Chinese Stakeholders’ Joint Comments on 
CWG-Stewardship 2nd Draft Proposal
The CWG-Stewardship has developed a template to facilitate your input on the 2nd Draft Proposal as well as subsequent review by the CWG-Stewardship. Use of the template is strongly encouraged, but not required. This template provides the opportunity for general input on the proposal as well as specific comments per section. Please note that there is no obligation to complete all of the sections – commenters may respond to as many or as few as they wish. Following your completion of the template, please save the document and submit it as an attachment to the public comment forum (comments-cwg-stewardship-draft-proposal-22apr15@icann.org). The CWG-Stewardship looks forward to receiving your feedback.

1. Please provide your name: See below
2. Please provide your affiliation: See below 
3. Are you providing input on behalf of another entity (e.g. organization, company, government)? Yes
4. If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question, please list the entity on whose behalf you are submitting these questions: 
       Beijing Internet Institute, Dong Liu
Beijing Normal University, Hong Xue
Beijing University of Posts and Telecommunications, Yan Ma
Internet Domain Name System (Beijing) Engineering Research Center, Wei Wang
KNET Co., Ltd., Jianchuan Zhang

Zodiac Holdings Limited, Yaling Tan
Introduction
We note that much of the CWG’s draft proposal is still under-development. Therefore, in addition to the general comments, we will focus our comments on Section III: Proposed Transition Oversight and Accountability, although we would be glad to provide additional input on other elements of the proposal once they are completed.

We use a table shown below to summarize our comments, as we believe it appears clearer than the Q&A template. Attempting to maintain our comments as structural as possible, we have indicated the proposal’s section numbers, titles and the template description.  

	Proposal Section #
	Section Title
	Template Item Description
	Annex (Item #)
	Comments

	N/A
	General Comments
	If you have any general comments you would like to provide on the CWG-Stewardship Proposal, please provide these here.
	N/A
	A 28-day public comment period is too tight for community feedback, although CWG is striving to meet some deadline. However, we believe that quality comments should come first than meeting deadline. We hope more reasonable public comment period could be provided in the future. 

It is our understanding that the unavailability of non-English version of the draft proposal constitutes a significant barrier to the non-English speaking communities, as the document is rather lengthy and complex. This fact is further worsened by the short comment period, as we have to get it translated before circulating it to community members in such a short window of time. 

As stated openly on Page 20, the CWG proposal, per se, is incomplete, if not integrating with accountability mechanism proposed by the CCWG. We believe it will make more sense if the proposal could provide a description of how this proposal has been worked upon closely coordinated with CCWG and how the two proposals are going to be integrated together in the future.



	III.A.i.a
	Post-Transition IANA (PTI)
	Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.i.a. - Post-Transition IANA (PTI). This section describes the proposed post-transition IANA.
	N/A
	We are concerned about the way in which the legal separation model (PTI as an affiliate of ICANN) has been presented and developed out of a good number of options. We wonder whether this model will be the final outcome or any other models are still potentially available. 
We also acknowledge that establishment of the PTI will demand additional accountability mechanisms to its direct customers, which might fall out of the scope of the ICANN accountability mechanisms under discussion. However, this part has not been sufficiently addressed in the proposal. 



	III.A.i.b
	Post-Transition IANA Board
	Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.i.b. - Post-Transition IANA Board. This section describes the proposed Board for the post-transition IANA.
	N/A
	It is our understanding that the most critical task for PTI Board will be the procedure by which the Board members are selected. However, the selection procedure can only be determined after the role and functions of the Board are adequately defined. In such, we encourage CWG pay close attention to clarifying the role and functions of the PTI Board as early as possible. 

We believe that ICANN could play a facilitating role in PTI Board selection. However, we disagree with the idea that the PTI Board should be primarily comprised of ICANN staff who are not associated with IANA department. In the meantime, we also realize that it will be too complicated and time-consuming if primarily relying on communities to select Board members. Therefore, we suggest a hybrid way, i.e., a majority from current IANA functions staff while a limited potion selected by communities. 


	III.A.ii.a
	Customer Standing Committee
	Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.ii.a. - Customer Standing Committee (CSC). This section describes Customer Standing Committee that is expected to oversee performance of the IANA Functions as they relate to naming services. 
	G (33)
	We support the concept of a CSC for the

day‐to‐day monitoring of the PTI performance. In addition, CSC should be small and responsive and should be comprised of the direct customers of the IANA names function.  


	III.A.iv.c
	Regulatory and legal obligations
	Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.iv.c. - Regulatory and legal obligations. This section describes the regulatory and legal obligations post-transition and how these are expected to be met.
	N/A
	We support the idea of differentiating jurisdiction of PTI from that of ICANN.

	N/A
	
	Are there any other comments or issues you would like to raise for the consideration of the CWG-Stewardship
	N/A
	We are concerned with the working method of CWG. We understand that forming a CWG is more efficient in working out a proposal. However, it is possible that the community is unsatisfactory with the proposed model. Therefore, we wonder whether CWG could propose more than one model and leave them to the ICANN community to decide which one is more preferable. Once the choice is made, CWG could play a more active role in formulating an action plan to implement that model.       
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