
This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this
document does not necessarily mean that the Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the Consultant.

Deliverable 2: Strategic Options Review

Briefing Paper for meeting with OGCIO
20 June 2006

www.gov3.net



2

This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this
document does not necessarily mean that the Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the Consultant.

Contents

Overview of current situation in Hong Kong

International practices mapping
Introduction
Descriptive findings
Positioning matrixes

Preliminary review of strategic options
Introduction
Hong Kong in comparative perspective
Proposed options 



www.gov3.net

Overview of Current Situation in 
Hong Kong

This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this 
document does not necessarily mean that the Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the Consultant.



4

This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this
document does not necessarily mean that the Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the Consultant.

Our approach

Desk Research

Qualitative Research - face-to-face interviews with key 
stakeholders:

HKIRC Board Directors;
Key operational staff at Hong Kong Domain Name Registration Company 
(“HKDNR”);
Former Chairman of HKIRC;
A representative from the Joint Universities Computer Centre (“JUCC”), the 
former administrator of Internet domain names in Hong Kong;
31 IT trade related bodies in Hong Kong;
12 IT professional related organisations in Hong Kong;
The IT sub committees of the major Chamber of Commerce in Hong Kong;
9 representatives from the Digital Divide and disadvantaged people;
Representatives from the education sector;
7 organisations representing the SME community in Hong Kong;
Non official members of the Digital 21 Strategy Advisory Committee

Quantitative Research
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Key findings
Unclear priorities and strategic direction:
[

This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

] 

Dysfunctional governance processes:
[

This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

] 

No strong focus on customers and growth:
[

This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

]

Relative lack of transparency:
[

This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). 

]
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Stakeholder views > Government

Key issues raised by OGCIO:

The powers and objectives of HKIRC

[ This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1) and (4). ] 

The business model of HKIRC and its operation, such as outsourcing 
part or all of the Registry operation or moving to a Registry-Registrar 
model

Strategies to “future proof” the institutional framework and governance 
of Internet domain names in Hong Kong
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Stakeholder views > HKIRC management and 
board
[

This part of the document is not disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes (1), (3) and (4). 

] 
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Stakeholder views > Customers

Key issues raised:

The role of the HKIRC and scope of its objectives

A perceived complex and cumbersome registration process;  value for 
money,  and lack of consultation with customers to seek feedback and 
opinions

Lack of transparency in the process for election of Directors to the 
Board

Poor disclosure in respect of the Board’s activities and decisions

Poor information dissemination, particularly operating and financial 
performance, audited statements, etc.
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Premise

Several reasons suggested a switch of focus from  the 
concept of ‘international best practices’ to that of 
‘international practices mapping’

The matrixes we developed, therefore, raise no claim on 
the prescriptive identification of best practiced to be 
proposed as models for Hong Kong…

… rather they aim to highlight a number of possible 
choices to be considered in the option appraisal phase of 
the study and also some key dimensions that the OGCIO 
may want to study further for a few countries
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The international debate > lack of consensus

One of the reasons for abandoning the best practices 
approach is precisely that no best practice consensual 
“paradigm” has yet emerged in the current international 
debate

Lacking an agreed upon international benchmark, 
proposing any of the models identified in the desk 
research as a best practice to be followed, without 
considering the peculiar country context where it 
emerged, would represent a logical leap of faith
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The international debate > two poles

In a simplified fashion the current international debate on 
the governance of the ccTLD can be characterised by 
two contrasting approaches

Self-regulation by interested stakeholders independent of any 
government regulation/intervention
Increasing Government intervention and regulation

Our view is, however, that the governance of a ccTLD
can rest on different mechanisms and that the mix 
between self-regulation, market and government 
depends on each country’s policy priorities, 
administrative structure and tradition
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Presentation of the findings

As illustrated in the country templates the international 
desk research has been quite comprehensive

In the following slides we selectively focus on those 
dimensions that we deem more relevant and also that 
show most interesting differentiations among the cases: 

First we simply report some synthetic descriptive findings

Second we comment on a number of positioning matrixes used 
to interpret such findings
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Main findings > organisational types

Among the 14 countries surveyed there are:

Five cases in which the ccTLD registry is part of the 
government (Finland, China, India, Korea, Singapore)

Two cases of for profit companies (Japan and US)

The remaining six cases  can be clustered together 
within the ‘not for profit’ group, although under different 
forms (Australia, Canada, Germany, France, Sweden, 
Taiwan, UK)

There are no cases of “.com” competitors and of 
“academic/public service” operations
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Main findings > relation with government

In 11 out of the 14 countries surveyed, the government 
retains some formal levers of potential control:

In four cases only there are no formal relations between the 
government and the ccTLD registry (Canada, Germany, Sweden, 
UK) 

In five cases the ccTLD is part of the government (Finland, 
China, India, Korea, Singapore)

In the remaining five cases government control is defined in 
either legislation or in a contract  (Australia, France, Japan, 
Taiwan, US)
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Main findings > finances and location

The various ccTLD registries tend to converge in terms 
of accreditation/licenses fees and per domain 
registration fees, as source of finances regardless of 
organisational forms
Membership fees are available as a source of finance 
for not for profit organisation allowing institutional 
membership (Australia, France, Germany, Sweden, UK)
On the other hand a few of the government operated 
registries relies on some government funding (Finland, 
Singapore) or have relied on government support at the 
initial stage (India, Korea, Taiwan)
All of the Registries are located in the country of which 
they administer the ccTLD.
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Main findings > governance processes (1/2)

While the goals of transparency and accountability are mentioned by 
most countries in the various official documents screened, actual 
practice does not always reflect such declarations

A by-product of our research is indeed an assessment of 
transparency on internal governance processes (Board’s role and 
selection, nomination procedures, selection and duties of senior
management, internal audit mechanisms)  measured by the amount 
of information available online on such processes

The level of transparency is high only in five countries: Australia, 
Canada, France, Germany, UK (see more later)
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Main findings > governance processes (2/2)

ICANN Accountability Framework is under discussion 
only in Australia and so far has not be adopted by any of 
the other 14 surveyed organisations

All countries have a dispute resolution policy in place, 
but only in five cases is this compliant with the ICANN 
URDP

As in the case of the level of transparency of internal 
governance processes, it is clear that:

the level of stakeholder involvement is lower for countries where 
the ccTLD is part of government
and higher in arms-length, not for profit cases such as Australia, 
Germany and the UK.



20

This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this
document does not necessarily mean that the Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the Consultant.

Main findings > Membership and Board (1/7)

As stated, only five countries (Australia, Canada, France, 
Germany, UK) provides enough information to have a 
fairly clear picture on institutional membership and on 
how this is reflected in the composition of the board

Of these four cases Germany, where the registry DENIC 
is a cooperative, stands out as very peculiar case not 
suitable to provide indications for our purpose

Therefore in the next few slides we will briefly illustrate 
the four cases of Australia, Canada, France and UK



21

This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this
document does not necessarily mean that the Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the Consultant.

Main findings > Membership and Board (2/7)
AUSTRALIA (auDA)

Membership
Supply class members: Registry Operator, an auDA accredited Registrar, or a reseller 
appointed by an auDA accredited Registrar
Demand class members: Any Legal Person that does not qualify for Supply Class 
membership
Representative association class members: Any Association having at least 100 members, 
or representing at least 30 organisations

Board
The organisation is governed by a thirteen members board of directors
11 are to be elected by members (in three classes) and two are co-opted
Elections are on a staggered basis, to prevent 'capture' by particular interests
Directors are elected as individuals rather than as representatives of an organization

CEO
The Board is charged of the management of business and affairs of auDA, and it has the 
power to appoint the CEO
The CEO is nominated (and revoked) by the Directors, that establish also his/her terms, 
conditions and remuneration. 
The CEO is responsible for the control and management of the business and day to day 
operations of auDA
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Main findings > Membership and Board (3/7)
FRANCE (AFNIC)

Membership
Founding members: The government and INRIA (the research institute originally 
in charge of the registry)
Registrars members: registrars belonging to the “registrars consultation 
committees”
Users members: legal entity belonging to the “users consultation committees
Subscribers members: registrars or legal entity users who do not belong to any 
of the two committees mentioned above
Correspondent members: national or international organisations part of AFNIC 
International College
Honorary members

Board
AFNIC is managed by a board of directors consisting of 10 members:

5 appointed by the founding members (2  for INRIA and one for each for the 
3 concerned ministries) concerned ministries 
5 elected from the members categories (2 for the registrars members, 2 for 
the users members, 1 for the correspondent members

Continues
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Main findings > Membership and Board (4/7)
FRANCE (AFNIC) Continued

Two bodies: 
AFNIC is governed by two bodies: 

The Board of Directors
The General Assembly of Members

Clear division of competences
The Board is vested with full authority to take all decisions not reserved for the 
general meeting of members
The Board elects a chairman from amongst the representatives of founder 
members for three years its members by means of a secret ballot
The chairman following a proposal by the Board of Directors, appoints a general 
manager, draws up the agenda of the board meetings and sees that the board's 
decisions are validly executed
The chairman can delegate some of his/her powers to the general manager
The general manager is entrusted with setting up the organisation, management 
procedures and in general any useful measures which allow the Association to 
achieve its objectives, while protecting the interest of its members and of its 
personnel.
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Main findings > Membership and Board (5/7) 
UK (NOMINET)

Membership
There are no particular requirements. 
Anyone with an interest in the Internet may become a member of 
Nominet by completing an application form and by paying a one-off 
joining fee and  an annual subscription charge to retain  membership.
The current membership (about 2800 members) is mainly made up of
Internet Service Providers but also includes law firms, company 
formation agents, the police, and specialist consultants.

Board
The Board (historically called Council of Management) makes strategic 
and policy decisions and is ultimately responsible for the financial 
performance and actions of the company.
It includes two executive directors, and four non-executive directors who 
are elected every two years.
Non-executive directors are elected by Nominet’s members. One of the 
executive directors is the Nominet’s Chief Executive.
The Board meets on a monthly basis
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Main findings > Membership and Board (6/7)
UK (NOMINET) Continued

Two bodies: 
Nominet is governed by two bodies: 

The Board (Council of Management)
The Policy Advisory Board

Clear division of competences
The Board is vested with full authority to take all operational decisions 
The PAB has a number of specific mandates upon which it concentrates, 
namely: issues surrounding Rules for domain names, pricing, changes of 
governance, interaction with other stakeholder groups and other issues that the 
Board refers to the PAB. 
PAB  decisions are not binding on the Board, but the Board will seriously 
consider them. 
PAB Membership:

Nominated: two non-executive directors of Nominet,
Elected: Eight members elected by the membership,
Appointed: Up to eight appointed organizations. 
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Main findings > Membership and Board (7/7)

CANADA (CIRA)
Membership

There are no particular requirements.
All people who have registered .ca domain names are CIRA members, 
unless they have chosen not to be or have resigned from membership.

Board
CIRA is governed by a volunteer Board of Directors comprised of 14 members
who set policy and establish strategies in support of Canada’s Internet
community and users. 

3 directors are appointed to represent Internet users, commercial Internet 
interests, and CIRA Certified Registrars. 
9 directors are elected by CIRA members (holders of .ca names). 
CIRAs President and a representative of the Government of Canada also sit 
on the CIRA Board as ex-officio non-voting Directors. 
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Main findings > operational practices

There are some similarities in operational practices
In all of the countries, except Finland where registration is 
managed directly by the Registry (FICORA), a Registry-registrar 
system is in place
All of the 14 countries surveyed follow a ‘first come first serve’
Registry model
Automatic online registration is provided in all countries but three 
(Singapore, Sweden, Taiwan)
In all of the 14 cases surveyed a “Whois policy” is in place and 
implemented, linked to the registration procedure and foresees 
instruments to protect data and privacy and to counter spam

Other interesting dimensions are further analysed in the 
section on the positioning matrixes
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Policy priorities, organisational forms and relation 
with government

Our research does not indicate a clear correlation between, on the 
one hand the levers of control retained by the government, and on 
the other hand a clear preference over one of the two poles 
represented by the preservation of the public interest and the pursue 
of commercial goals
Especially it does not support the view that a Registry with a closer 
relation to government pursue the public interest only, while those 
with only informal relation to the government pursue only 
commercialisation goals, overlooking the public interest. 
The matrix also identifies a cluster of 4 Registries operating as for 
profit (Japan) or not for profit organisations (Australia, France, 
Taiwan) , in which government control is embedded in legislation 
and in which the commercialisation goal is rated lower than in some 
of the government operated registries
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Mapping policy priorities and organisational form
The preservation of the public interest and the commercialisation of ccTLDs as 
policy priorities are not necessarily in stark contrast and their relative importance is 
not correlated unequivocally with the ccTLD registries organisational forms
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Government control and the public interest
The level of control potentially retained by governments over ccTLD registries 
seems to be correlated to the relative ranking accorded to the preservation of the 
public interest as a policy priority…
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Government control and commercialisation
… the cluster of government operated registries rating commercialisation quite high 
as a priority  shows that stronger government control does not necessarily entail 
less interest for the commercialisation of ccTLDs
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Regulation/Deregulation of ccTLD (1/2)
Going beyond the declared policy priorities, the best 
proxy of the actual level of regulation/deregulation of a 
ccTLD regime is represented by the restrictions imposed 
on applicants
These restrictions are mainly of two types.

Location requirements in order to apply for a ccTLD
Limit on the number of domain names per applicant

Evidently imposing such restrictions ensures better 
control and less potential for conflict, but it hampers 
freedom of choice and possibly the growth of the ccTLD 
size
In our analyses we tried to see if regulation/deregulation 
appeared clearly linked to organisational types and the 
level of government control
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Regulation/Deregulation of ccTLD (2/2)
Three clusters have been identified:

Deregulated (no location requirements and no limit on number of 
domain names per applicant) including: China, Germany, India 
and UK
Regulated (location requirements plus limit on number of domain 
names per applicant) including: Japan, Korea, Singapore, 
Sweden, Taiwan
Intermediate (location requirements but no limit on number of 
domain names per applicant) including: Australia, Canada, 
Finland, France and US

Our findings do not support an unequivocal pattern of 
relation between, level of government control on the one 
hand, and actual regulation on the other, thus confirming 
to some extent what had already emerged from the 
policy priorities matrixes
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Three clusters emerge in terms of restriction on applicants, one fully deregulated, one 
fully regulated and one intermediate
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No unequivocal pattern of correlation emerges between, level of government control on 
the one hand, and level of deregulation on the other 
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Regulation/Deregulation and ccTLD size

Assuming that the size of the ccTLD can be used as a 
proxy indicator of the efficiency of the system, it seemed 
interesting to see if the level of regulation/deregulation 
showed a clear impact on such dimension

We plotted the ccTLD size (normalised as ccTLDs
divided by number of internet users) against the level of 
regulation/deregulation  

Except for the cases of Germany and the UK, the picture 
on the relationship between the level of deregulation and 
the ccTLD size is not conclusive and further analysis of 
the peculiarities of each country is needed to draw 
stronger conclusions 
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Except for the cases of Germany and the UK, the picture on the relationship between the 
level of deregulation and the ccTLD size is not conclusive and further analysis of the 
peculiarities of each country is needed to draw stronger conclusions 

Deregulation and ccTLD size
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Registry-registrar system and accreditation 
requirements (1/2)

As seen, except Finland, all other 13 countries have 
adopted a registry-registrar system based on 
interoperable technological platforms
This system can be managed by fine tuning two levers:

Through the setting of wholesale pricing and promotion to 
stimulate competition and growth of ccTLD size
Through accreditation requirements to ensure economic and 
technical reliability of the registrars and thus preserve the 
integrity and security of the system 

Recent changes in Singapore illustrate how a ccTLD
registry can pursue a policy mix to achieve both goals:

Promotion and lowering of wholesale prices
Integrated with a more robust accreditation requirements regime
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Registry-registrar system and accreditation 
requirements (2/2)

Looking only at the accreditation requirements lever, in principle a 
trade off can be identified, as stricter requirements could:

On the one hand better preserve the integrity and security of the system 
On the other hand result in a lower number of registrars and thus a 
higher concentration potentially stifling competition and resulting in 
higher retail prices

We considered therefore interesting to see whether:
The level of accreditation requirements imposed on registrars was 
correlated to the level of control retained by governments
Higher accreditation requirements do result in higher concentration in 
the registrars market (measured by the average number of ccTLD
managed by each registrar) 

Our finding show that:
There is no clear correlation with the level of government control
Higher requirements tend to produce higher concentration
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No clear link exist between level of government control and accreditation requirements, 
though they tend to be relatively higher in a few cases of government operated registries

Government control and requirements for registrars
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Higher accreditation requirements tend to produce higher concentration in the registrars 
market

Accreditation requirements and market concentration
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Open Governance  
Orientation
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By way of overall summary, we combined key variables into 3 “synthesis 
dimensions”: market orientation, open governance, and level of government 
control
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A synthetic assessment of all the dimensions analysed uncovers three ideal-typical 
models of ccTLD management
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Three ideal-typical models (1/3)

The “Independent Marketer”, matching the cases of 
Germany and UK:

Only informal relations with the government
Ranks commercialisation high among policy 
priorities…
…but does not overlook the generally defined public 
interest
Fully deregulated in terms of restriction on applicants
Fully transparent and fairly open 
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Three ideal-typical models (2/3)

The “Government Marketer”, matching the cases of 
China and India, can be characterised as follows:

Government operated
Ranks high both the commercialisation and the 
generally defined public interest among policy 
priorities
Fully deregulated in terms of restriction on applicants
Not very open and transparent
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Three ideal-typical models (3/3)

The “Intermediate Model”, matching perfectly only 
Australia and to some extent other profit (Japan, US) 
and not for profit registries (Canada, France, Sweden) 
can be characterised as follows:

Is an organisation endorsed by, and accountable to, a 
specific law
Ranks  high both the good governance and the 
generally defined public interest high among policy 
priorities…
…a bit less high commercialisation
Fully or partially regulated in terms of restriction on 
applicants
Fully transparent and open
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Introduction

In the following sections we first put the Hong Kong case 
in comparative perspective by attempting to position it 
within the matrixes illustrated earlier

While we propose our view on such positioning, this 
must be intended as an interactive exercise facilitating 
the discussion and exchange of view during the 
workshop

We then bring the finding of the assessment of the 
current situation in Hong Kong and of the international 
research to bear on and inform the preliminary review of 
strategic options
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Mapping policy priorities and organisational form
Both in terms of relative importance of policy priorities and of the actual 
characterisation of the organisational form the Hong Kong case is difficult to 
position
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Organisational forms compared
A single not for profit organisation with ccTLD
administration as its only mission ( Australia, 
Canada, France, Germany, Sweden, Taiwan, 
UK)
A single for profit organisation with ccTLD
registry as its only mission (Japan, US)
A government agency with broad jurisdiction 
on ICT managing internally, through a 
department, the ccTLD administration (Finland)
A single private company, wholly owned by the 
government, with ccTLD administration as its 
only mission, functioning as the operational 
arm of a government agency with broad 
jurisdiction on ICT (Singapore)
A single not for profit subsidiary of the 
government with ccTLD administration as its 
only mission (China)
A not for profit or statutory body functioning as 
a subsidiary to the government with a broad 
and well defined mandate on ICT issues that 
operate the ccTLD administration through a not 
for profit organisation (India, Korea) 

A unique mix of a not for profit and a 
for profit organisations with, in practice, 
an unclear relation with the 
government
Apart from the organisational form and 
the relation with government, the 
Hong Kong solution to some extent 
resembles the cases of India and 
Korea, with one important difference
NIXI in India and NIDA in Korea, the 
two higher level organisations 
standing above the operational 
registries, have a broader mandate in 
the field of ICT than simply ccTLD
administration that has been clearly 
defined by the government
The same certainly does not apply to 
HKIRC in Hong Kong

14 countries Hong Kong



52

This document as shown represents the views or comments of the independent Consultant based on its findings during the consultancy study.  The publication of this
document does not necessarily mean that the Government has adopted or endorsed or otherwise any views, recommendations or conclusions of the Consultant.

Government control and the public interest
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interest as a priority the public picture and the field research provide contrasting 
views

• The endorsement 
plus MoU would 
position Hong Kong 
at level 3 of 
government control

• But interviews seem 
to suggest that 
government could 
be more proactive, 
and the actual 
Mission and M&A 
have diverged from 
the MoU
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Government control and commercialisation
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In terms of actual government control and importance of commercialisation an 
equally contrasting picture emerges

• Public documents 
show a high priority 
on both preservation 
of the public interest 
and commercial 
growth of the .hk 
domain.  

• But the interviews 
suggest that in reality 
HKIRC is not fully 
meeting either set of 
expectations.  
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ccTLD  Size largesmall
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Hong Kong scores moderately well here since the number of registered ccTLD per 
Internet users (24) is higher than all other Asian countries surveyed except Singapore

Deregulation and ccTLD size
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Hong Kong falls somewhere in between the three models with elements of each one of 
them, an indication suggesting the need to better define the core intent of the registry

Conclusion > Hong Kong and the three ideal-typical model
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Some critical points, one strategic question 

From Hong Kong review
Unclear priorities and 
strategic direction
Dysfunctional governance 
processes
No strong focus on customers 
and growth
Relative lack of transparency

From international review
Unclear positioning in terms 
of priorities 
Unique organisational solution
Unique solution for 
registration:

some resellers, but not a 
full registry/registrar model

Unclear overall model

The main strategic question has to do with clearly choosing  and defining the 
scope and priorities for the organization because the solution of the other 

critical points will to a large extent  follow depending on such choice
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Strategic intent and organisational scope

Unclear organisational scope
• HKIRC in theory pursuing wide public 
interest goals beyond ccTLD
administration…

• ..in practice, neither endowed nor 
integrated into the broader government 
steering of the ICT sector, to do this

Unclear strategic intent
• Lack of clear understanding of policy 
priorities and forward direction

HKIRC/HKDNR ambiguity
• HKDNR in practice run as for profit 
business and less focus on wider goals

Unwieldy governance
• Divergent views on the above take away 
management and governance time

Clear organisational Scope

Consensual strategic intent

Solved HKIRC/HKDNR ambiguity

Improved governance
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Two core strategic options 
.....

Choose 
organisational 
scope

HKIRC to pursue 
broader goals

Core business 
only ccTLD

Between India and 
Korea models

Option A

Between UK and 
Australia/France models 

Option B
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.... each with different implications for change

Choose 
organisational 
scope

HKIRC to pursue 
broader goals

Core business 
only ccTLD

Define goals and provide needed 
resources to pursue them

Closer integration of HKIRC within ICT 
related governmental structures 

HKDNR as operational arm, focused only on 
ccTLD, with smaller management board

Merge HKIRC/HKDNR into a single not-
for- profit organisation

Embed clear priorities and metrics into a 
single revised MoU with govt

Separate operational governance and 
strategic stakeholder engagement

Between India and 
Korea models

Option A

Between UK and 
Australia/France models 

Option B

A.3

A.2

A.1

B.3

B.1

B .2

Govt to facilitate industry partnership to 
address wider issuesB.4
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.... and each with some common issues where we 
would recommend the same changes

HKIRC to pursue 
broader goals

Core business 
only ccTLD

Implement Registry/Registrar model 

Improve Membership processes

Increase user focus
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Registry/Registrar Model
Issues:

Finland is the only case in which the 
registry administers directly all 
registrations without using registrars or 
resellers
In all other countries a Registry/Registrar 
model is in place
Hong Kong, therefore, stands out as the 
only case having a registry dealing 
directly with registration and also using 
unaccredited resellers (rather than 
facilitating true retail competition as in 
the Registry/Registrar model) 
OECD: “An attribute of widely used 
ccTLDs is that they tend to encourage 
a registry-registrar model”

Advantages for Hong Kong:
This system can be managed by fine 
tuning two levers:

Through the setting of wholesale 
pricing and promotion to stimulate 
competition and growth of ccTLD size
Through accreditation requirements to 
ensure economic and technical 
reliability of the registrars and thus 
preserve the integrity and security of 
the system 

Thus it allows to pursue both the goal 
of increasing take up of ccTLD and 
that of better monitoring and 
preserving the integrity and security of 
the system

Recomendations:
Conduct detailed feasibility study on conditions 
needed to support a flourishing wholesale 
market: pricing, technical support etc

Consult users, ISPs and other 
stakeholders to determine appropriate 
“market entry” standards
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Improving Membership processes

Issues:

Need to revisit the purpose of having 
a Member organisation: the general 
public is not really aware of HKIRC, 
they do not understand the benefits 
(and potential risks) and those that 
are aware of the scheme find the 
process too cumbersome to register -
hence the low membership. 

[

This part of the document is not 
disclosed.  Please refer to endnotes 
(1) and (4).

]

Recommendations:

If HKIRC wishes to continue as a 
Membership organisation
(perhaps less necessary under 
Option A) then it should address 
the weaknesses in the current 
system: 

Simplify the membership 
registration process to attract 
more Members

Address the anomalies in the 
Class definitions e.g. Tertiary 
education class

Improve the election process  for 
Board Directors
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Increase user focus

Issues:

Customers want more information 
about HKIRC – they would like to 
know what is happening at board 
meetings and how the company 
is addressing some of the wider 
issues

Customers also want the 
registration process to be easier 
and cheaper

Recommendations:

Improve the mechanism for Board 
Directors to provide feedback to and 
seek the views and opinions of 
customers and potential customers.
Make sure the views of marginalised 
stakeholders are considered such as 
the digitally disadvantaged.
Embed customer engagement metrics 
in new MoU
Simplify the registration process by
utilising company and personal data 
that is available from existing 
databases. 
Board minutes, audited financial 
statements should be available on the 
website.
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Endnotes

Certain parts of this document are not disclosed since they contain commercially sensitive information
and are related to one or more of the following reasons:

(1) Legal proceedings

Information whose disclosure would harm or prejudice the conduct or impartial adjudication of legal proceedings or 
any proceedings conducted or likely to be conducted by a tribunal or inquiry, whether or not such inquiry is public 
or the disclosure of the information has been or may be considered in any such proceedings.

(2) Management and operation of the public service

Information whose disclosure would harm or prejudice negotiations, commercial or contractual activities, or the 
awarding of discretionary grants and ex-gratia payments by a department.

(3) Third party information

Information held for, or provided by, a third party under an explicit or implicit understanding that it would not be 
further disclosed.

(4) Business affairs

Information including commercial, financial, scientific or technical confidences, trade secrets or intellectual 
property whose disclosure would harm the competitive or financial position of any person.


