
The European Commission has participated actively in the Cross-Community Working Group (CWG) to Develop an IANA Stewardship Transition Proposal on Naming Related Functions and have therefore been able to contribute to the current proposal which is now posted for public comment. We would however like to give a few comments on the draft that was circulated  
1. The contract between NTIA and Verisign has so far been out of the scope of the discussion. To get the full picture, the role of Verisign (as a “maintainer of the Root Zone”) and of the contract concluded with NTIA, have to appear on the scheme representing the new system proposed by the CWG on naming related functions. 
2. We would favour a globally inclusive functional structure, providing independent checks and balances, with clearly defined and not over complex division of tasks between the Multistakeholder Review Team
 (MRT), the  Clients Steering Committee (CSC), the Independent Appeals Panel and the Contract entity.  The status and content of the Contract entity remains unclear. For us it should be maintain that legal entity would only act according to the instructions of the MRT, which , through this legal entity, would have the power to “re-delegate” the “IANA Operator function” (the "separability" which is currently the power of the NTIA) and to give instructions to the operator. 

3. Any of the changes suggested would need a legal framework and basis. The current proposal seems under California law and needs to be assessed under that jurisdiction. However, it is not clear that the suggested model would be compatible with California law (at least regarding not for profit corporation regulation). 

4. In relation to the proposed Independent appeals panel, the latest draft does not include a reference that the arbitration rules should be based on already existing international law but merely on "the same way commercial disputes are often resolved". It would be important to clarify why this change was made after Frankfurt and what this change would imply in practice. An independent, effective and affordable redress mechanism is essential for the accountability of the structure.
Furthermore, from a broad perspective (accountability in general and not only regarding the IANA stewardship transition), it could be useful to seek information to know how often (and why) ICANN, ICANN/IANA or Verisign would have already been assigned before US Courts in respect of matters relating to the DNS.

5. Concerning the MRT, a main issue to be determined whether its functions would necessitate or benefit from it being established outside ICANN and if it is placed outside ICANN were it should be incorporated and what type of legal entity it should then take.  The representation at, and frequency of, meeting needs to be further determined but, in contrast to the CSC, we believe that it is crucial for effective oversight that the MRT should be of a global and inclusive nature both in terms of stakeholders and geographical balance, not least to ensure adequate checks and balances. 
Division of labour and roles between the MRT and the CSC needs to be clearly defined. It is important that the MRT could be able to oversee conflicts not flagged by the CSC.  As a multi-stakeholder entity, it is important that it can act by its own (and others) initiative when its attention is drown on conflicts/problems that would not be escalated by the CSC, or when there would be a conflict of interests in the CSC. 

6. As long as the role of the CSC has a purely technical nature and is a mere day-to-day supervision, it seems there is no need that States governments have a seat there and it makes sense that the “customers” of the services provided by the IANA operators supervise this latter on a day-to-day basis. As long as the MRT/PRT has a right of initiative to address problems involving other interests or conflicts not raised by the CSC, it should not be a problem that the CSC is only made up with “customers” but a liaison with the other parts of the multistakeholder community would be useful. 

Nevertheless, it should be foreseen that the members of the CSC may not receive instructions from the registry they come from in the exercise of their functions and duties as CSC members; they have to enjoy an adequate degree of independence in the exercise of their missions, in order to avoid potential undue influence from registries. 

What is important is that the CSC and the MRT/PRT may not depart from the “default settings” in a way that may have a policy implication, without instruction/authorization of the multi-stakeholder community

7. Without delaying the transition, we believe that as many of the outstanding accountability issues identified by the CWG on stewardship and the CCGW on ICANN accountability should be addressed before the transition of the IANA stewardship. In the case that it becomes apparent that the 30 September 2015 deadline is not met, we would wish to propose an alternative or holding arrangement, for when the extension of the contract is inevitable.  

� It should be welcomed that the word "Periodic" has been replaced by "Multistakeholder" in the name of the Review Team in the latest draft which reflecting the intentions to make it a truly multistakeholder entity with possibilities to  more frequent and 'ad hoc' meetings than what "periodic" would imply.
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