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INTRODUCTION

The phrase “prearranged and recommended annual registry contribution
” is lifted from the ICANN policy that deals with “Costs associated with processing requests for new IDN ccTLDs”.   This particular IDN ccTLD payment program is completely voluntary, and new IDN ccTLD applicants are not required to make any financial contribution whatsoever if so they choose – in essence, it’s a demonstration that ICANN is perfectly willing to set aside all cost recovery and support considerations if it is politically expedient to act in such fashion; in short, it’s a form of subsidization at work for the primary benefit of actors with close ties to governments that could otherwise readily afford the costs involved – it’s undisguised charity for those with sufficiently ample financial means at their disposal.

The program that I have in mind is a similar form of charity, but is intended for those that are actually less advantaged and that seek to represent cultural and linguistic communities.
ANALYSIS:
It has been determined that “Ongoing TLD support costs, including administration of the process of delegating and updating information for TLDs, support for the ccNSO, ICANN regional presence for country codes, specialized meetings, travel, and more” are currently at a level of $9.1 million dollars per annum (spread across 255 ccTLDs); this equates to a unit cost of $35,686.

It has also been concluded that costs associated with processing requests for new IDN ccTLDs (if certain quantity assumptions hold true) equate to a total of $1.33 million, or a cost of $26,700 per request.
In total, new IDN TLD support and application costs come in at a combined $62,386 per request (that may or may not be paid depending upon the whims of the TLD manager).
Ultimately, it doesn’t matter how one massages the numbers.  TLDs are TLDs, and there’s not that much of an operational distinction between one class of TLDS (gTLDs) and another (ccTLDs) or a third (fast-track IDN ccTLDs).  
The bottom line is that current policy dictates that one class of new TLD applicants (gTLD) must pay fees to help subsidize another class of TLD applicants that get a free pass (IDN ccTLDs).
OBTAINING A FREE PASS FOR CULTURAL & LINGUISTIC TLD APPLICANTS:
For starters, the Working Group must strenuously argue that cultural and linguistic TLD applicants will represent a new TLD class that will benefit humanity.  It must argue that this class of applicants must be removed from the strict and stifling confines of the new gTLD program and must be treated in a fashion akin to new IDN TLD applicants).  
This is a policy matter almost totally divorced from cost considerations – either ICANN will support a new class of TLDs, or it will not.  Either it will support a “prearranged and recommended annual registry contribution” approach for this new class or it will not. It’s up to the Working Group to make the case that such an approach would represent “good policy” that would comport with ICANN’s charitable and educational mission as spelled out in its Articles of Incorporation.
As I see it, what is ultimately called for is a new fast-track program with clearly defined requirements.
Ideally, the Working Group should set up the procedures to identify cultural and linguistic TLD applicants and should mirror the IDN ccTLD fast-track program.  

Above all, it must be able to demonstrate overwhelming support for the initiative.
RECOMMENDED GOOD FAITH CONCESSIONS:
The worldwide economy is in difficult times and no one is truly keen on the notion of ongoing free handouts (which is why the ICANN Board has called for a sustainable initiative), and inasmuch as the WG lacks the political clout of the ccTLD community to obtain something for nothing, it may be advisable to agree to a minimal applicant fee for cultural and linguistic communities – something along the lines of that which has been calculated for the IDN ccTLD applicants; it would also be wise to agree to the preparation of a prearranged and recommended annual registry contribution document.
QUESTIONS:

At the end of the day, we will need to ask the following questions:
1. How large of an applicant pool is expected?

2. What portion of that applicant pool has a legitimate need for financial assistance?

It may turn out to be the case that community linguistic concerns will be ameliorated by the rapid introduction of IDN ccTLDs in numerous scripts.  
It may turn out to be the case that cultural communities are currently adequately served by institutions such as .org or by their respective ccTLDs.

As we don’t have answers to these questions at the moment, I would recommend beginning the process with a campaign to solicit expressions of interest in order to better outline the scope and range of the potential applicant pool.
You will note that the ICANN Board, at its October 2009 meeting in Seoul, passed a resolution directing staff to prepare an analysis regarding the feasibility of ICANN soliciting Expressions of Interests from prospective applicants for new gTLDs:
Resolved (2009.10.30__), the ICANN Board directs staff to study the potential impact of a call for formal "expressions of interest," and provide a plan for Board consideration at ICANN's next Board meeting, in December 2009. The plan should include possible options and a risk analysis relating to the proposed action.
Such a similar analysis for cultural and linguistic communities is assuredly warranted.
IN CONCLUSION:

Not every new TLD needs to be regarded as a gTLD.  Cultural and Linguistic TLDs could well deserve their own unique class designation as clTLDs.  A new class… a new approach… a new fast-track.
Thanks for your consideration of this proposal.
� � HYPERLINK "http://www.icann.org/en/topics/idn/fast-track/analysis-idn-cctld-development-processing-costs-04jun09-en.pdf" ��http://www.icann.org/en/topics/idn/fast-track/analysis-idn-cctld-development-processing-costs-04jun09-en.pdf� 


� You will note that the .us ccTLD (for example) made no financial contribution at all during the 08/09 cycle – source: � HYPERLINK "http://www.icann.org/en/maps/cctld-contributions-0809.htm" ��http://www.icann.org/en/maps/cctld-contributions-0809.htm� 





