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1. Introduction

The domain name landscape is rapidly changing.
Consumers and registrants will soon be faced with an
array of new domain extensions as part of the generic Top
Level Domain expansion. At Nominet we are committed to
exploring ways to support those businesses and individuals
who are part of the .uk namespace and to ensuring that
.uk remains relevant and can compete in this changing
environment. It is our view that potentially allowing
registration at the second level is an important component
of how we innovate in this space moving forward.

We recognise that enabling second level domain
registration would be a significant change to the .uk
domain space. We are committed to working with all our
stakeholders in order to deliver any proposed changes in
the right way. We are grateful to you for your feedback on
the proposed changes.

In October 2012 we launched a three month consultation
seeking stakeholder feedback on a set of proposals that
would underpin the potential release of second level
domains. A summary of the feedback was published in
February 2013 and can be accessed on our website.
The consultation process was the largest ever carried
out by Nominet with a substantial number of responses
which helped us understand what was important to our
stakeholders. It was clear from this feedback that there
was support for registrations at the second level but that
the original proposal could not proceed. We have made
significant changes in order to try and address the concerns
raised and strike a better balance between the needs of
different stakeholders. The revised proposal forms the basis
for this consultation.
We are committed to the existing .uk registrants and believe
that offering the opportunity to register a shorter domain
name would help the .uk namespace remain competitive.
This would attract registrants to a domain we are making
trusted, safe and relevant. Therefore we intend to allow
second level domain registration subject to stakeholder
feedback to this consultation. This, together with the
development of a new Security Road Map for the entire .uk
namespace will help Nominet meet its objectives to:
• Maintain the relevance of the .uk name space in a rapidly
developing market;
• Provide additional choice for registrants in the .uk space
and meet market demand;
• Fulfil Nominet’s public purpose by increasing security
and trust in the .uk name space; and
• Progress Nominet’s commercial development.
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2. About you

We would like to know a bit more about you to assist us
in evaluating your feedback. We would like to use this
information to keep you informed of this consultation and
relevant .uk policy, and to invite you to .uk policy events
that may be of interest to you. You can opt out if you do not
want us to do this. We will not use the information you have
provided for any other purposes and we will never give your
information to third parties.

The feedback we receive will inform our decision making on
the way forward. If you agree, we will publish your response
once this decision has been made. You can choose
whether you would like us to do so. We may include your
feedback in our summary, but this will not be personally
identifiable.
The data in this consultation is being collected and
processed on Nominet’s behalf by Nomensa. Your data
will be processed solely at Nominet’s direction and no
copies will be retained by Nomensa once the consultation
is complete. Both Nominet and Nomensa are registered as
data controllers with the Information Commissioner’s Office.

Please answer all questions marked with an asterisk (*).

Emily Taylor

* Name: ....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Director

Position: . . .................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

Emily Taylor Consultancy Limited

Organisation: .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................

emily@emilytaylor.eu

* Email: .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Telephone: .. ..........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Address Line 1: . . .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Address Line 2: .. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Address Line 3: .. .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Town: .. .........................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
County: .....................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
Postcode: . . .............................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................................
* I would like you to keep me informed of this consultation

✔

Yes

No

* I would like you to keep me informed of future .uk policy and .uk policy events

✔
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* Please tell us about your organisation type.
Academia

✔

Individual

Company with less than 250 employees
Public Body

Company with more than 250 employees

Representative Body (eg Trade Association)

Other, please give details below

* Please tell us about your sector
Civil Society

Consumer Interests

Intellectual Property

Law Enforcement

Financial Services

✔

Legal

Government

Registrar

ICT

Other, please give details below

* Please tell us if you already hold a domain name in one of the existing second levels in .uk (e.g. .co.uk)

✔

Yes

No

* Are you a Nominet registrar?

✔

No

Yes: Please provide details of your tag(s)

* The feedback we receive will inform our decision on the changes to be made to registrations at the second level.
We will publish all formal stakeholder responses once this decision has been made along with a summary. Please
tell us if you are happy for us to publish your response by selection from the options below:

✔

Yes I am happy for Nominet to publish my response with my name and organisation only
No I do not want Nominet to publish my response.
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3. How to complete this 		
consultation
The consultation package is comprised of two documents,
the Consultation on second level domain registration in
.uk and Background and further detail. You may also find
the Summary of feedback to the first round of consultation
useful in preparing your comments on the proposals. A link
to the Q&As is also provided.
The Second Level Domain Registration consultation is
made up of five sections as listed below. We are seeking
your comments on the content of any of these, or you may
simply prefer to provide some general comments. You can
do so at the bottom of this page.

We would welcome your views on the revised proposal
before 23 September 2013.
In providing your feedback we would be grateful if you
would consider whether the revised proposal to allow
second level domain registration would meet our objectives
to ensure .uk remains trusted, relevant and competitive.
We would also be interested in your views on whether there
would be an improved, fairer, or more cost effective way of
achieving these objectives.

Individual sections:
• The proposal for second level domain registration.
• Registration process for registering second level
domains.
• Release process for the launch of second level domain
registration.
• Reserved and protected names.
• General views.

If you wish to submit any general comments rather than comment on each individual section please feel free to provide them in
the space below.

Nominet has failed to present a business case to justify the release of .uk. As the Open Rights Group has said,
the proposals represent a tax on British businesses. The only winners I can perceive from this are Nominet itself
and its largest registrars, who have representatives on Nominet's board.
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4. The proposal for second
level domain registration
This proposal seeks to strike a better balance between
the differing needs of our stakeholders and respond to the
concerns and feedback raised to the initial consultation. We
have ‘decoupled’ the security features from the proposal to
address concerns regarding the potential creation of a ‘two
tier’ domain space and compulsion to register in the second
level. We have set out a more efficient registration process
to enhance trust in the data and put forward an equitable,
cost effective release mechanism.
4.a Do you agree with the proposal to enable second level domain registration in the way we have outlined?
Yes

✔

No

4.b Please tell us your reasons why.

It represents a tax on existing registrants.
It is unlikely to introduce new registrants into .uk. Instead, existing registrants will feel that they have to register
under .uk and keep their existing registrations in order to prevent someone else from taking it.
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5. Registration process for
registering second level
domains
We believe that validated address information and a UK
address for service would promote a higher degree of
consumer confidence as well as ensure that we are in
a better position to enforce the terms of our Registrant
Contract. We propose that registrant contact details of
registrations in the second level would be validated and
verified and we would also make this an option available in
the third levels that we manage.
5.a Please tell us whether you agree or disagree with the proposed registration requirements we have outlined, and your
reasons why. In particular, we welcome views on whether the requirements represent a fair, simple, practical, approach that
would help achieve our objective of enhancing trust in the registration process and the data on record.

Validation of registrant addresses would be good to introduce across the whole UK namespace. It is easily
circumvented, but will add a little something.
It will not deliver the trust dividend that Nominet predicts. Registrants are not sufficiently aware of the detail of
domain name registration data to understand.
Based on research published by ICANN, most registrants are completely unaware of WHOIS, and if presented
with a task to find out the name and address of a website operator, they look at the website, use Google maps,
etc, but don't even think of doing a WHOIS search. When they are taken to a WHOIS search (for gTLDs), they
do not understand the output. The real users of WHOIS, and those who rely on its accuracy are law enforcement
and IP lawyers. For them, the current WHOIS output (which is great in terms of protecting individuals' privacy) is
of little value as it does not include the phone, or email address. They need to rely on 1:1 release mechanisms to
get this information.
If Nominet is serious about improving trust through improving data quality, then it should perform and publish
annual checks of data quality, and take steps to improve it through its registrars. Nominet should publish what
steps have been taken, and targets for improvement, as part of this annual process.
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6. Release process for the
launch of second level domain
registration
The release process prioritises existing .uk registrations in
the current space by offering a six month window where
registrants could exercise a right of first refusal. We believe
this approach would be, the most equitable way to release
registrations at the second level. Where a domain string
is not registered at the third level it would be available for
registration on a first come, first served basis at the start of
the six month period or at the end of this process, if the right
of first refusal has not been taken up.
6.a Please tell us your views on the methodology we have proposed for the potential release of second level domains. We
would be particularly interested in your suggestions as to whether this could be done in a fairer, more practical or more costeffective way.

The release mechanism is harsh, and too inflexible. It will create perverse outcomes, which will erode trust in
Nominet's management of the .uk domain.
The real problem is that so few people understand that this consultation is going on. Nominet has not alerted its
existing registrants, with whom it has a direct contractual relationship. The justification that this was for data
protection / anti-spam reasons was described as "rubbish" by a lawyer from the Independent newspaper.
Therefore, the real impact of the release mechanisms will not be fully understood by British citizens until .uk is
launched.
Parallels can be drawn with the ICANN gTLD process, where those in string contention are advised to
negotiate/mediate to resolve their differences, and dispute resolution mechanisms put in place to enable third
parties to raise complaints.
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6.b Are there any categories of domain names already currently registered which should be released differently, e.g. domains
registered on the same day, pre-Nominet domains (where the first registration date may not be identified with certainty) and
domains released in the 2011 short domains project?

The question assumes that the release mechanism proposed is fair and acceptable. It is not.
The following should be excluded in any event:
All public sector managed Second Level Domains
.sch.uk and .me.uk domains
Pre-Nominet (Nominet did extensive work on identifying registrants, and I believe it is overstating the problem in
relation to these).
Two letter domains, which were released via auction quite recently. I understand that .co.uk domains were
auctioned last for sensible, administrative reasons. Because they were not made available at the same time
across all second level domains, they should handled differently in any release.
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6.c We recognise that some businesses and consumers will want to consider carefully whether to take on any potential
additional costs in relation to registering a second level domain. Therefore we are seeking views on:
• Whether the registrant of a third level domain who registers the equivalent second level should receive a discount on the
second level registration fee;
• Developing a discount structure for registrants of multiple second-level .uk domains;
• Offering registrants with a right of first refusal the option to reserve (for a reduced fee) the equivalent second level name for
a period of time, during which the name would be registered but not delegated.
Please tell us your views on these options, or whether there are any other steps we could take to minimise the financial impact
on existing registrants who would wish to exercise their right of first refusal and register at the second level.

If the reason for release is to "keep .uk relevant", then Nominet should retire the .co.uk domain over a 5-10 year
period. It should not double-charge registrants - who will feel forced to maintain two registrations in order to
prevent third parties registering their original domain name, and causing detriment to their business, or consumer
confusion.
Therefore, registrants should be able to keep their original domain name free of charge for so long as they want
to keep the .uk domains. This should be a zero financial gain exercise for Nominet.
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7. Reserved and protected
names
We propose to restrict the registration of <.uk.uk> and
<.com.uk> in the second level to reflect the very limited
restrictions currently in force in the second level registries
administered by Nominet. In addition, we would propose
to reserve for those bodies granted an exemption through
the Government’s Digital Transformation programme,
the matching domain string of their .gov.uk domain in the
second level.
7.a Please give us your views on whether our proposed approach strikes an appropriate balance between protecting
internet users in the UK and the expectations of our stakeholders regarding domain name registration. Can you foresee any
unintended complications arising from the policy we have proposed?

Of all the dreadful aspects of Nominet's V2 proposals, this is the worst.
Nominet has failed to explain why it is Nominet's job to help organisations with their problems over the
Government's Digital Transformation programme. What would those organisations have done if .uk was not
being proposed? They will register in .org or org.uk, surely? Or select a suitable domain name from the >1,000
which will be shortly launched.
Worse, it appears from comments made at the round table in July 2013, that Nominet has been negotiating with
official(s) in the Cabinet Office on an ad-hoc basis, and there seems to be no rationale to justify the names on the
list. When a lawyer from the Independent newspaper turned up to object to the proposal to gift independent.uk to
another organisation without consultation, the problem magically went away. There does not appear to be an
open, transparent, or accountable mechanism in play here. It seems to be a back of the envelope job for
Nominet's pals in government.
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8. General views

8.a Are there any other points you would like to raise in relation to the proposal to allow second level domain registration?

It's a bad idea. Don't do it.
It is damaging your existing, strong brands just when you need to strengthen them, and your seeming
determination to push these proposals through no matter what, is eroding trust and confidence in your
stewardship of this piece of critical national infrastructure.

8.b Are there any points you would like to raise in relation to this consultation?

The consultation process has been a shocker. I recently did a talk (which Nominet boycotted). It compared your
consultation process to that of ICANN. Both organisations describe themselves as bottom-up, multistakeholder.
Here are the slides
http://indico.uknof.org.uk/getFile.py/access?contribId=7&resId=1&materialId=slides&confId=28
Here are some features of ICANN's bottom-up multistakeholder process for your consideration:
- Anyone can suggest an issue for policy development process
- There is a published policy development process
- All decision-making interactions are recorded, transcribed, webcast (audio/video), virtual meeting rooms allow
for silent observers to attend the meetings.
- All public comments are published - the email addresses are blanked out, but the content is all there.
- All PDPs are archived on the ICANN website, including those done under previous incarnations of the process.
Nominet does not meet any of these measures. It is important for its legitimacy as an unlicensed, unregulated
private company managing a piece of the UK's critical national infrastructure, to show that any and every
stakeholder who wants to participate in policy-making can do so in a meaningful way. This is particularly
important where, as in the present case, the organisation and some of its non-executive directors stand to enrich
themselves through the implementation of a policy change.
When you find yourself escorting people away from a consultation meeting, where there are apparently spare
seats in the room, the wheels have come off. The "multi" in multistakeholder includes even those who are critical
of the proposals on the table!
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