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1. Executive Summary

1.1 Introduction. 1.2 Preliminary Guidance Recommendations
• GR1: Increase awareness of the Applicant Support Program of the next round of gTLD 

applications among those who may need and could qualify for support. 

• GR2: That the Applicant Support Program has cultivated pro bono services as well as ICANN-
provided information and services to be available for supported applicants to inform their gTLD 
applications; that ICANN will communicate the availability of pro bono services and the 
parameters in which they are offered to potential supported applicants; and that supported 
applicants report that they found the information and services offered by pro bono providers to 
be useful. 

• GR3: That the Applicant Support Program has the necessary resources to achieve its goals based 
on the GGP Recommendations Guidance Report. 

• GR4: Make application materials and the application process timely and accessible to diverse 
potential applicants, with the aim of facilitating successful applications in the Applicant Support 
Program among those who may need and could qualify for support. 

• GR5: Of all successfully delegated gTLD applications, the goal is that a certain percentage of 
them should be from supported applicants. 

• GR6: ICANN org to investigate the extent to which supported applicants that were awarded a 
gTLD are still in business as a registry operator after three years. 

• GR7: In the scenario that there is inadequate funding for all qualified applicants in the Applicant 
Support Program, the recommended methodology for allocating financial support should be for 
ICANN Org to allocate limited funding by way of fee reduction equally across all qualified 
applicants, while not hindering the efficiency of the process. In this context the working group 
agreed to assume, for the sake of equity, that one application equaled one string. This 
recommendation is made in the context of no additional funding being made available, 
however the group recommends that ICANN Org, as a high priority, makes every effort to 
provide additional funding so that all successful applicants are supported.

• GR8: To mitigate the risk that the allocation of support under the Applicant Support Program 
could be diluted to the point of being unhelpful, ICANN Org should designate a minimum level 
of support each qualified applicant must receive, and develop a plan if funding drops below that 
level. 

• GR9: ICANN Org should develop a flexible, predictable, and responsive Applicant Support 
Program in order to communicate the results of evaluation process and allow applicants to 
know about their range of support allocations as early as possible in a transparent manner.

• Task 1 – Review the 2011 Final Report of the Joint Applicant Support Working 
Group and the 2012 implementation of the Applicant Support program in detail, to 
serve as resources for other Applicant Support related questions/tasks. 

• Task 2 – Working with ICANN org staff as appropriate, identify experts with 
expertise to aid in tasks 3, 4, and 5. 

• Task 3 – Analyze the set of suggested metrics in Implementation Guidance 17.9 
and propose which ones should be prioritized. The set of prioritized metrics is NOT 
limited to what is identified in 17.9 

• Task 4 – Identify any other appropriate metrics and measures of success to help in 
identifying the necessary program elements and measuring program success after 
the fact. In identifying the suggested set of metrics, propose how data can be 
collected, how metrics can be measured, who can collect the data, as well as what 
represents success. 

• Task 5 – Consider, and to the extent feasible, suggest how the “outreach, 
education, business case development, and application evaluation” elements of 
the Applicant Support Program may be impacted by the identified metrics and 
measures of success. For example, based on the success metrics for Awareness and 
Education, this may impact the approach for performing outreach and education. 
To the extent feasible, suggest an approach to outreach, education, business case 
development, and application evaluation assistance.’

• Task 6 -- Recommend a methodology for allocating financial support where there 
is inadequate funding for all qualified applicants.



2. Working group approach



3. WG Preliminary Guidance Recommendations

• Tasks 3 & 4 – analysing and 
prioritising metrics. 

In early 2023, the working group — after completing Tasks 1 and 
2 – turned its attention to the analysis of the suggested metrics 
in Implementation Guidance 17.9 in the New generic Top-Level 
Domain (TLD) Subsequent Procedures (SubPro) Final Report. 
(See Annex D.) The working group spent several meetings 
considering the relative importance of the metrics, how they 
could be gathered and by whom, and to what extent they could 
benefit the elements of the Applicant Support Program. To 
facilitate this discussion, staff created a matrix listing all of the 
metrics as extracted from the SubPro Final Report with elements 
for working group consideration, such as level of priority, how 
the data would be collected, who would collect it, etc. 

Several working group members were very engaged in providing 
comments in the matrix including those from At-Large, 
Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC), Non-Commercial 
Stakeholder Group (NCSG), and Registrar Stakeholder Group 
(RrSG).

One challenge with the matrix however, is that it tended to 
encourage discussion on operational details such as numbers 
and types of outreach events, targets of outreach, and number 
of pro bono service providers and services offered.

etc

• Task 5 – impact of metrics
The working group found it difficult to isolate key indicators of 
success without first identifying goals. To facilitate the 
development and discussion of goals, the working group Chair, in 
his individual capacity, provided a straw-man proposal of goals 
and indicators of success by life-cycle element. While the proposal 
provided a helpful framework for discussion, with several groups 
providing extensive comments (including At-Large, Commercial 
Stakeholder Group (CSG), GAC, NCSG), it did tend to focus the 
working group’s discussion on operational details, as opposed to 
high-level goals. For example, a recurring topic for the working 
group in discussing the proposal, was whether private sector 
entities should be included as targets of outreach. At least two 
working group members (At-Large and CSG representatives) noted 
that commercial interests of the global south may come from 
applicants who have more need for knowledge and expertise (but 
perhaps not financial need) that will support their ongoing 
commercial/technical needs for post-round success. After 
additional discussion most working group members agreed not to 
include commercial/for-profit entities as a target of outreach 
while also agreeing that this did not exclude them from 
participating in the program if qualified. The member from the 
CSG further pressed this point in a later meeting, but working 
group members again agreed that even if not listed specifically in 
the guidance recommendation, commercial entities would not be 
excluded from communications/outreach efforts. With respect to 
the reference to “commercial entities”, the working group 
representative from the GAC suggested that adding “any entities” 
would be more aligned with section V.3 of the recent GAC 
Communique’ specifically, “ensuring increased engagement with a 
diverse array of people and organizations in underrepresented or 
underserved markets and regions". etc



Change of Focus – Life Cycle Elements

• The group changed its focus to a specific 
aspect of Task 5 to: 

• “...suggest an approach to outreach, 
education, business case development, and 
application evaluation assistance.”

and key questions:

1. Goal: What is the aim? What is the desired 
outcome? 

2. Indicators of Success: What would indicate 
the goal has been achieved? How will you know 
when it is achieved? 

3. Metrics: What data/information should be 
collected and analyzed to determine if the goal 
was met?

Therefore Task 5 concentrated on:

1. Communication and Awareness Raising

2. “Business Case” also known as applicant 
understanding and determining 
need/opportunity and developing 
application. 

3. ICANN Org set up of applicant support 
programme for success (In operational 
terms)

4. Application, Submission and Evaluation

5. Contracting and Delegation

6. Ongoing operations of the gTLD

And each topic was discussed at length using 
the 3 key questions as the basis.



e.g. 1. Communication and Awareness Raising 

P1/2



3.2 Task 6 – How to allocate financial support



4. Next steps

This Initial Report will be posted for public 
comment for 40 days. 

The working group will review the public 
comments received on this Initial Report and 
consider whether any changes need to be made 
to its guidance recommendations. 

After the working group reviews public 
comments received in response to this report, 
the working group will submit its GNSO 
Guidance Recommendations Final Report to the 
GNSO Council for its consideration.

Points to note

• There will be no further GGP calls until after 
the public comment period (mid Sept)

• Staff will create a working doc of the 
comments as they come in for the group to 
read and analyse them at the end of the 
comment period

• The inputs form will help us to analyse the 
comments and make a decision on each 
comment

• Because communication has been highlighted 
as a priority by this WG, feedback will be 
given to acknowledge all inputs

• While there will not be a formal meeting of 
the GGP at ICANN78, it will be suggested that 
an update/summary  of the GGP working 
group process and an overview of the public 
comments be given during the general GNSO 
meeting – perhaps on Sunday?



5. Next Steps for CPWG

1. Form a subgroup to draft public comment on 
the ASP – volunteers can send their names in 
to staff to create a mailing list. 

2. 40-day public comment period

3. Subgroup should not consist of me or Satish 
or Justine. We can be advisors.

4. Suggest a focus on the life cycle elements of 
interest to end-users

5. Justine has a request out for feedback on the 
funding aspect of the ASP.. Which was Task 6 
if you want to add that to this public 
comment as well as separately
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