by the Objector.

Point-by-Point Response to the claims made by the Objector (Article 3.3.3 of the
Guidebook and Article 11 of the Procedure)
(Provide an answer for each point raised by the Objector).
I. INTRODUCTION
Dot Rugby Limited (“Applicant” or “Respondent”) hereby submits this Response to the
Community Objection filed against its application for the generic Top-Level Domain (“gTLD”)
.RUBGY by the International Rugby Board (“IRB” or “Objector”).
The Applicant, dot Rugby Limited is a Gibraltar private limited company, the shares of which
are partially owned by Domain Venture Partners PCC Limited, a Gibraltar Experienced
Investor Fund regulated by the Financial Services Commission of Gibraltar. .RUGBY gTLD is
intended and designed to increase availability and access to create, produce and
disseminate informative, creative and innovative rugby related content. Its framework and
mechanisms have been established to ensure the gTLD operates and grows in a manner
that is responsible, protects consumers and promotes consumer and industry trust and
confidence. The Applicant hopes to work closely with key global rugby stakeholders to
further develop policies and best practices to ensure successful operation of the gTLD.
Notably, the Objector, through its affiliation with IRB Strategic Developments Limited, has
submitted a competing bid for the .RUGBY gTLD.1 The objection process is not a substitute
for Community Priority Evaluation and was not envisaged to be a mechanism by which one
applicant could gain a competitive advantage over another.
1

See New gTLD Application ID 1-994-63638 at (Annex 1)

-5Moreover, the alleged community is incapable of being clearly delineated, and Applicant
targets a much broader user base for the gTLD than Objector represents. Thus, the .RUGBY
objection should be denied.
A.
Standing: IRB has not established that it has an ongoing relationship with a
clearly delineated community as a whole (Applicant Guidebook (“AGB”) § 3.2.2.4 and
Obj. paragraph A page 5)
Whilst the IRB may be an established institution, they do not have an ongoing relationship
with a clearly delineated “rugby” community; rather their relationship is with a particular
subset of the alleged community, which in itself is not clearly delineated. In addition, since
they do not have an ongoing relationship with the sport as a whole (including for example
Touch Rugby or Rugby League), their relationship is not sufficient to support the objection to
Applicant’s .rugby gTLD:
1. There is some suggestion in the public domain that the IRB fails certain members of
the alleged community, in part focusing too heavily on elite rugby, giving too much
power to the 8 founding members, and complaints that “they are too Anglo-centric.”2
2. The IRB has also been accused of failing the smaller nations in the alleged
community especially during the last World Cup and in at least one instance
excluding one of the smaller nations from being able to qualify. For example:
a. “The IRB has come in for constant criticism since the World Cup started,
particularly over their treatment of the minnow nations, who had to play their
pool matches in a tight timeframe.”3
b. “[P]oorer countries are undermined, underfunded, cleverly weakened, robbed
at every stage yet asked to make the numbers in the World Cup so that rugby
can masquerade as a global game.”4
c. Noteworthy is the IRB’s decision to exclude Cyprus from being able to qualify
for the Ruby World Cup 2015 because Cyprus was not a “full member.”5
3. Further, there is some uncertainty and controversy in relation to IRB membership,
thus raising questions as to which members are actually considered to form their
“community”. For example, Greece (Hellenic Federation of Rugby) was granted full
membership on a probationary basis despite not meeting all membership criteria and
the UAE Association was fast-tracked to full membership, however Cyprus was not
given the same opportunities.6
4. The IRB also seems to narrowly define the alleged community, focusing on
professional and amateur players within organized unions and associations.
However, IRB does not represent the alleged community as a whole which would
include unorganized or unofficially recognized leagues, many clubs and teams (e.g.,
community social/recreational leagues and clubs, company sponsored after work
2

See e.g., http://www.telegraph.co.uk/sport/rugbyunion/international/2475705/IRB-critics-must-come-out-of-the-shadows-tovalidate-report-rugby-union.html (Annex 2)

3

See http://tvnz.co.nz/rugby-world-cup/irb-hit-back-criticisms-4439789 (Annex 3)

4

See http://www.theroar.com.au/2011/09/21/monstrous-irb-maim-minnows/ (Annex 4)

5

See e.g., http://www.irb.com/unions/index.html; http://www.espnscrum.com/2015-rugby-world-cup/rugby/story/180581.html
(Annex 5)

6

See e.g., http://www.change/org/en-GB/petitions/cyprus-national-rugby-team-let-cyprus-take-part-in-rwc2015-qualifying (Annex
6)

-6rugby recreational leagues and school leagues), rugby equipment/clothing
manufacturers and retailers, media outlets, fan participants (i.e., fantasy rugby
league), the video game industry and indeed Touch Rugby or Rugby League.7
5. The Applicant commissioned a survey of supporters of rugby amongst general
internet users.8 79% of participants surveyed when asked whether they received
sponsorship or support from an official rugby organization said “no,” thus suggesting
that formal organization is not a necessity to participate in the sport.9 61.9% also
agreed that the rugby community includes stakeholders such as the media and
manufacturers.

B.
Community: Objector fails to prove that the alleged community is “clearly
delineated” (AGB § 3.5.4 and Objection paragraph B pages 6 and 7)
The alleged Rugby community is not clearly delineated because it is comprised of a
significant number of stakeholders who do not necessarily share similar goals, values or
interests, thus the alleged community lacks formal boundaries, evidenced by disagreement
as to which stakeholders are considered members of the rugby community.
1. In an official statement, the Independent Objector (“IO”) explained that alleged
communities associated with so-called “generic” strings cannot likely meet the
“clearly delineated” criteria due to the broad definition of “community” and the
nature of generic terms, which are by definition used by a significant number of
people, who do not necessarily share similar goals, values or interests. For
example, the IO expressed disbelief about the clear delineation of an alleged
community encompassing a large variety of stakeholders who do not always
share similar primary interests, because stakeholders are of a very different
nature.10
2. The word “rugby” is a generic word, being a sport, and Applicant intends to use
the gTLD as such.
3. According to the IRB, there are more than four million registered players
worldwide, but more than half are from England and over three-quarters (3.3
million) come from the eight Foundation Unions, i.e., Scotland, Ireland, Wales,
England, Australia, New Zealand, South Africa and France. Meanwhile, there are
less than a quarter of a million players in the ten most populous nations of the
world (China, India, USA, Indonesia, Brazil, Pakistan, Bangladesh, Russia,
Nigeria, and Japan). Television audience data for the 2007 World Cup final,
between South Africa and England, shows that 97% of the 33 million total viewers
came from the Foundation Unions – with just half a million viewers of the final
spread amongst all the remaining nations where it was shown live. There are 115
members of the IRB – but rugby is evidently not particularly popular in most of
them.11
7

See http://plover.net/~bonds/rugby.html for a good explanation of why Rugby Union receives more media coverage that Rugby
League. (Annex 7)

8

See (Annex 8)

9

See Q3 Rugby Survey (Annex 8)

10

See (Annex 9) - http://www.independent-Objector-newgtlds.org/english-version/the-issue-of-closed-generic-gtlds/ - (indicating
clear delineation is doubtful for “book community” potentially encompassing authors, publishers, libraries, retailers, readers, and
international organizations because some stakeholders have the promotion of literature as their primary aim but for many others
it is one objective among many others)

11

See http://www.puttingrugbyfirst.com/downloads/Putting Rugby First.pdf (Annex 10)
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clearly delineated rugby community, as it appears that only a few of these
members are active while quite a number are passive members of the alleged
community, thus confusing any notion of delineation.
4. The IRB also represents only a subsector of the alleged rugby community, but not
the alleged community as a whole which would include Touch Rugby12,
unorganized or unofficially recognized leagues, clubs and teams (e.g., community
social/recreational leagues and clubs, company sponsored after work rugby
recreational leagues), rugby equipment/clothing manufacturers and retailers,
media outlets, fan participants (i.e., fantasy rugby league), the video game
industry. It is impossible to ascertain the amount of unorganized/unofficially
recognized leagues, clubs, teams that should be included as members of the
rugby community, and as such the alleged rugby community is not clearly
delineated.13

5. Further, although the IRB offers in support of this Objection “an opposition letter”
from the Rugby League International Federation (“RLIF”), it cannot truly claim to
represent a global rugby “community” which would by necessity have to include,
in a large part, the Rugby League.14

i. The official Rugby League administration is undertaken by the RLIF who
make themselves responsible for the “Laws of the Game,” the
development, organization and governance of official Rugby League
matches internationally, and for the sport's major international tournament,
the Rugby League World Cup.15

ii. We set out below a table identifying 2005-2006 participation levels in both
Rugby Union and Rugby League in Australia; one of the largest and most
influential nations in the Rugby community16.

Participants, Selected football codes - By age
Age group (years)
15-17 18-24 25-34 35-44 45-54 55-64

65 and over

Total

Number ('000)

12

Touch Rugby is represented by the Federation of International Touch, which is conspicuously absent from any involvement in
the objection or competing application. See www.international-touch.org (Annex 11)

13

See http://www.economist.com/blogs/gametheory/2011/10/globalisation-rugby “That things are tight at the top is not
surprising, bearing in mind the resource gap between the top countries, where rugby is a professional game, and the have-nots,
where amateurism still rules the day”. (Annex 12)

14

The “opposition letter” is not so much a letter of direct opposition to the Applicant’s application but is more support for a
competing bid. The letter itself recognises the inherent tension between rugby union and rugby league, since it alludes to an
agreement that no restriction would be placed on rugby league applications for second level domains.

15

See http://www.rlif.com/about-rlif (Annex 13)

16

http://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/4156.0.55.001Feature+Article1May%202009 (Annex 14)
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The chart shows that Rugby League was more popular than Rugby Union,
thereby supporting the notion that the IRB is not only not representative of the
whole of the alleged Rugby Community, but also is not associated with the
most popular form of rugby in one if its biggest member states. See the article
referenced at footnote 7 which explores the social development side of the
game.
6. Assuming for arguments sake there is a clearly delineated rugby union
community, which we contend there is not, there is no clearly delineated rugby
community of which one organization such as the IRB can claim to be
representative.
7. Finally, the fact that IRB could have filed a community application but instead
chose to file a standard application, should have no bearing on the Panel’s
decision to this objection. (Objection at page 8). IRB made the conscious
decision not to file such an application. A closer examination of the criteria
required for a community application yields insight as to why this decision was
taken. Specifically, as discussed above, IRB cannot claim to be the only global
representative of the alleged Rugby community, given the distinctively different
forms of rugby – rugby union, rugby league and touch rugby – all of which flourish
under different rules and governing bodies. Moreover, had it applied for
community priority designation, it likely would have faced opposition from the
RLIF and the international federation of touch, because it could not restrict
registration to its members.
8. Thus, because of the alleged Rugby community's diversity of goals, values and
interests, as well as its lack formal boundaries, the IRB fails to prove that the
alleged community is clearly delineated.
D.

Substantial Opposition: IRB Fails to Prove Substantial Opposition to
Respondent’s .Rugby Application (AGB § 3.5.4 and Objection, paragraph 2)
1. The number of expressions of opposition relative to the composition of the alleged
rugby community is small.
IRB represents 100 national unions or associations in full membership, 18
Associate members and 6 Regional Associations, yet provides letters of support
from only a small number of its members (Objection at page 8 - Attachment B). A
number of objections are from organisations one would not associate with Rugby.
2. The representative nature of entities expressing opposition and level of
recognized stature or weight among sources of opposition

-9i. The Objector represents a subsector of the rugby community as a whole,
i.e., “elite and organized rugby union”, and does not provide examples of
support from any other members of the alleged community such as
recreational leagues, media outlets, or sponsors.
ii. It is noted that the United Kingdom issued an Early Warning expressed
opposition to our application and support for Objector’s application
(Objection at paragraph 2 page 9 – Attachment C). This was procured by
or on behalf of the Objector and totally against the spirit of the GAC
process.17 It is noteworthy that the objection was not pursued further by
the UK and did not form part of the GAC communique issued after the
ICANN Beijing meeting.18
iii. There appears to be little support at national level for the objection outside
of the 8 Founding Nations: only Tonga, Japan, Kenya and Italy, and two
umbrella organisations.
3. Distribution or diversity among sources of expressions of opposition (regional,
subsectors, leadership, membership)
i. As mentioned above, the vast majority of the IRB’s support comes from
their membership; thus there is little diversity of entities expressing
opposition.
ii. Many of the letters are also form letters. Ten letters from individual rugby
players, a referee, Irish Rugby Union Players Association and Rugby
Football Union are the same. Also five other letters mirror parts or all of
the UK Early Warning Letter (i.e., FFR, Jean-Louis Barthes, Tonga Rugby
Union, New Zealand Rugby Union, Australian Rugby Union, and South
African Rugby Union). This is obviously therefore a campaign orchestrated
by the IRB.
4. Costs incurred by Objector in expressing opposition, including other channels
Objector may have used to convey opposition
Costs incurred by the IRB in expressing opposition, including other channels the
IRB may have used to convey opposition, are minimal in comparison to: the costs
of applying for the .RUGBY gTLD; the annual revenues of IRB and its members;
its investments in rugby related activities.
i. For example, IRB strategic programs and investment amounted to
£153million ($245.6 million) from 2009 to 2012 for efforts to increase
participation, performance, recruitment and retention of players.19
ii. The IRB invested in targeted high performance initiatives in 22
countries with an investment of £48 million ($77 million) over the
period 2009-2012, to its annual expenditure on annual Union grants,
tournament funding and education and training program expenditure.20
17

See (Annex 15), emails. The first is from Brady Bohrmann to Geir Rasmussen of Famous Four Media, threatening to launch
a global public campaign against Famous Four Media. The second is to Jon Nevett of December 2012 in which Roar Domains
(who assist the competing bidder) state “We are pleased to have obtained four Early Warnings on behalf of our applications,
and fully expect the GAC process to be completed to GAC Advice.”

18

See (Annex 16)

19

See http://www.irb.com/mm/Document/NewsMedia/MediaZone/02/04/22/88/2042288 PDF.pdf (Annex 17)

20

See http://www.irb.com/mm/Document/NewsMedia/MediaZone/02/04/22/88/2042288 PDF.pdf (Annex 17)
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performance, and tournament programs in collaboration with Asian
Rugby Football Union (ARFU), which explains why the ARFU were
prepared to file a letter of support for IRB.21
5. Also, given that IRB filed an application for the .rugby string, cost estimates for
obtaining the gTLD certainly should have included costs associated with
defending their application, either from objection or by lodging objections against
other applicants. As such, it is difficult to see how IRB has expended more
resources than necessary to participate in the new gTLD application progress.
6. Thus, the IRB fails to prove substantial opposition to Respondent’s application
due to the opposing entities’ relatively small number; unrepresentative nature;
unrecognized stature or weight; and lack of distribution or diversity. The IRB
moreover fails to offer any proof of historical defense, or costs incurred or
channels used in conveying opposition.
E. Targeting: The IRB Fails to Prove a Strong Association Between the .Rugby
String and the alleged Rugby Community (Objection, paragraph 3)
1. Statements contained in the application
There is little question that there would be an association between the applied-for
.rugby gTLD and the members/unions IRB represents, however the application
demonstrates that Applicant has a broader target than the alleged “IRB rugby”
community, as the application evidences22.
The “strong association” alleged by the IRB is purely ancillary or derivative.
2. Associations by the public
Public perceptions demonstrate that Applicant has a broader target than the
alleged “rugby” community23.
Finally, the public understands that a domain name registration does not confer or
even define special status for the holder worldwide and for every purpose. For
example, for-profit businesses operate .org domain names (slashdot.org);
American-based companies use ccTLDs of other counties for unconventional
naming purposes (bit.ly, fold.it, twit.tv).
Thus IRB fails to prove sufficient targeting to support this objection because
Applicant’s intended use for the gTLD is much more inclusive, and the public,
including average Internet users, understands the same.

21

See http://www.oceaniarugby.com/101216 japan to host irb pacific nations cup 2011.html/ref/267 (Annex 18)

22

See (Annex 19) “Rugby is a great leveller. Given the chance, anyone - from the poorest child to the world’s richest man - can
play rugby. Passion is the essence of rugby, and we hope to capture this within .rugby largely using the valuable platform
presented by the internet.
the aim of .rugby is to create a blank canvas for the online rugby sector set within a secure environment. The Applicant will
achieve this by creating a consolidated, versatile and dedicated space for the rugby sector. As the new space is dedicated to
those within this affinity group the Applicant will ensure that consumer trust is promoted. Consequently consumer choice will be
augmented as there will be a ready marketplace specifically for rugby-related enterprises to provide their goods and services”.

23

See (Annex 8)

- 11 F. Detriment: Any likelihood of material detriment to the rights and legitimate
interest of the Rugby Community is Speculative
1. The thrust of IRB’s argument (Obj. paragraph 4A) seems to be that only IRB can
control and manage the .rugby gTLD because that right or responsibility belongs
only to an entity operating within the industry associated with this generic term.
That is simply untrue. IRB is not the only entity that can or will ensure that the
.rugby gTLD will act for the benefit of rugby. The Applicant, as a neutral third party
with no affiliation to any single representative group, is best capable of ensuring
that .rugby acts to the benefit of all stakeholders in rugby. No single organization
can unfairly influence the development of the gTLD and restrict the content
appearing within this string to serve its own interest. An IRB-managed gTLD
raises questions about IRB’s ability to be impartial as to third parties who are
interested in rugby that are not a part of IRB or who are critical of IRB. The fact
that the IRB as a sports federation promotes rugby does not necessarily mean it
promotes the interest of every facet of the sport worldwide.
2. IRB offers no evidence that Applicant is not acting or does not intend to act in
accordance with the interests of the Rugby community (Obj. paragraph 4Aa)
The Applicant has every intention of acting in the interests of rugby and will put
rugby in the forefront of how the gTLD will be operated. All relevant stakeholders
will have an opportunity to join the Governance Council (GC) which will provide
stakeholders with a voice to direct policies of the registry. The Rugby GC will
shape the gTLD. We encourage involvement from a broad spectrum of key
stakeholders, including IRB, RFIL, IWRF, their respective leagues, rugby players
and coaches, referees, volunteers, fans, sponsors and individual governments.
The fact that we have not yet consulted with IRB regarding the gTLD’s policies
should not be of concern. At this time, IRB is a competing applicant. The policies
are to be further developed and refined through the GC. What our application
demonstrates is that the framework for the GC and for establishment of the TLD’s
policies is in place.
3. For example, the GC will recommend policies and best practices to ensure fair
access and to combat critical issues of fraudulent websites, have oversight of the
type of information offered within the gTLD, set registration policies, ensure
compliance with regulatory controls, establish abuse prevention and takedown
measures, protect intellectual property rights, and set rules for the gTLD on other
matters of importance to the rugby industry. We disagree with the statement by
the IRB that the true system of management and control is “entirely within the
DVP structure” (Obj. paragraph 4Aa). We have committed to a PIC Spec, and so
will potentially be open to challenge under the PIC dispute resolution procedure
by any member of the public if we do not abide by commitments in the PICSpec
and the application. Unlike other applicants, Applicant will have a body of selfappointed persons and organisations in the GC watching its stewardship of the
.rugby gTLD, and is therefore under much more scrutiny than any other applicant.
The GC could challenge Applicant’s actions under the PIC dispute resolution
procedure.24
4. A three-part plan is currently underway to attract such stakeholders to the GC.
First the GC website has been up and running for the past several months to
24

. See PIC Spec Statement (Annex 20)

- 12 attract interest from organisations and to join.25 Second, outreach has been made
to the rugby industry as a whole through press releases to drive traffic to the GC
website.26 Finally, Applicant continues its efforts to identify key stakeholders, so
that when the time delegation of the gTLD nears, we will be prepared to contact
such organisations with a view to encouraging their participation in the GC.
5. Further, Applicant will also perform periodic consumer surveys to measure trust
and satisfaction with the gTLD. Surveys will be conducted to improve operation of
the gTLD and to obtain data that will ensure that the processes in place are
responsive to all stakeholders’ needs, and to assist with the development and
refinement of abuse policies, and procedures and rights protection mechanisms.
These surveys will be designed to measure:
i. Consumer satisfaction with gTLD content
ii. Service availability of critical registry systems
iii. Abuse and takedown incidents
iv. Whois data accuracy
v. Rights protection incidents
6. IRB offers no evidence of concrete or economic damage to the Rugby community
that would result from Applicant’s operation of the .Rugby String (Obj. paragraph
4Ab).
The Applicant has implemented measures that go above and beyond those
required by ICANN to address concerns of fraud and other illegal activities and to
protect intellectual property rights, and beyond what the IRB offers through its
application for the .rugby string:27
i. Use of domain names that infringe upon the legal rights of others in
.rugby will not be tolerated and preventing abusive registrations is a
core objective of Applicant. Applicant will prevent abusive registrations
and those that infringe upon intellectual property rights by
implementing comprehensive registration, rights protection and antiabuse guidelines as defined in its Acceptable Use Policy (AUP).
ii. Whilst all domains will be registered on a first-come, first-served basis
during the “General Availability Phase,” a Trademark Claims Service
will be offered for the first 90 days of general registration with the intent
of providing clear notice to potential registrants of the existing rights of
trademark owners with registered trademarks in the Trademark
Clearinghouse. Moreover, all registrars who are accredited to sell
names in .rugby will be required to review all domain names requested
to be registered during the Trademark Claims period to determine if
they are an identical match of a trademark that has been filed with the
Trademark Clearinghouse.
iii. The GC Board of Directors will also meet regularly to discuss matters
relating to intellectual property protection. The Board will be
responsible for recommending mechanisms to protect against
intellectual property violations and to deal with infringement. Further,
the Board may recommend reservation of certain second-level
domains for various purposes and initiatives related to the rugby
sector.
25

www.governancecouncils.com/rugby (Annex 21)

26

See Press Release (Annex 22)

27

See (Annex 23) question 18, 28, Application

- 13 7. The above mechanisms should help to provide adequate protection of the
brands, professional players, officials, sponsors and teams that fall under the
rugby community’s umbrella.
8. Further, Applicant’s Abuse Prevention and Mitigation Plan, in conjunction with
the GC and the Abuse Prevention and Mitigation Working Group, is another
mechanism that it committed to in its application and PIC Spec that will be
used to combat fraudulent and unauthorized ticket sales, unofficial tournament
and team merchandise sales, and other abusive activities that negatively
impact the goodwill and reputation of the rugby community and result in the
loss of income, confidence and integrity in the sport:28 The plan includes
i. establishment of a single abuse point of contact, responsible for
addressing matters requiring expedited attention and providing a timely
response to abuse complaints concerning all names registered in the
gTLD;
ii. Whois accuracy measures, educating consumers about domain name
use, restrictions on proxy registration services, and cooperation with
law enforcement agencies;
iii. a provision wherein bad actors and repeat offenders who engage in
abuse registrations will be blacklisted, and will face potential
disqualification of their current or any future registrations;
iv. an Acceptable Use Policy that gives Applicant the ability to quickly
lock, cancel, transfer or take ownership of any domain name.
9. All of these mechanisms are designed to combat fraudulent websites, prohibit
fraudulent or unauthorized re-sale of tickets, the sale of unofficial tournament
and team merchandise, protect consumers, and increase consumer and
industry trust and satisfaction in the .rugby gTLD. Given all of these
mechanisms, rugby is likely to benefit from Applicant’s operation of the gTLD.
10. The IRB’s claims of alleged economic harm are speculative. They offer no
concrete evidence of harm. Moreover, the damage they allege seem only to
materialise if Applicant is delegated the string, instead of IRB.
11. IRB offers no concrete evidence that Applicant’s operation of the gTLD will
interview with core, noncommercial activities of the Rugby Community (Obj.
paragraph 4Ac)
It seems unlikely that local and provincial amateur teams would suffer
significant cybersquatting issues, but Applicant does take this risk seriously.
The GC Board may recommend reservation of certain second-level domains
for various purposes and initiatives related to the rugby sector, such as the
non-commercial programs and/or well-known identifiers or names. The
concern over protection of “non-trademark” identifiers is an issue that
stakeholders within the rugby community can and should raise with the GC, in
an effort to better ensure that registration policies and/or other measures are
28

See (Annex 23) questions 18 and 28
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with rugby.
IRB also seems to suggest that the average, reasonable internet user is not
sophisticated enough to locate the information he/she is searching for. We do
not think this is the case. We see no reason why internet users should have
difficulty navigating the gTLD and finding information coming from “individuals
and entities associated with the Rugby community”.
12. IRB offers no evidence that Dot Rugby’s operation of the gTLD will damage
the reputation of the rugby community (Obj. paragraph 4Ad)
The IRB’s suggestion that the reputation of rugby will be damaged if Applicant
is delegated the string because of a pending civil suit should be rejected. This
is a “smoke screen” intended only to cloud the issues or divert attention from
the fact that a neutral third party, the Applicant, can provide a safe, secure,
consume-oriented, trustworthy and inclusive .rugby gTLD. The civil action,
David Ways v. Roache et al., is in the preliminary stages. Indeed Iain Roache
has not even been served. There have been no findings of fact by the court
and no judgment has been rendered against DVP, which intends to fight the
case vigorously, as the underlying allegations are meritless. Any large, wellfunded organization frequently finds spurious claims filed against it. The Panel
should resist any temptation to base a finding of reputational damage on the
mere fact that a complaint has been filed against DVP. Many of Applicant’s
affiliated entities have already passed Initial Evaluation and hence have
passed ICANN’s background checks.29
13. The IRB’s efforts to draw an association between .rugby and gambling (Obj.
paragraph 4B) are pure speculation.
Nowhere in our application is there any mention of any plan to associate the
.rugby TLD with gambling. Neither Applicant nor any of its affiliated entities
have any link or do business with Gibraltar based gaming companies.
Moreover, Applicant’s proposed Acceptable Use Policy (AUP) requires that
registrants will use in accordance with applicable law.30 Further, the GC for
each TLD that is awarded will be independent and made up of stakeholders
relevant to the individual TLD sector. In other words, there is no plan to
overlap GC Boards of Directors across TLDs or to “cross sell across TLDs”, so
IRB’s concerns are misplaced.
14. Thus, because the IRB fails to offer proof of reputational, concrete, or
economic damage to the community; that Applicant does or will not act
according to community or user interests; that Applicant will interfere with the
community’s core activities; that community core activities depend on the DNS
(rugby is a sport that is played on a pitch and does not rely on any particular
domain name); or any certainty that detrimental outcomes would occur, the
IRB therefore fails to prove any likelihood of material detriment to the rights
and legitimate interest of the alleged Rugby Community.

29

30

See (Annex 24)

“all registrants agree that they will not use their domain for any purposes which are prohibited by the laws of the jurisdiction(s)
in which they do business or any other applicable law. You may not use your domain for any purposes or in any manner which
violate a statute, rule or law governing use of the Internet and⁄or electronic commerce, including those statutes related to
gaming and⁄or online gambling.” Response to Q28, Paragraph 14 (See Annex 23)

- 15 V. CONCLUSION
For the foregoing reasons, Respondent respectfully requests that the community objection
filed by the IRB be denied.
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5. IRB excludes Cyprus
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Date:
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Signature:

_________________________
Peter Young
Chief Legal Officer, Famous Four Media Limited
For and on behalf of dot Rugby Limited
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Annex 15

Contact Information Redacted
From: Brady Bohrmann
Sent: 05 December 2012 23:32
To: Geir Rasmussen
Subject: Re: Call today or tomorrow?

Hi Geir,
Thanks for your response. No hurry on a call. I just wanted to reach out to grant you the
courtesy of a call in order to alert you to the global public campaign that FIBA and IRB will
launch against Famous Four Media in opposition to your application for .basketball and
.rugby. This public campaign will follow quickly on the heels of the early warnings issued
against Famous Four Media by the governments of Greece and Great Britain. You will be in
receipt shortly of a letter from the heads of the respective International Federations.
Best,
Brady
Please excuse typos
Sent from my iPhone

Annex 16

Governmental Advisory Committee
Beijing, People’s Republic of China – 11 April 2013
GAC Communiqué – Beijing, People’s Republic of China1
I.

Introduction

The Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) of the Internet Corporation for Assigned
Names and Numbers (ICANN) met in Beijing during the week of 4 April 2013. Sixty-‐one (61)
GAC Members participated in the meetings and eight (8) Observers. The GAC expresses
warm thanks to the local hosts China Internet Network Information Center (CNNIC), China
Organizational Name Administration Center (CONAC), and Internet Society of China for their
support.

II. Internal Matters
1. New Members and Observers
The GAC welcomes Belarus, Cape Verde, Côte d’Ivoire, Lebanon, and the Republic of
the Marshall Islands to the Committee as members, and The World Meteorological
Organisation as an Observer.
2. GAC Secretariat
Following a request for proposals, the GAC received presentations from two
organizations and agreed that one such candidate should be providing secretariat
services to the GAC, with the aim of becoming operational as soon as possible.
Negotiations with such organization will start immediately after the Beijing meeting.

1

To access previous GAC advice, whether on the same or other topics, past GAC communiqués are available at:
https://gacweb.icann.org/display/gacweb/GAC+Recent+Meetings and older GAC communiqués are available at:
https://gacweb.icann.org/display/gacweb/GAC+Meetings+Archive.
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3. GAC Leadership
The GAC warmly thanks the outgoing Vice-‐Chairs, Kenya, Singapore, and Sweden and
welcomes the incoming Vice-‐Chairs, Australia, Switzerland and Trinidad & Tobago.

III. Inter-‐constituencies Activities
1. Meeting with the Accountability and Transparency Review Team 2 (ATRT 2)
The GAC met with the ATRT 2 and received an update on the current activities of the
ATRT 2. The exchange served as an information gathering session for the ATRT 2 in
order to hear GAC member views on the Review Team processes and areas of
interest for governments. The GAC provided input on governmental processes and
the challenges and successes that arose during the first round of reviews, and
implementation of the GAC related recommendations of the first Accountability and
Transparency Review Team.
2. Board/GAC Recommendation Implementation Working Group (BGRI-‐WG)
The Board–GAC Recommendation Implementation Working Group (BGRI–WG) met to
discuss further developments on ATRT1 recommendations relating to the GAC,
namely recommendations 11 and 12. In the context of Recommendation 11, the GAC
and the Board have concluded the discussion and agreed on the details of the
consultation process mandated per ICANN Bylaws, should the Board decide not to
follow a GAC advice. With respect to Recommendation 12, on GAC Early Engagement,
the BGRI-‐WG had a good exchange with the GNSO on mechanisms for the GAC to be
early informed and provide early input to the GNSO PDP. The BGRI–WG intends to
continue this discussion intersessionally and at its next meeting in Durban.
3. Brand Registry Group
The GAC met with the Brand Registry Group and received information on its origins,
values and missions.
4. Law Enforcement
The GAC met with law enforcement representatives and received an update from
Europol on the Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA).
***
The GAC warmly thanks the Accountability and Transparency Review Team 2, the Brand
Registry Group, Law Enforcement, and the ICANN Board who jointly met with the GAC as well
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as all those among the ICANN community who have contributed to the dialogue with the GAC
in Beijing.
IV. GAC Advice to the ICANN Board2
1. New gTLDs
a. GAC Objections to Specific Applications
i.

The GAC Advises the ICANN Board that:
i. The GAC has reached consensus on GAC Objection Advice according
to Module 3.1 part I of the Applicant Guidebook on the following
applications:3.
1. The application for .africa (Application number 1-‐1165-‐42560)
2. The application for .gcc (application number: 1-‐1936-‐2101)
ii. With regard to Module 3.1 part II of the Applicant Guidebook4:
1. The GAC recognizes that Religious terms are sensitive issues.
Some GAC members have raised sensitivities on the
applications that relate to Islamic terms, specifically .islam and
.halal. The GAC members concerned have noted that the
applications for .islam and .halal lack community involvement
and support. It is the view of these GAC members that these
applications should not proceed.

b. Safeguard Advice for New gTLDs
To reinforce existing processes for raising and addressing concerns the GAC is providing
safeguard advice to apply to broad categories of strings (see Annex I).
c. Strings for Further GAC Consideration
In addition to this safeguard advice, that GAC has identified certain gTLD strings where
further GAC consideration may be warranted, including at the GAC meetings to be held
in Durban.
i.

Consequently, the GAC advises the ICANN Board to: not proceed beyond
Initial Evaluation with the following strings : .shenzhen (IDN in Chinese),
.persiangulf, .guangzhou (IDN in Chinese), .amazon (and IDNs in Japanese
and Chinese), .patagonia, .date, .spa, . yun, .thai, .zulu, .wine, .vin

2

To track the history and progress of GAC Advice to the Board, please visit the GAC Advice Online Register
available at: https://gacweb.icann.org/display/gacweb/GAC+Recent+Meetings
3
Module 3.1: “The GAC advises ICANN that it is the consensus of the GAC that a particular application should not
proceed. This will create a strong presumption for the ICANN Board that the application should not be approved.
4
Module 3.1: “The GAC advises ICANN that there are concerns about a particular application “dot-‐example.” The
ICANN Board is expected to enter into dialogue with the GAC to understand the scope of concerns. The ICANN
Board is also expected to provide a rationale for its decision.
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d. The GAC requests:
i.

a written briefing about the ability of an applicant to change the string
applied for in order to address concerns raised by a GAC Member and to
identify a mutually acceptable solution.

e. Community Support for Applications
The GAC advises the Board:
i.

that in those cases where a community, which is clearly impacted by a set of
new gTLD applications in contention, has expressed a collective and clear
opinion on those applications, such opinion should be duly taken into
account, together with all other relevant information.

f. Singular and plural versions of the same string as a TLD
The GAC believes that singular and plural versions of the string as a TLD could lead to
potential consumer confusion.
Therefore the GAC advises the ICANN Board to:
i.

Reconsider its decision to allow singular and plural versions of the same strings.

g. Protections for Intergovernmental Organisations
The GAC stresses that the IGOs perform an important global public mission with public
funds, they are the creations of government under international law, and their names
and acronyms warrant special protection in an expanded DNS. Such protection, which
the GAC has previously advised, should be a priority.
This recognizes that IGOs are in an objectively different category to other rights holders,
warranting special protection by ICANN in the DNS, while also preserving sufficient
flexibility for workable implementation.
The GAC is mindful of outstanding implementation issues and commits to actively
working with IGOs, the Board, and ICANN Staff to find a workable and timely way
forward.
Pending the resolution of these implementation issues, the GAC reiterates its advice to
the ICANN Board that:
i.

appropriate preventative initial protection for the IGO names and acronyms on
the provided list be in place before any new gTLDs would launch.
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2. Registrar Accreditation Agreement (RAA)
Consistent with previous communications to the ICANN Board
a. the GAC advises the ICANN Board that:
i.

the 2013 Registrar Accreditation Agreement should be finalized before any
new gTLD contracts are approved.

The GAC also strongly supports the amendment to the new gTLD registry agreement
that would require new gTLD registry operators to use only those registrars that have
signed the 2013 RAA.
The GAC appreciates the improvements to the RAA that incorporate the 2009 GAC-‐Law
Enforcement Recommendations.
The GAC is also pleased with the progress on providing verification and improving
accuracy of registrant data and supports continuing efforts to identify preventative
mechanisms that help deter criminal or other illegal activity. Furthermore the GAC urges
all stakeholders to accelerate the implementation of accreditation programs for privacy
and proxy services for WHOIS.
3. WHOIS
The GAC urges the ICANN Board to:
a.
ensure that the GAC Principles Regarding gTLD WHOIS Services, approved
in 2007, are duly taken into account by the recently established Directory
Services Expert Working Group.
The GAC stands ready to respond to any questions with regard to the GAC Principles.
The GAC also expects its views to be incorporated into whatever subsequent policy
development process might be initiated once the Expert Working Group concludes its
efforts.
4. International Olympic Committee and Red Cross /Red Crescent
Consistent with its previous communications, the GAC advises the ICANN Board to:
a.

amend the provisions in the new gTLD Registry Agreement pertaining to
the IOC/RCRC names to confirm that the protections will be made
permanent prior to the delegation of any new gTLDs.
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5. Public Interest Commitments Specifications
The GAC requests:
b.

more information on the Public Interest Commitments Specifications on
the basis of the questions listed in annex II.

V. Next Meeting
The GAC will meet during the period of the 47th ICANN meeting in Durban, South Africa.
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ANNEX I
Safeguards on New gTLDs
The GAC considers that Safeguards should apply to broad categories of strings. For clarity, this means
any application for a relevant string in the current or future rounds, in all languages applied for.
The GAC advises the Board that all safeguards highlighted in this document as well as any other
safeguard requested by the ICANN Board and/or implemented by the new gTLD registry and registrars
should:
•

•
•

be implemented in a manner that is fully respectful of human rights and fundamental freedoms
as enshrined in international and, as appropriate, regional declarations, conventions, treaties
and other legal instruments – including, but not limited to, the UN Universal Declaration of
Human Rights.
respect all substantive and procedural laws under the applicable jurisdictions.
be operated in an open manner consistent with general principles of openness and non-‐
discrimination.

Safeguards Applicable to all New gTLDs
The GAC Advises that the following six safeguards should apply to all new gTLDs and be subject to
contractual oversight.
1.

WHOIS verification and checks —Registry operators will conduct checks on a statistically
significant basis to identify registrations in its gTLD with deliberately false, inaccurate or
incomplete WHOIS data at least twice a year. Registry operators will weight the sample towards
registrars with the highest percentages of deliberately false, inaccurate or incomplete records in
the previous checks. Registry operators will notify the relevant registrar of any inaccurate or
incomplete records identified during the checks, triggering the registrar’s obligation to solicit
accurate and complete information from the registrant.

2.

Mitigating abusive activity—Registry operators will ensure that terms of use for registrants
include prohibitions against the distribution of malware, operation of botnets, phishing, piracy,
trademark or copyright infringement, fraudulent or deceptive practices, counterfeiting or
otherwise engaging in activity contrary to applicable law.

3.

Security checks— While respecting privacy and confidentiality, Registry operators will
periodically conduct a technical analysis to assess whether domains in its gTLD are being used to
perpetrate security threats, such as pharming, phishing, malware, and botnets. If Registry
operator identifies security risks that pose an actual risk of harm, Registry operator will notify
the relevant registrar and, if the registrar does not take immediate action, suspend the domain
name until the matter is resolved.
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4.

Documentation—Registry operators will maintain statistical reports that provide the number of
inaccurate WHOIS records or security threats identified and actions taken as a result of its
periodic WHOIS and security checks. Registry operators will maintain these reports for the
agreed contracted period and provide them to ICANN upon request in connection with
contractual obligations.

5.

Making and Handling Complaints – Registry operators will ensure that there is a mechanism for
making complaints to the registry operator that the WHOIS information is inaccurate or that the
domain name registration is being used to facilitate or promote malware, operation of botnets,
phishing, piracy, trademark or copyright infringement, fraudulent or deceptive practices,
counterfeiting or otherwise engaging in activity contrary to applicable law.

6.

Consequences – Consistent with applicable law and any related procedures, registry operators
shall ensure that there are real and immediate consequences for the demonstrated provision of
false WHOIS information and violations of the requirement that the domain name should not be
used in breach of applicable law; these consequences should include suspension of the domain
name.

The following safeguards are intended to apply to particular categories of new gTLDs as detailed below.
Category 1
Consumer Protection, Sensitive Strings, and Regulated Markets:
The GAC Advises the ICANN Board:
•

Strings that are linked to regulated or professional sectors should operate in a way that is
consistent with applicable laws. These strings are likely to invoke a level of implied trust from
consumers, and carry higher levels of risk associated with consumer harm. The following
safeguards should apply to strings that are related to these sectors:
1. Registry operators will include in its acceptable use policy that registrants comply with
all applicable laws, including those that relate to privacy, data collection, consumer
protection (including in relation to misleading and deceptive conduct), fair lending, debt
collection, organic farming, disclosure of data, and financial disclosures.
2. Registry operators will require registrars at the time of registration to notify registrants
of this requirement.
3. Registry operators will require that registrants who collect and maintain sensitive health
and financial data implement reasonable and appropriate security measures
commensurate with the offering of those services, as defined by applicable law and
recognized industry standards.
4. Establish a working relationship with the relevant regulatory, or industry self-‐regulatory,
bodies, including developing a strategy to mitigate as much as possible the risks of
fraudulent, and other illegal, activities.
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5. Registrants must be required by the registry operators to notify to them a single point of
contact which must be kept up-‐to-‐date, for the notification of complaints or reports of
registration abuse, as well as the contact details of the relevant regulatory, or industry
self-‐regulatory, bodies in their main place of business.
In the current round the GAC has identified the following non-‐exhaustive list of strings that the above
safeguards should apply to:
•
•
•

•

•
•
•
•

•

•
•

Children:
o .kid, .kids, .kinder, .game, .games, .juegos, .play, .school, .schule, .toys
Environmental:
o .earth, .eco, .green, .bio, .organic
Health and Fitness:
o .care, .diet, .fit, .fitness, .health, .healthcare, .heart, .hiv, .hospital,, .med, .medical,
.organic, .pharmacy, .rehab, .surgery, .clinic, .healthy (IDN Chinese equivalent), .dental,
.dentist .doctor, .dds, .physio
Financial:
o capital, . cash, .cashbackbonus, .broker, .brokers, .claims, .exchange, .finance, .financial,
.fianancialaid, .forex, .fund, .investments, .lease, .loan, .loans, .market, . markets,
.money, .pay, .payu, .retirement, .save, .trading, .autoinsurance, .bank, .banque,
.carinsurance, .credit, .creditcard, .creditunion,.insurance, .insure, ira, .lifeinsurance,
.mortgage, .mutualfunds, .mutuelle, .netbank, .reit, .tax, .travelersinsurance,
.vermogensberater, .vermogensberatung and .vesicherung.
Gambling:
o .bet, .bingo, .lotto, .poker, and .spreadbetting, .casino
Charity:
o .care, .gives, .giving, .charity (and IDN Chinese equivalent)
Education:
o degree, .mba, .university
Intellectual Property
o .audio, .book (and IDN equivalent), .broadway, .film, .game, .games, .juegos, .movie,
.music, .software, .song, .tunes, .fashion (and IDN equivalent), .video, .app, .art, .author,
.band, .beats, .cloud (and IDN equivalent), .data, .design, .digital, .download,
.entertainment, .fan, .fans, .free, .gratis, .discount, .sale, .hiphop, .media, .news, .online,
.pictures, .radio, .rip, .show, .theater, .theatre, .tour, .tours, .tvs, .video, .zip
Professional Services:
o .abogado, .accountant, .accountants, .architect, .associates, .attorney, .broker, .brokers,
.cpa, .doctor, .dentist, .dds, .engineer, .lawyer, .legal, .realtor, .realty, .vet
Corporate Identifiers:
o .corp, .gmbh, .inc, .limited, .llc, .llp, .ltda, .ltd, .sarl, .srl, .sal
Generic Geographic Terms:
o .town, .city, .capital
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•
•
•
•
•
•

.reise, .reisen5
.weather
.engineering
.law
Inherently Governmental Functions
o .army, .navy, .airforce
In addition, applicants for the following strings should develop clear policies and processes to
minimise the risk of cyber bullying/harassment
o .fail, .gripe, .sucks, .wtf

The GAC further advises the Board:
1. In addition, some of the above strings may require further targeted safeguards, to address
specific risks, and to bring registry policies in line with arrangements in place offline. In
particular, a limited subset of the above strings are associated with market sectors which have
clear and/or regulated entry requirements (such as: financial, gambling, professional services,
environmental, health and fitness, corporate identifiers, and charity) in multiple jurisdictions,
and the additional safeguards below should apply to some of the strings in those sectors:
6. At the time of registration, the registry operator must verify and validate the registrants’
authorisations, charters, licenses and/or other related credentials for participation in
that sector.
7. In case of doubt with regard to the authenticity of licenses or credentials, Registry
Operators should consult with relevant national supervisory authorities, or their
equivalents.
8. The registry operator must conduct periodic post-‐registration checks to ensure
registrants’ validity and compliance with the above requirements in order to ensure
they continue to conform to appropriate regulations and licensing requirements and
generally conduct their activities in the interests of the consumers they serve.
Category 2
Restricted Registration Policies
The GAC advises the ICANN Board:
1. Restricted Access
o As an exception to the general rule that the gTLD domain name space is operated in an open
manner registration may be restricted, in particular for strings mentioned under category 1
5

Austria, Germany, and Switzerland support requirements for registry operators to develop registration policies
that allow only travel-‐related entities to register domain names. Second Level Domains should have a connection
to travel industries and/or its customers
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above. In these cases, the registration restrictions should be appropriate for the types of
risks associated with the TLD. The registry operator should administer access in these kinds
of registries in a transparent way that does not give an undue preference to any registrars or
registrants, including itself, and shall not subject registrars or registrants to an undue
disadvantage.
2. Exclusive Access
• For strings representing generic terms, exclusive registry access should serve a public
interest goal.
•

In the current round, the GAC has identified the following non-‐exhaustive list of strings
that it considers to be generic terms, where the applicant is currently proposing to
provide exclusive registry access
§

.antivirus, .app, .autoinsurance, .baby, .beauty, .blog, .book, .broker,
.carinsurance, .cars, .cloud, .courses, .cpa, .cruise, .data, .dvr, .financialaid,
.flowers, .food, .game, .grocery, .hair, .hotel, .hotels .insurance, .jewelry,
.mail, .makeup, .map, .mobile, .motorcycles, .movie, .music, .news, .phone,
.salon, .search, .shop, .show, .skin, .song, .store, .tennis, .theater, .theatre,
.tires, .tunes, .video, .watches, .weather, .yachts, .クラウド [cloud],
.ストア

[store], .セール

[sale], .ファッション

[fashion], .家電

[consumer electronics], .手表 [watches], .書籍 [book], .珠宝 [jewelry],
.通販 [online shopping], .食品 [food]
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ANNEX II
List of questions related to Public Interest Commitments Specifications
1. Could a third party intervene or object if it thinks that a public interest commitment is
not being followed? Will governments be able to raise those sorts of concerns on behalf
of their constituents?
2. If an applicant does submit a public interest commitment and it is accepted are they
able to later amend it? And if so, is there a process for that?
3. What are ICANN’s intentions with regard to maximizing awareness by registry operators
of their commitments?
4. Will there be requirements on the operators to maximize the visibility of these
commitments so that stakeholders, including governments, can quickly determine what
commitments were made?
5. How can we follow up a situation where an operator has not made any commitments?
What is the process for amending that situation?
6. Are the commitments enforceable, especially later changes? Are they then going into
any contract compliance?
7. How will ICANN decide whether to follow the sanctions recommended by the PIC DRP?
Will there be clear and transparent criteria? Based on other Dispute Resolution
Procedures what is the expected fee level?
8. If serious damage has been a result of the past registration policy, will there be
measures to remediate the harm?
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Annex 17

Annex 18

Annex 19

Annex 20

NEW GTLD AGREEMENT SPECIFICATIONS

gTLD String: .rugby
Applicant Entity Name: dot Rugby Limited
Application ID#: 1-1206-66762
SPECIFICATION 11
PUBLIC INTEREST COMMITMENTS
1. Registry Operator will use only ICANN accredited registrars that are party to the Registrar
Accreditation Agreement approved by the ICANN Board of Directors on [date to be determined at time of
contracting], 2013(or any subsequent form of Registrar Accreditation Agreement approved by the
ICANN Board of Directors) in registering domain names. A list of such registrars shall be maintained by
ICANN on ICANN’s website.
2. Registry Operator will operate the registry for the TLD in compliance with all commitments,
statements of intent and business plans stated in the following sections of Registry Operator’s application
to ICANN for the TLD, which commitments, statements of intent and business plans are hereby
incorporated by reference into this Agreement. Registry Operator’s obligations pursuant to this paragraph
shall be enforceable by ICANN and through the Public Interest Commitment Dispute Resolution Process
established by ICANN ((posted at [url to be inserted when final procedure is adopted]), as it may be
amended by ICANN from time to time, the “PICDRP”). Registry Operator shall comply with the
PICDRP. Registry Operator agrees to implement and adhere to any remedies ICANN imposes (which
may include any reasonable remedy, including for the avoidance of doubt, the termination of the Registry
Agreement pursuant to Section 4.3(e) of the Registry Agreement) following a determination by any
PICDRP panel and to be bound by any such determination.
The Registry Operator appreciates the opportunity to restate and once again commit to the following
operational measures, where those matters are within its control, as outlined in our application. We
reserve the right to amend or change this PIC Spec once the details of the Program are finalized.
In addition to the ICANN mandated minimum mechanisms, the Registry Operator will deploy the
following to prevent and mitigate domain name abuse and aid in rights protection:
Abuse Prevention and Mitigation plan: The Registry Operator will be implementing a thorough and
extensive Abuse Prevention and Mitigation plan as outlined in our response to Question 28. The APM
plan is designed to minimise abusive registrations and other detrimental activities that may negatively
impact internet users. This plan includes the establishment of a single abuse point of contact, responsible
for addressing matters requiring expedited attention and providing a timely response to abuse complaints
concerning all names registered in the gTLD through all Registrars of record, including those involving a
reseller.
Additional Mechanism for Protection of Capital City Names: The Registry Operator will implement
an additional mechanism for protection of Capital City Names as outlined in section 6.1 of our response
to Question 28. The Capital City Claim will grant additional protection to the capital city names of a
country or territory listed in the ISO 3166-1 standard.
Additional Mechanisms to Protect and Reserve IGO Names: The Registry Operator will implement
Additional Mechanisms to Protect and Reserve IGO Names as outlined in section 6.2 of our response to
Question 28. The Registry Operator considers the Protection of Intergovernmental Organization (ʺIGOʺ)
names to be very important. The Registry Operator will use strings registered as second level domains in
the .int gTLD as the basis for this protection but the Registry Operator has committed to working with the
GAC to protect a future list of IGO names which the GAC may prepare.
Acceptable Use Policy: The Registry Operator will develop an Acceptable Use Policy as described in
section 14 of our response to Question 28. This Acceptable Use Policy gives the Registry the ability to

quickly lock, cancel, transfer or take ownership of any domain name, either temporarily or permanently,
if the domain name is being used in a manner that appears to threaten the stability, integrity or security of
the Registry, or any of its Registrar partners and⁄or that may put the safety and security of any Registrant
or user at risk. The process also allows the Registry to take preventive measures to avoid any such
criminal or security threats.
Right Protection Mechanisms: The Registry Operator is firmly committed to the protection of
Intellectual Property rights and to implementing the mandatory RPMs contained in the Registry Operator
Guidebook and detailed in Specification 7 of the Registry Agreement. Use of domain names that infringe
upon the legal rights of others in the gTLD will not be tolerated and preventing abusive registrations is a
core objective of the Registry Operator.
WHOIS Accuracy: The Registry Operator will undertake efforts to promote WHOIS Accuracy as
outlined in section 5 of our response to Question 29. This will include searchable WHOIS and Audits.
The Registry Operator is committed to ensuring that those domain names associated with abuse or
malicious conduct in violation of the AUP are dealt with in a timely and decisive manner. These include
taking action against those domain names that are being used to threaten the stability and security of the
gTLD, or are part of a real-time investigation by law enforcement. Certain of the above commitments
referenced in Question 28 and 29 will require the cooperation of the Registrar channel and the Registry
Operator commits to using commercially reasonable efforts to ensure such cooperation.
Our discussions with various governments to resolve early warnings continue and we reserve right to
amend or change this PIC Spec once these discussions successfully conclude.

3. Registry Operator agrees to perform following specific public interest commitments, which
commitments shall be enforceable by ICANN and through the PICDRP. Registry Operator shall comply
with the PICDRP. Registry Operator agrees to implement and adhere to any remedies ICANN imposes
(which may include any reasonable remedy, including for the avoidance of doubt, the termination of the
Registry Agreement pursuant to Section 4.3(e) of the Registry Agreement) following a determination by
any PICDRP panel and to be bound by any such determination.
Our discussions with various governments to resolve early warnings continue and we reserve right to
amend or change this PIC Spec once these discussions successfully conclude.
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.Rugby Governance Council Launched
Ruggers, Fans, and Others Invited to Contribute to New gTLD Advisory Body
3 June 2013 – Dot Rugby Limited, which has submitted its application to ICANN (Internet Corporation for
Assigned Names and Numbers) to operate the .Rugby top-level domain (gTLD), today announced the launch of
the .Rugby Governance Council. Worldwide rugby stakeholders are being invited to contribute their perspective
on the direction of the .Rugby gTLD, including advice on best practices for the sport’s premier domain.
The .Rugby Governance Council is the second of its kind, with the first-ever Governance Council (for .Health)
having been announced two weeks prior. The intention is to carve out a unique advisory body that meets the
needs of rugby players and fans so that their views are represented. Participants will be asked to help define
best practices for the .Rugby gTLD, including Abuse Prevention and Mitigation (APM) Seal reporting system,
intellectual property rights protection, gTLD rules, reserved second-level domain names, certification or
authentication programmes, and ensuring compliance with ICANN rules.
“Anyone who knows anything about the rugby community knows that its players and fans are an opinionated
bunch,” said Iain Roache of Dot Rugby Limited. “It is our hope that this passion can be translated to the .Rugby
Governance Council so that voices from Wales, to South Africa, to New Zealand and beyond can help ensure that
the .Rugby domain meets the community’s expectations.”
All interested parties with a passion for the rugby industry are invited to participate—from players, to fans, to
media personnel, and more. Those interested are encouraged to visit www.governancecouncils.com/rugby and
consider participating.
Dot Rugby Limited representatives explained that expressions of interest would be accepted at this site for
several months, with ongoing communications sent to interested parties prior to the Governance Council
launch. Officials also noted that ongoing Governance Council activity is subject to award of the .Rugby gTLD by
ICANN.
– ENDS –
For further .Rugby media information, please contact Jaime Domingo – Tel: +350 21650000 or email:
JDomingo@famousfourmedia.com
About Dot Rugby Limited:
dot Rugby Limited, a Gibraltar company which is serviced by Famous Four Media Limited, was established in 2011 to apply
for the .Rugby gTLD. Visit www.famousfourmedia.com for more information.
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