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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).

As a general comment, the RySG notes the many references to ICANN’s limited technical coordination mission together with suggestions that the mission be refined through consensus processes. The RySG believes that this should not be an open door to expanding ICANN’s limited mission inappropriately.

Regarding specific recommendations, the RySG has the following positions:

“RECOMMENDATION 4: ICANN should use the definition of its SSR relationships to encourage broad engagement on SST matters using this to create an effective and coordinated SSR approach.”

The RySG does not believe it makes sense to ‘encourage broad engagement on SSR matters’, at least not as a general principle. Too broad an engagement on some SSR matters might create SSR risks, and the RySG believes this recommendation needs to be qualified. The discussion of this recommendation and recommendation 3 in Section 4 of the report does not add much clarity except to point out the differences in ICANN’s relationships with SSAC and RSSAC. Broad engagement on SSR matters with SSAC is much more realistic than with RSSAC because of ICANN’s limited relationship and influence over RSSAC members.

“RECOMMENDATION 5: ICANN should publish a document clearly outlining the roles and responsibilities for both the SSAC and RSSAC in order to delineate the activities of the two groups. ICANN should seek consensus for this across both groups, recognising the history and circumstances of the formation of each. ICANN should consider appropriate resourcing for both groups, consistent with the demands places upon them.”

Trying to ‘seek consensus for this across both groups’ is probably a worthwhile goal.
“RECOMMENDATION 6: ICANN’s definition and implementation of its SSR remit and limited technical mission should be reviewed in order to maintain consensus and elicit feedback from the community. The process should be repeated on a regular basis, in conjunction with the cycle of future SSR reviews.”

The RySG has mixed feelings about trying to “maintain consensus and elicit feedback from the community” regarding ICANN’s SSR remit. On the one hand it gives those who want to continue to limit it the opportunity to try to continue to limit it. On the other hand, it gives those who want to expand ICANN’s SSR remit, the chance to try to do that. In the discussion of this recommendation in Section 4 of the report, the Review Team makes constructive suggestions with regard to how ICANN tracks its SSR activities. It would be better to focus on those suggestions rather than the text of this recommendation.

“RECOMMENDATION 7: ICANN should build on its current SSR Framework by establishing a clear set of objectives and prioritizing its initiatives and activities in accordance with these objectives. This process should be informed by a pragmatic cost-benefit and risk analysis.”

The RySG believe this is a good recommendation, especially the suggestions in the discussion in Section 4:

“By tightening the linkage between projects in the SSR Frameworks and those in the Strategic Plans, and utilizing a consistent organizational structure and program descriptions, ICANN will ensure a Consistent focus on priority projects and increase transparency about the progress in meeting operational goals. It will also make it easier for the ICANN community to identify ICANN’s priorities and track its progress in meeting strategic and operational goals. The net result should be a plan that demonstrates how ICANN is fulfilling its areas of responsibility and that it integrates projects and activities into a comprehensive strategic and operational plan.”

“RECOMMENDATION 11: ICANN should finalize and implement measures of success for new gTLDs and IDN fast track that expressly relate to its SSR-related program objectives, including measurements for the effectiveness of mechanisms to mitigate domain name abuse and consumer confusion.” and “RECOMMENDATION 12: ICANN should support the development and implementation of SSR-related best practices through contracts, agreements, MOUs and other mechanisms.”

These two recommendations seem to suggest top-down action instead of policy development from the bottom-up. Also, it is not clear how best practices would be included in contracts.
RySG Level of Support

1. Level of Support of Active Members:   Supermajority
1.1. # of Members in Favor:  9
1.2. # of Members Opposed:   0
1.3. # of Members that Abstained:  0
1.4. # of Members that did not vote:  4
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
� 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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