Current registry agreements prohibit registries from acquiring more than 15% of a registrar.
ICANN’s registry agreements with unsponsored TLDs establish a maximum price that the registry may charge registrars to register new domain names within the TLD. Can be increased annually – 7% for .com, and 10% for others. In 2008 registry fees in the 6.00 to 6.50 range. Sponsored TLDs have no price cap, and registries can charge say 100.00 p.a. or more.
The .coop and .museum registries are served by fewer than 10 registrars.
During the course of our interviews, it became clear that some TLD applicants are likely to propose new business models that would require the registry to also operate as a registrar. For example, a corporation striving to use its brand name TLD as a sales channel would likely prefer to have complete control over what domain names are registered in the TLD and may also want to keep some registrations confidential, for example if the company is planning to launch a new product that has yet to be announced. The operator of a TLD such as “.search” could register domain names representing popular keywords such as “phone.search” and charge advertisers (in this case telecommunications providers and related businesses) to have their listings included on the websites. In this business model, the registry may want to ensure that only a specific selection of domain names are registered and would likely want to be the sole registrant of domain names in the TLD in order to collect all advertising revenues. ICANN will need to critically examine the impact on innovation and competition in the domain name space if such proposals were turned down. 
One argument in favor of registry-registrar integration is that registrars may have weak incentives to devote resources to new gTLDs, especially those targeting a narrow registrant base, leaving these TLDs with limited access to the retail channel. To motivate the cost of servicing an additional top level domain, registrars typically require a “threshold” volume of potential registrants, and if they believe that registration volume will be limited, they may opt  not to operate in the TLD. Furthermore, sponsored TLDs such as .coop and .aero have registrant verification and compliance requirements that create additional costs for registrars. While there were over 800 registrars serving .com in February 2008 and 287 for .info, the sponsored TLDs .museum and .coop had only 4 and 8 registrars, respectively. The .aero registry operator reported in 2003 that “the introduction of registration restrictions […] presents registrars with new challenge [sic] how to best offer the registration services in a top level domain with relatively complex eligibility and name restriction rules.” 

Although we have not evaluated this argument closely, it does have some apparent weaknesses. Firstly, a small number of registrars operating in a TLD (or even a single registrar) may be sufficient to adequately serve registrants, particularly in gTLDs aimed at a limited part of the registrant community, although if the number were sufficiently small there could be a failure of registrar competition that would adversely affect the TLD and its registry. Secondly, even in the absence of an ownership relationship, it is not clear why a registry could not subsidize registrar service for its TLD. Finally, some of our interviewees emphasized that there are a number of other factors, unrelated to the separation requirement, which could explain why some new TLDs have been unsuccessful in growing registration volume, such as insufficient financing or an inappropriate business model. As mentioned previously, .mobi is one example of a targeted TLD that has a relatively large number of accredited registrars. 

