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This statement on the issue noted above is submitted on behalf of the gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG).  The statement that follows represents a consensus position of the RySG as further detailed at the end of the document. The RySG statement was arrived at through a combination of RySG email list discussion and RySG meetings (including teleconference meetings).

The RySG has the following comments and questions concerning the FY 13 ICANN Draft Global Operating Plan & Budget.
3. Operating Plan & Budget
· In Figure 3.0 (FY12 Budget & Forecast vs. FY13 Draft Budget) on p.6 and also Figures 3-19, 3-20 & 3-21 (New gTLD Application Scenarios) on pp.61-64:

· How were new gTLD application fees allocated across FY12, FY13 & FY14?  

· Noting that there is no revenue shown for objection filing fees or other evaluation processing fees beyond the $185,000 application fee, why is there no revenue shown for these fees?

· In Figure 3.0 (FY12 Budget & Forecast vs. FY13 Draft Budget) on p.6 and also in Figure 3-18 (FY13 Contingency) on p.52:

· Considering that the FY12 Forecast predicts that none of the FY12 budgeted contingency funds will be used, why is there a 48.8% ($1.22 MM) increase in the Contingency budgets for FY13?

· It appears that the contingency amount was determined simply by calculating 5% of the total budget; that would make sense if 5% of the FY12 budget was needed for a contingency, but the FY12 experience does not indicate that. A contingency fund seems reasonable, but increasing it above the FY12 budgeted amount should, at a minimum, be explained.
· In the ‘Overview of the FY13 draft Ops Plan and Budget’ webinar held by ICANN on 15 May 2012 it was pointed out that one key reason for contingency funds is to cover possible litigation costs.  This is understood and accepted and it is also realized that the probability of litigation may increase with the introduction of new gTLDs, but there is already a very large amount of funds to cover this in the new gTLD budget.
3.1 Operations

· In Figure 3.1 on p.8, the large increase (85.1%) budgeted for IDN programs seems reasonable considering the fact that IDN TLDs will be introduced:
· What are the major components of this increase?

· Does this overlap with IDN program funding included in the new gTLD budget?

· In Section 1 on pp.9-10, the detail provided in the summary for ‘Stakeholder Projects’ is appreciated but:

· Why is the total budget amount not broken down further as is done in summaries for other projects in the document?

· $5.279 MM is too large an amount to be given without a more detailed breakdown.

· It is understandable that the costs of many of the key activities in this project still have a considerable amount of variables, but it is also a fact that the activities involve some critical functions that the community needs to ensure are adequately funded. That is impossible to do without a more detailed cost breakdown.

· In developing the $5.279 MM amount, staff had to make some estimates for each of the activities; those estimates and the underlying assumptions should be communicated to the community.

· The key activity ‘Whois Program’ includes ‘technical work on the Whois protocol’. With no intent to minimize the importance of that work but also with the awareness that IETF work is done by volunteers, what exactly will be funded with regard to the IETF technical work?
· With regard to the summary for Project 2 on p.11, ‘IDN Programs’:

· It would be quite useful if estimated budget amounts were given for each of the activities.
· In particular, how much is budgeted for the ‘IDN ccTLD Fast Track’ and ‘Policy Development’, both of which are strictly for the ccTLD community?
· Will revenue from ccTLD registries adequately cover the costs of these two activities along with other ccTLD activities?

· With regard to the summary for Project 3 on p.12, ‘IANA and Technology Operations Improvements’:

· How much of this very large budgeted amount ($7.258 MM) is estimated to be in direct support of ccTLDs?
· It is very good to see that there will be a focus on ‘development of and publication of performance standards’ (see the 2nd bullet).

· In the summary for Project 5 on p.14, ‘Contractual Compliance’, the planned development of ‘performance metrics for core operations’ is very welcome and something the community has been requesting for many years. Is the plan to eventually convert the resulting metrics into SLAs?
· Regarding the summary for Project  6 on pp.15-16, ‘Core Meetings Logistics’:

· The next to last bullet on p.16, says, “Support an average of five additional meetings . . .”; five meetings in addition to what meetings?  In other words, it would be helpful to list specifically what meetings are included in the budget before these five meetings are added.
· The last bullet on p.16 says, “Support ICANN Public Meetings and other ICANN meetings . . .”; which ‘other ICANN meetings’ does this include?  It would be informative and helpful if a clear list of all meetings funded in the budget was provided in one place.

· The 1st paragraph in the summary for Project 7 on p.16, ‘Community Support’, states that ‘ICANN meeting logistics’ are included in this project. Is there a reason why this is not included in Project 6, ‘Core Meetings Logistics’?  This would likely be clearer if ‘core meetings’ were defined.
· The summary for Project 8 starting on p.18, ‘Policy Development Support’, includes support for GNSO and ccNSO policy work:
· To be able to track policy development support costs separately for each of the two SOs that are financially supported by ICANN budgeted funds, this project should be divided into two different projects, GNSO Policy Development Support and ccNSO Policy Development Support.
· This would not only facilitate tracking GNSO policy development support costs in comparison to revenue from GNSO sources and the same for the ccNSO, it would also allow both organizations to determine more accurately the cost/value ratios for the services received.

· If either SO decides that the value of some of the services funded does not reasonably justify the costs, the SO could then more easily request changes such as eliminating the funds budgeted or requesting that the funds be redirected or modified in some other way.
· The 6th bullet on p.19 indicates that some of the GNSO approved Whois studies will not be initiated until FY13. Why are there such long delays?
· In the summary for Project 9 starting on p.20, ‘Global Engagement & Increasing International Participation’, the 1st paragraph refers to an “increase in sponsorship contribution”. What is that?
· With regard to the summary for Project 14 on p.28, DNS Operations, how much is budgeted for operation of the L-Root?  This would be useful to know considering that the other 12 root servers are provided for at no cost to the community.
· Regarding the summary for Project 15 on pp.29-30, Organizational Reviews and Implementation:
· The introductory paragraph says that the $719,000 increase above the FY12 forecast is “primarily driven by the increased coordination efforts leading to infrastructure expansion.”  More detail is needed to understand what is entailed in ‘infrastructure expansion’.

· It would be helpful to break down the total budgeted amount for this project into budgeted costs for each of the seven activities listed.
· “Conducting the AoC Competition, Consumer Trust and Consumer Choice Review” is listed as the fourth activity for this project.  Considering that this review is targeted to occur after the introduction of new gTLDs and that it is unlikely than any new gTLDs will be delegated until mid-2013 (the end of FY13 or beginning of FY14), why are funds being planned for this activity now?

· The description of the sixth activity (2nd bullet on p.30) says, “While most of the implementation plans have been concluded, implementation steps remain to be completed for RSSAC, TLG and ASO.”  We are now in the next to last month of FY12 and there still remain significant GNSO improvements that have not been completed. Are funds budgeted to ensure completion of all approved GNSO improvements in FY13?

3.1.2 Statement of Operations
· Regarding Figure 3-2 Overall Operations on p.31:
· Note that over 95% of total revenue is projected to come from gTLD sources (i.e., fees paid by gTLD domain name registrants) via fees paid by:

· Registries for existing gTLDs (47.4%)

· Registrars for existing gTLDs (45.5%)

· Registries and registrars for new gTLDs (2.5%)

· Note that ccTLD revenue contribution is targeted to be $2,000,000 (about 2.5% of total revenue).  

· What is the total amount of expenses in the FY13 Draft Budget that is directly targeted for ccTLD support?
· In the most recent past Operating Plans and Budgets, a chart was included that showed the distribution of costs across different functional units such as SOs, ACs, etc.  Why was that chart not included in the FY13 Draft Operating Plan and Budget?

· What is the plan for reducing the deficit between ccTLD revenue received and expenses for ccTLD services provided?  Please note that the rhetoric of previous years has not resulted in any significant change, nor is there any real indication that meaningful change is forthcoming; repeating it is insufficient.
· We propose a new idea:  If ccTLD registry operators do not value some of the services provided by ICANN, why not give them the opportunity to opt out of those services where possible and where security and stability will not be compromised?

· Forecasted costs for Employee Benefits exceed FY12 budgeted costs by over $661,000 (24%); what was the cause of this overrun?
· On a positive note, forecasted costs for Professional Services are over $6.9 MM less than budgeted costs; what was the cause of this?

· Figure 3-3 FY12 Revenue Budget shows a FY12 Forecast of $26,000 of revenue for IDN ccTLDs and no revenue is forecasted for FY13:

· Noting that $780,000 were in the FY12 Budget for IDN ccTLDs, what are the total costs to date for ICANN to introduce IDN ccTLDs in the fast track program?

· How many IDN ccTLDs have been delegated to date and how many of those have contributed any funds to cover ICANN costs?

· Based on the zero dollars budgeted for FY13, it seems safe to assume that ICANN staff members do not expect ccTLDs to contribute anything to the fast track program costs.  Is there a plan to change this or should it be concluded that ccTLD operators should continue to be subsidized by gTLD participants and, if so, what is the rationale for accepting this conclusion?
· In Figure 3-4, Registry Revenue, on p.33, the projected revenue for .com was calculated under the terms of the existing .com agreement that expires on November 30, 2012.  The draft proposed new .com agreement currently posted for public comment would result in a significant increase in revenue. If revenues do increase, what will be done with the increased revenue?
· Figure 3-7, Operating Expenses, on p.38, shows $20,662,000 budgeted for Professional Services.  Because this is such a large amount and large percentage of the total expense budget, it is very much appreciated that the costs are broken out into much more detail in Figure 3-12 on p.44.
· Under the category of Professional Services Costs (pp.44-46), the bullet describing ‘Whois and other Studies’ on p.45 includes ‘Studies for Restful Whois’.  Without minimizing the usefulness of these studies, what is the source of these studies?  Who requested them?
· Regarding Figure 3-14 on p.48, Breakdown of FY12 Administrative Costs, It is assumed that this figure should be titled ‘Breakdown of FY13 Administrative Costs’ (instead of FY12).
· ‘Office rent for Palo Alto’ is included in the Facilities budget item in the amount of $410,000 for FY13 (see Figure 3-15 on p.50).  Is that office going to be maintained going forward, and if so, why?

3.1.3 Proposed FY13 Project Work (Budgeted within the draft FY13 Plan)
· The description of Project 7, ‘Root Zone Management (RZM): v2 - $195K’, on p.55, says that this project is to update the RZM “system to support new TLD processing and apply feedback from the community with the following scope: . . . to enhance security . . .” Why is adding gTLDs different than adding ccTLDs except for the quantity and rate of adding them and the approval process?  Everyone wants it to happen securely, but that should be the case whether it is ccTLDs or gTLDs.  A little more explanation of this project would be helpful.
· In reference to Project 14, ‘Outreach - $230K’ on p.57, does this include recommendations for GNSO Outreach, which is part of the GNSO improvements plan?  If not, where in the draft budget are the funds for GNSO Outreach and how much is budgeted?

· Project 18, SAC 051 Implementation Roadmap - $60K’ on p.58, includes facilitating “the development of the new protocol in the IETF”.  Realizing that IETF work is done by volunteers, for what exactly is the $60K?  Is it for ICANN staff participation expenses?
3.2 New gTLD Application Processing

· Figure 3.21, New gTLD 2000 Application Scenario, on p.64 shows Independent Objector costs of $12.27 MM for FY13, $12.39 MM for FY14 and $90K for FY15.  What assumptions were made to arrive at these numbers?  A more detailed breakdown of the budgeted amounts would be helpful.  We appreciate the commitment made in the 15 May budget overview webinar to provide more detail.
Appendix
· Note 2 on p.74 says, “. . . this two-day January 2013 pilot program (in a hub city) will allow the organization to explore this idea and will serve to gather participants from all non-contract communities.” 

· Is it correct to assume that this is restricted to the non-contracted communities because the contracted communities already have regional meetings?

· Is the $150,000 budgeted for this included in the $230,000 budgeted for Outreach in Project 14 (see p.57)?

· Note 4 on p.74 says, “. . . ICANN commits 3 travel slots per each non contract GNSO Constituency to fund Constituency leadership or their designates travel to ICANN Public Meetings. . . “

· Are the 3 travel slots in addition to the GNSO travel slots allocated as part of the existing travel policy, i.e., those that are used by GNSO Councilors or their designees?  Will the RySG and RrSG still have three travel funding slots for each of the ICANN public meetings?
· Will this become part of the travel policy or is this a one-time opportunity?

RySG Level of Support

1. Level of Support of Active Members:   Supermajority
1.1. # of Members in Favor:  11
1.2. # of Members Opposed:  0
1.3. # of Members that Abstained:  0  

1.4. # of Members that did not vote:  2
2. Minority Position(s):  N/A

General RySG Information

· Total # of eligible RySG Members
:  14

· Total # of RySG Members:  13


· Total # of Active RySG Members
:  13

· Minimum requirement for supermajority of Active Members:  9

· Minimum requirement for majority of Active Members:  7

· # of Members that participated in this process:  13

· Names of Members that participated in this process:  13

1. Afilias (.info, .mobi & .pro)

2. DotAsia Organisation (.asia)

3. DotCooperation (.coop)

4. Employ Media (.jobs)

5. Fundació puntCAT (.cat)

6. ICM, Inc. (.xxx)

7. Museum Domain Management Association – MuseDoma (.museum)

8. NeuStar (.biz)

9. Public Interest Registry - PIR (.org)

10. Societe Internationale de Telecommunication Aeronautiques – SITA (.aero)

11. Telnic (.tel)

12. Tralliance Registry Management Company (TRMC) (.travel)

13. VeriSign (.com, .name, & .net)


· Names & email addresses for points of contact

· Chair:
David Maher, dmaher@pir.org
· Vice Chair:  Keith Drazek, kdrazek@verisign.com
· Secretariat:  Cherie Stubbs, Cherstubbs@aol.com
· RySG representative for this statement:  Chuck Gomes, cgomes@verisign.com
� Because the number of new gTLD applications will likely be at least 2000, the RySG comments regarding the New gTLD Application Process section focus on the 2000 Application Scenario where applicable.


� All top-level domain sponsors or registry operators that have agreements with ICANN to provide Registry Services in support of one or more gTLDs are eligible for membership upon the “effective date” set forth in the operator’s or sponsor’s agreement (RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec. A). The RySG Charter can be found at http://www.gtldregistries.org/sites/gtldregistries.org/files/Charter_for_RySG_6_July_2011_FINAL.pdf


� Per the RySG Charter, Article II, RySG Membership, Sec.D: Members shall be classified as “Active” or “Inactive”. An active member must meet eligibility requirements, must be current on dues, and must be a regular participant in RySG activities. A member shall be classified as Active unless it is classified as Inactive pursuant to the provisions of this paragraph. Members become Inactive by failing to participate in three consecutively scheduled RySG meetings or voting processes or both. An Inactive member shall continue to have membership rights and duties except being counted as present or absent in the determination of a quorum. An Inactive member immediately resumes Active status at any time by participating in a RySG meeting or by voting.
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