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Background

The document draws on existing positions of the ICANN GNSO Business Constituency (BC), and adds to the Business Constituency Position: The 2006 GNSO policy development process for new generic top-level domain names February 2006.

Evaluation

The BC supports an evaluation scheme for new gTLDs. There should be a set of Absolute Criteria for considering an application. An application failing any one of these goes no further. 

Within this set of Absolute Criteria are:

· minimum technical criteria to assure technical competence (relevant to the applicant),

· minimum criteria for financial capacity to assure financial competence and minimise the risk of failure (relevant to the applicant),

· minimum criteria for consumer protection and market enhancement (relevant to the domain name).

In all cases these criteria should be proportional to the objective pursued and thus not be barriers to new market entry. 

(In exceptional circumstances there will need to be a two-stage evaluation scheme using a set of Relative Criteria for evaluating applications competing for the same new domain name). 

This paper seeks to answer questions related to the Absolute Criteria subset of minimum technical criteria and in question 4, on financial capacity.

Separation of Applicant and Registry

As the number of gTLDs grows, it may  no longer be appropriate to associate each new gTLD with a unique Registry. Instead, it is probable that better economies of scale will be found if the applicant or proposed registry operator contracts with an existing registry for certain services. Absolute Criteria should therefore apply either to the proposed registry operator (the applicant) themselves, or to an applicant contracting with a registry which meets the criteria. 

The Four Questions

1. Should the minimum technical criteria for registry operations be set according to the current registry operations of, for example, .NET requirements.

This is an appropriate start but criteria must be sufficient to meet the objective of Internet stability and the ability to meet the likely user demand, but not be overly burdensome.

2. Should the minimum technical criteria make some reference to the proposed size of a new registry [to enable appropriate adjustments to be made based on the number of names under management].

Yes.

3. Should a separate registry operator’s accreditation scheme be established and, if so, what should that scheme look like. For example, could compliance with existing RFCs and IETF standards be used as objective measures of technical capacity?

This would be one way of assuring any proposed registry (or one used by the applicant) meets minimum technical criteria. It should be simple, transparent and objective. It is essential that this scheme does NOT become a barrier to new market entry.

4. Should other business operations criteria continue to be included in a registry operator’s application to ensure that any registry operator is adequately funded and professionally managed

Yes. ICANN has a duty of care to ensure as best as it can that a new gTLD introduced into the root will be there so long as there is sustainable demand for it. In accepting applications ICANN must seek as best as it is able to minimise the risk of registry failure. This however should be proportionate to the objective and not become a barrier for new entry.

It is therefore essential that the proposed applicant demonstrates a capacity for adequate funding and management proportional to the proposed demand.
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