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Position Paper: BRG input to the ICANN subsequent rounds group 
October 2014
Background

The GNSO has recently formed the New gTLDs Subsequent Rounds Discussion Group to discuss experiences gained by the first round of new domain name applications and identify subjects for future issue reports that might lead to changes for new domain name application procedures. There are BRG representatives on the group. This paper seeks to provide initial proactive input to the group. 
For convenience these six BRG recommendations have been grouped into the Mind Map categories circulated to the ICANN group in October 2014.

Mind map category: Application processing

1. Applicant Guidebook

The Applicant Guidebook (AG) suffers from a fundamental problem. It was written for two separate audiences. 

The first audience was an internal one of ICANN’s policy-development body the Generic Names Supporting Organisation (GNSO). The guidebook attempted to explain how GNSO policy was being implemented. As a result it included history and background. The second audience was an external one, the domain name applicant who was interested only in the process of how to apply.

As a result of trying to speak to two audiences, it failed both. From the applicants perspective, the guidebook is:

· overly long

· confusing

· duplicative

· poorly indexed.

Consequences of a confusing Applicant Guidebook

The confusing nature of the AG had two negative consequences.

1. Applicants were confused and asked ICANN more questions than necessary

2. ICANN staff were confused and sometimes did not know the answers. Sometimes unless a question was absolutely precise, a response was an unhelpful repetition of the text from the AG.

Recommendation 1

Write a new Applicant Guidebook now stripping out background, and create a step by step guide for applicants. Number and index the guidebook consistently.

2. Customisation of the Applicant Guidebook and other materials

With respect to the Registry aspects of owning and operating a domain name, applicants may elect to appoint a Registry Services Provider to (a) assist with the Registry aspects of the application and/or (b) to execute some or all of the Registry aspects of the launch and operational phases. It follows therefore that the audience for ICANN documentation will cover a range in the depth of knowledge that an applicant should need to acquire. ICANN materials could be much better structured if this situation was better recognised in its documentation. Keep it simple for the end customer.
Recommendation 2

Improve the customisation of documentation to differentiate between the registry operator, and third-party providers of registry, back-end technical and financial services.

3. Acronyms

Both the Applicant Guidebook, continued ICANN advisories, and staff presentations at ICANN meetings are replete with acronyms. (The homepage of ICANN’s new website on  the day of writing had 6 undefined acronyms (IANA, NTIA, DNSSEC, ALAC, gTLDs, AOC).  The landing page of ICANN’s applicants portal contains 8 undefined acronyms (gTLD, PIC, GAC, EW, IE, EE, PDT, IDN). Brand Registry Group members have been at a number of ICANN presentations where speakers have talked in acronyms the whole time and informal audience feedback is that sessions are wasted because audiences have had no idea what was being discussed. Often, the golden rule of any external communication using acronyms is ignored. If you must use them, always define them upon first use. Only a handful of acronyms are so well known they do not need to be defined.

Recommendation 3

Define acronyms on first use and where appropriate frequently provide links to a glossary.

4. Prequalify technical service providers
There is a finite set of technical service providers. The previous system of assessing each de novo is wasteful.

Recommendation 4

Create a process within ICANN for technical service providers to accredit themselves in a similar process to that which is required for registrars.  Applicants would then have a set of pre-certified service providers to choose from. 

Mind map category: TLD rules
5. Home addresses of directors
The previous round required all organisations to provide home addresses of directors. For major corporations this raises security and privacy concerns.

Recommendation 5
For .brands, it should be sufficient to list the same amount of detail as appears on corporate websites and company registration offices. A default of the registered office address or that of the Company Secretary could be provided for all directors. 

6. Customise the article 7.7 annual contract review process

Article 7.7a of the registry agreement allows for an annual re-negotiation of the Registry Agreement instigated by the chair of the Registry Constituency. The potential effect of this is that registries will agree on a set of amendments that are desirable for all types of registry (generics, geographic, community, brands). Such a process replicates the one-size-fits-all style of the Registry Agreement. The process is thus inefficient and risks missing opportunities for customisation by interest groups. 
In addition, the process for agreement is such that it would be possible for amendments to brand-specific elements of the Registry Agreement (ie Specification 13) to be agreed by Registries which would not actually be affected by the change.  Whilst in practice this may seem unlikely it is a clear anomaly which ought to be rectified  

Recommendation 6

Article 7.7a should be amended to allow for groups of registries to negotiate annually on the Registry Agreement. For example, the BRG on behalf of .brands could negotiate on changes to Specification 13 and the Cities Group on changes affecting city type domain names. 
The definition of Applicable Registry Operators in clause 7.6 should be amended to make it clear that this is Registry Operators who would actually be affected by the proposed amendment.
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