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STATUS OF THIS DOCUMENT 

This is the Final Report from the Joint SO/AC New gTLD Applicant Support Working Group, submitted for consideration by the ICANN Board of Directors and the wider community.

SUMMARY
This report is produced in response to an ICANN Board resolution in Nairobi, inviting the community "to develop a sustainable approach to providing support to applicants requiring assistance in applying for and operating new gTLDs".  
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1. 
Executive Summary 
1.1 Background

· An ICANN Board resolution during the ICANN Meeting in Nairobi recognized the importance of an inclusive New gTLD Program and requested stakeholders "to develop a sustainable approach to providing support to applicants requiring assistance in applying for and operating new gTLDs." See resolution here: http://www.icann.org/en/minutes/resolutions-12mar10-en.htm#20.  
· In direct response to this Board resolution, the GNSO Council proposed a Joint SO/AC Working Group, composed by members of ICANN's Supporting Organizations (SOs) and Advisory Committees (ACs), to look into applicant support for new gTLDs. 
· The WG, also known as the JAS WG, was formed in late April and decided early on to work in two parallel Working Teams; Working Team 1 focusing on application fee aspects and Working Team 2 addressing issues regarding which applicants would be entitled to special support and of what nature the support could be. 
· The WG posted its preliminary findings for public comments on 16 June 2010 and also held a public workshop on 23 June during the ICANN Brussels meeting. Comments received were considered for the development of this final report from the WG.

· For more background information, see section 2 and Annexes A - C.  

1.2 Recommendations from the Working Group

· TBC
1.3 Conclusions and Next Steps
· TBC
2. 
Objectives and Background
2.1
Objectives
· The objectives for the work were derived from the Nairobi Board resolution #20, as further detailed by the GNSO Council resolution to launch a joint SO/AC Working Group, and by the WG itself in a proposed Charter, subsequently addressed in Resolutions by the GNSO Council and the ALAC. See Annex A for the Charter and Annex B for the relevant resolutions. 
2.2
Process Background

· The JAS WG started its deliberations on April 2010 where it was decided to continue the work primarily through weekly conference calls, in addition to e-mail exchanges and the establishment of a Wiki for the WG. The Working Group drafted a Charter that was finalized and put to the chartering organizations GNSO and ALAC for approval. The WG further decided to split in two working teams, WT1 and WT2, to address separate issues.
· The email archives can be found at http://forum.icann.org/lists/gnso-irtp-b-jun09/
· The Wiki can be found at https://st.icann.org/so-ac-new-gtld-wg/index.cgi
2.3
Issue Background
Issue WT1: Fee considerations
TBC
Issue WT2: Who and what
TBC
3. 
The Working Group's Recommendations
This chapter provides the final report texts agreed by the WG.
Working Team 1: 
· TBC 

WT 1 Recommendations 

TBC 

Working Team 2: 

· TBC 
WT2 Recommendations 

TBC
4. 
Public Comment Summary
This section features summaries of comments received. All comments can be found in Annex D. 

4.1 Public Comment Period
The public comment period ran from 16 June 2010 to 21 July 2010. NN submissions from YY different parties were made to the public comment forum. 

4.2 Brussels Workshop, comments from the audience
The 

4.3 Brussels Workshop, AfriICANN/AFRALO Statement
During the ICANN Brussels meeting, the WG received a written statement from AfriICANN/AFRALO, supporting the preliminary findings of the WG, while emphasizing the need to support applicants from Africa. 
5. 
Conclusions and Next Steps
The Working Group proposes - TBC.
Annex A – JAS WG Charter 
Chartered objectives for the Working Group (as adopted by the GNSO Council and ALAC) :

Preamble: The Joint SO/AC Working Group on New gTLD Applicant Support shall evaluate and propose recommendations regarding specific support to new gTLD applicants in justified cases. The working group expects to identify suitable criteria for provision of such support, to identify suitable support forms and to identify potential providers of such support. However, there is no presumption that the outcome will imply any particular governing structure. Accordingly, if the recommendations indicate that the preferred solutions are of a voluntary nature, the criteria and other provisions arrived at in line with the objectives below will solely serve as advice to the parties concerned. The objectives are not listed in any priority order. An overall consideration is that the outcomes of the WG should not lead to delays of the New gTLD process.

Objective 1: To identify suitable criteria that new gTLD applicants must fulfill to qualify for dedicated support. The criteria may be different for different types of support identified in line with Objective 2 and 3 below.

Objective 2: To identify how the application fee can be reduced and/or subsidized to accommodate applicants that fulfill appropriate criteria to qualify for this benefit, in keeping with the principle of full cost recovery of the application process costs.

Objective 3: To identify what kinds of support (e.g. technical assistance, organizational assistance, financial assistance, fee reduction) and support timelines (e.g. support for the application period only, continuous support) are appropriate for new gTLD applicants fulfilling identified criteria.

Objective 4: To identify potential providers of the identified kinds of support as well as appropriate mechanisms to enable support provisioning.

(Objective 5: To identify conditions and mechanisms required to minimize the risk of inappropriate access to support. Agreed within WG, pending GNSO Council and ALAC adoption)

Operating procedures for the Working Group 
The Working Group will operate according to the interim working group guidelines set out in the Draft Working guidelines of 5 Feb 2010.
Milestones

Dates Tasks/Goals 

29 April First conference call. Preparations for chair election and charter. Work planning 

10 May Adoption of charter by participating SOs and ACs 

5 May - 9 June Weekly conference calls. Drafting of recommendation. 

15 June Posting of "snapshot" on WG's plans and progress for public comment 

21-25 June Community discussions during ICANN Brussels Meeting 

10 July - 10 August Weekly conference calls resumed, development of final recommendation based on public comments received. 

13 August Final recommendation posted. 

Annex B – Relevant Resolutions
ICANN Board Resolution #20 in Nairobi, at http://www.icann.org/en/minutes/resolutions-12mar10-en.htm#20:

20. Support for Applicants Requesting New gTLD Applicants 

Whereas, the launch of the New gTLD Program will bring fundamental change to the marketplace, including competition and innovation;

Whereas, the evolution of relationships and restrictions on relationships between registries and registrars have been a center of discussion and analysis;

Whereas, the introduction of new gTLDs will bring change and opportunity for innovation, new services and benefits for users and registrants;

Whereas, ICANN aims to ensure that the New gTLD Program is inclusive, along the lines of the organization's strategic objectives;

Whereas, ICANN has a requirement to recover the costs of new gTLD applications and on-going services to new gTLDs; and

Whereas numerous stakeholders have, on various occasions, expressed concern about the cost of applying for new gTLDs, and suggested that these costs might hinder applicants requiring assistance, especially those from developing countries.

Resolved (2010.03.12.46), the Board recognizes the importance of an inclusive New gTLD Program.

Resolved (2010.03.12.47), the Board requests stakeholders to work through their SOs and ACs, and form a Working Group to develop a sustainable approach to providing support to applicants requiring assistance in applying for and operating new gTLDs .
GNSO Resolution to launch a Joint SO/AC WG, at http://gnso.icann.org/resolutions/#201004:

20100401-1 Motion to create a Joint SO/AC Working Group on New gTLD Applicant Support

Whereas, ICANN aims to ensure that the New gTLD Program is inclusive, along the lines of the organization’s strategic objectives;
Whereas, numerous stakeholders have, on various occasions, expressed concern about the cost of applying and about the material requirements for new gTLDs, and suggested that these costs and material conditions might hinder applicants requiring assistance, especially those from developing regions, from cultural/linguistic groups and from non-profit groups such as philanthropies,

Whereas, on 13 March 2010, the ICANN Board adopted Resolution 20 (http://www.icann.org/en/minutes/resolutions-12mar10-en.htm#20) requesting that stakeholders work with their respective ACs and SOs to form a working group to provide a sustainable approach to providing support to applicants requiring assistance in applying for and operating new gTLDS;
Whereas, the GNSO Council desires to form a joint working group with other interested Supporting Organizations (SO’s) and Advisory Committee (AC’s) to fulfill this Board request, and to develop a sustainable approach to providing support to such new GTLD applicants, keeping in mind the GNSO Implementation guideline to recover the cost of new gTLD applications and on-going services to new gTLDs.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT:
Resolved, that the GNSO Council supports the formation of a joint SO/AC working group to respond to the Board’s request by developing a sustainable approach to providing support to new gTLD applicants requiring assistance in applying for and operating new gTLDS, keeping in mind the GNSO Implementation guideline to recover the cost of new gTLD applications and on-going services to new gTLDs, and the goal of not creating further delays to the new gTLD process;

Resolved further, that Rafik Dammak shall serve as the GNSO Council Liaison for this joint SO/AC working group;
Resolved further, that the GNSO Council Chair shall within 48 hours of this motion inform the Chairs of other SO’s and the AC’s of this action and encourage their participation;

Resolved further, that ICANN Staff shall within seven calendar days of this motion identify and assign applicable Staff support for this working group and arrange for support tools such as a mailing list, website and other tools as needed;
Resolved further, that the staff support assigned to this working group shall within 48 hours after the support tools are arranged distribute an invitation for working group participants as widely as possible within the SO/AC community;

Resolved further, that the New gTLD Applicant Support WG shall initiate its activities within 28 days after the approval of this motion. Until such time as the WG can select a chair and that chair can be confirmed by the participating SO’s and AC’s, the GNSO Council Liaison shall act as interim co-chair with the liaison(s) from other SO’s and AC’s;
Resolved further, that the New gTLD Applicant Support WG shall as its first action items: i) elect a chair or co-chairs; ii) establish meeting times as needed; and iii) develop and propose a charter describing its tasks and schedule of deliverables for approval by the participating SO’s and AC’s.

Resolved further, that the New gTLD Applicant Support WG shall deliver its initial recommendation for community comment in time for discussion at the Brussels ICANN meeting.
Annex C – WG Members, SOIs, Attendance 

1. Members of the JAS Working Group
The members of the Working group were:

	Name
	Affiliation

	Carlos Dionisio Aguirre 
	 ALAC

	Sébastien Bachollet 
	 ALAC

	Tijani Ben Jemaa 
	 At Large

	Fabien Betremieux 
	 Individual
AFNIC 

	Olga Cavalli 
	NomCom Appointee

	Rafik Dammak 
	 NCSG 

	Avri Doria 
	 NCSG

co-chair

	William Drake 
	 NCSG

	Alex Gakuru 
	 NCSG

	Dr. Govind 
	 GAC 

	Alan Greenberg 
	 ALAC

	Anthony Harris 
	 ISCPC

	Dave Kissoondoyal 
	 At Large

	Evan Leibovitch 
	 ALAC 
co-chair

	Andrew Mack 
	 CBUC

	Michele Neylon 
	 RrSG 

	Cheryl Langdon Orr
	ALAC

	Elaine Pruis 
	 Individual

	Vanda Scartezini 
	 Individual

	Baudouin Schombe 
	 AFRALO
At Large 

	Alioune Traore 
	 Individual

	Richard Tindal 
	 Individual


2. WG Members' Statements of Interest (SOIs)
The statements of interest of the Working Group members can be found at http://gnso.icann.org/issues/jas/soi-jas-wg-27may10-en.htm.
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Annex D – Public Comments 
On posting of WG's initial report
TBC

From audience at Brussels Workshop (excerpt of transcript):

ICANN Brussels/Reducing Barriers to New gTLD Creation in Developing Regions

Wednesday, 23 June 2010

questions and comments from the audience

>>KARLA VALENTE:  So the first question comes from Danny Younger.

Director Touray, I am aware of a registry operator that handles a

limited amount of registrations that does not charge any fee for

registrations and that uses no registrar services.  Their

organization's contract is up for rebid next year, and we all know

that the prospect of competition often inspires new innovative

solutions.

This registry operator, Diana, can provide such registry services for

IGOs by the way for INT.  Is there any particular reason why it

couldn't be cajoled into providing equivalent registry services for

NGOs in the developing world, perhaps a similar dot NGO TLD?

>>KATIM TOURAY:   Good afternoon, everyone.  And thanks very much,

Evan, for that, your very kind, and I daresay overblown presentation.

I don't think it's quite accurate to say that I was responsible for

the resolution that resulted, in effect, in this Joint Working Group.

I'd like to see it as everything that ICANN does as a joint effort

that really saw the involvement of each and every one of us.

And it's for this reason that I promised Avri and also Olof that I was

going to try to do my best to come and join you here, even if briefly.

We have an ongoing board workshop right now, but I had to pull myself

out of that, because it's important, I think, to come and be with you

and express my gratitude to you for the wonderful job, especially the

Joint Working Group has been doing.

The work that you're doing is very important.  As I was telling the

African group yesterday, it must also be seen in the context of the

fact that it's work that you are doing not only for your own benefit

and the benefit of developing world, but also for the benefit of ICANN

itself.

You will recall that the board resolution that we passed, board

resolution number 20 in Nairobi, specifically mentioned that to do

this would be very much in service of ICANN's objectives of being an

inclusive organization.

So to the extent that you are helping move the objectives of the

resolution forward, you are also helping ICANN achieve its objectives.

I really want to thank you again very -- thank you again for the

wonderful work that you're doing, that you have been doing, and also

encourage you to get as much information as is possible, as many

perspectives as is possible.  Because as I always keep saying, none of

us is as smart or smarter than all of us.  And so that's why it's

particularly important that we move this multistakeholder approach,

the grass roots-driven approach by ensuring that we have as much input

into these deliberations as is possible.

We certainly are looking forward to the recommendations that are going

to emanate from the wonderful work that you are doing, and hopefully

we'll come away with something that's going to be to the mutual

satisfaction of all of us.

Again, thank you very much.  I'm sorry I came in late, and I'm

especially sorry that I have to leave to go and join the board back

again in our workshop.

Again, thanks very much and all the best wishes of success in your

deliberations.

Thanks.

>> Okay.  Thank you.  I hope it's the right place to pose a question.

(inaudible) what will happen long term IDN language-wise competition.

One has the domain name burnout.com.  Now will come maybe a domain

name in Swahili, burnout.africa.  Both are TLDs.  They will be

translated by search engines.  So in three years' time, what name will

win the page ranking competition internationally?

And I already experienced that my Farsi name for caviar is being

translated in --

>>EVAN LEIBOVITCH:   I'm sorry.  I hate -- I hate to cut you off, but

I really don't think that's relevant to what -- we're talking here

about cost reduction.

>>EVAN LEIBOVITCH:   Okay.  Good question.  Wrong place.  Sorry.

>>STEVE DELBIANCO:   Steve Delbianco for Net Choice Coalition.

Carlos, you said your focus on who was all about people.  I feel as if

talking about just applicants as people, you missed the fact that 56%

of the people on the planet don't use the Latin script as their

primary language.  And until this year, they've had zero capability to

do a URL, domain name, or e-mail address.  So I have a question, if

the who is the people, we aren't really serving them today with

anything but a couple of IDN ccTLDs.  And what I'm hearing this week,

it would be one or two years before the gTLD IDNs can serve these

people.  So I saw a little bit of a clash, if the who we're serving

are the people, it may be necessary to give incentives to companies to

launch their gTLDs in versions of other languages that are IDNs or

they're just not going to do it.  They're not going to spend 2- to

$400,000 to serve those people.  So how does that clash between the

first group that said we wouldn't serve, say, a commercial applicant,

even though we know they're serving the people that need it most?

>>KARLA VALENTE:   The question comes from Mary and's a segue from

what Elaine just said.

Just to be clear, the basis or assumption is that support is only for

community-based TLD applicants, and the question was based on the

slide that says first round only for ethnic and linguistic

communities.  We clarified on the chat room that the support is not

limited to communities only.  That was just the way that the slide was

written.

So the other question from Mary is, to the extent that the first-round

recommendations are more likely to and more clearly be candidates from

community-based applicants, I wonder if the group considered the

requirements and dispute resolution sections of the Draft Applicant

Guidebook Version 4 as within its mandate.  For example, fair,

attainable by likely candidates.

>>CHUCK GOMES:   My name is Chuck Gomes.  I have a question with

regard to the bundling idea with regard to underserved language

communities.

New gTLD applicants as well as even existing registries who want to

offer IDN gTLDs are not in need of special support with regard to

financial support or like that, but they would be very unlikely to be

able to justify, from a business point of view, offering their

versions of their IDN TLDs and pay 185,000 fee, et cetera, to

underserved language community.

Is it the intent or even consideration, I know they are not definite

recommendations yet, of the working group to include that kind of

bundling opportunity in your recommendation?
>>ROBERT HUTCHINSON:   I am Bob Hutchinson from Dynamic Ventures.  We

specialize in helping entrepreneurs start new businesses.  And I was

wondering if you considered the lively idea of bundling.  I think it

makes a lot of sense.  I wonder if you looked at micro-capital kinds

of ways of funding the beginnings of these bundled businesses and so

on and so forth.  I'm curious if you did that.

>>KARLA VALENTE:   Hi, this is Karla on behalf of our remote

participants.  So you know we have around 28 remote participants

throughout this session.

This question comes from John McCormick.  Will local ccTLD's impact be

part of the evaluation process for community linguistic gTLD

proposals?  Basically the commercial impact of a community language

gTLD on a local ccTLD where most of the community language group is

based.

>> Hi, my name is Xing Hsao (phonetic).  I work for DotAsia registry,

but speaking on my own behalf.  Two questions.  First is I would like

to know how confidence is the group right now, for example, in the

next six months to incorporate the ideas into the real implementation

plan of the new gTLD program.  Speaking of which is that, for example,

I'm understanding the mission of cost cutdown for the applicant fee,

but there's still fees involved in additional cost.  For example, like

registry evaluation or even in the question of that 50 questions,

there will be requirement of a three-year -- I mean, their financial

deposit for the operation.

So that's one.

And actually the second is noticing that there's some exemptions of

the brands from the developing country may not be eligible for that.

I would like to take from a different perspective is that perhaps the

groups can also think about to help the brand owners in the developing

countries, like China, India, or Brazil, to make sure that they are

aware of the program, so their brands in the new gTLD rounds can be

more involved and be aware of what's happening in the trademark

clearinghouse area and so on and so forth.

>>NII QUAYNOR:   Yes, my name is Nii Quaynor.  I come from Ghana.com.

I am a registrar but I am speaking for myself.

I want to be clear that we are doing this for a better Internet, and I

want to ask publicly whether you do have a particular operate in mind

as you define the applicant support system.  And specifically to Alex,

you mentioned a dot Africa operator.  Does it exist?

Thank you.

>>NARESH AJWANI:  My name is Naresh Ajwani.  I am a president of Cyber

Caf Association of India.  We are an ecosystem of 180,000 cyber cafss,

70 ISPs, 49 government application, and 70 million Internet users.

I have a question.  I am sure the cost for the entry fee is very a

thought throughout approach of ICANN.  So when we are talking about

the cost reduction, from where this cost would be recovered is my

question, is my query?

>>NARESH AJWANI:  Shortly, it does.  But yes, I have a comment to

make.  It is a cross-subsidy.  There are no free lunches.
I think if a business model can be considered based on revenue share,

this particular challenge can be addressed.  Entry fees in all these

developing countries are now getting replaced by revenue share model.

For example, if a hundred dollars come into an organization, then a

percent from the gross revenue is taken by the licenser, government,

or anybody like ICANN.

So I'm sure that particular piece might have been considered by you to

not bring a cross-subsidy or a feeling of cutting the cost.  Revenue

share is only suggestion I think I can make at this juncture.
Thank you.

>>NARESH NAJWARI:  Suggestion would be kindly consider different

provision also that will really make not somebody to feel that he is

being benefited in different business model.

You have referred about India.  I must tell you, a few years back, the

biggest company in shampoo, P&G, was going back thinking shampoo can't

be sold in India.  So they changed the business model and they brought

sachets, small pouches.  Today every house, nook and corner of India

has got shampoo from P&G.  It's all about changing business models

instead of doing any cross-subsidy, reducing the cost.  If that

particular aspect can be considered, I am very confident it will be

accepted much faster.

Thank you.

Brussels meeting, AfriICANN/AFRALO Statement
Support for new gTLD applicants

----------------------

Statement of the African ICANN community

The ICANN Board resolved at its Nairobi meeting (Resolution 20) that “The Board

requests stakeholders to work through their SOs and ACs, and form a Working Group

to develop a sustainable approach to providing support to applicants requiring

assistance in applying and operating new gTLDs ."

The Members of the African Community, consisting of the AFRALO and the

AfrICANN, attending the 38th ICANN meeting in Brussels, jointly discussed the

possible support to be given to new gTLD applicants in Africa, who need assistance

in applying for, and operating the gTLDs. As members of the community, we:

 Welcome the Board resolution 20 related to the support for Applicants

requesting assistance in applying for and operating new gTLDs.

 Express our gratitude to the Board members for their consideration of the

community concerns about the cost of applying for new gTLDs that might

hinder applicants, especially those from developing countries.

 Strongly believe that entrepreneur applicants from African countries, where

the market is not wide enough for a reasonable profit making industry, are

eligible for support.

 Deem that Civil society, NGOs and non for profit organizations in Africa are

the most in need of such support, because they have a deep impact in society

since they work at the grass-root level.

 Believe that support is of utmost importance for geographic, cultural

linguistic, and more generally community based applications..

 Urge that support to new gTLD applicants in Africa be prioritised since this

support will be an incitement for new aspirants to come forward and apply for

new gTLDs.

 Believe that the support to be provided to applicants of new gTLDs in Africa

should include, but is not limited to the following:

o Financial, by reducing the application and the on-going fees

o Linguistic, by translating all the application documents, especially the

Applicant Guidebook, in the six UN languages

o Legal, by assisting the applicants in preparing their applications

properly.

o Technical, by

 helping the applicants to define the infrastructure options,

 addressing the issue of infrastructure problems in some

African countries; such as IPV6, internet connectivity etc.

 Strongly support that cost reduction is the key element in fulfilling the goals

of ICANN Board’s Resolution 20 within the principles of the recovery of the

application and on-going costs.

 Propose that the following be entertained to achieve cost reduction:

o Waiving the cost of Program Development ($26k).

o Waiving the Risk/Contingency cost ($60k).

o Lowering the application cost ($100k)

o Waiving the Registry fixed fees ($25k per calendar year), and charge

the Registry-Level Transaction Fee only ($0.25 per domain name

registration or renewal).

 Propose that the reduced cost be paid incrementally, which will give the

African applicants more time to raise money, and investors will be more

encouraged to fund an application that passes the initial evaluation.

 Believe that African communities apply for new gTLDs according to an

appropriate business model taking into consideration the realities of the

African region. ICANN’s commitment towards supporting gTLD applicants

in Africa will be a milestone to the development of the overall Internet

community in Africa

 Since Africa is disadvantaged and lagging behind due to the digital divide, we

strongly suggest that ICANN provides supplementary support and additional

cost reduction for gTLDs applications from African countries.

Brussels, 22 June 2010
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