I support the CyberSafety Constituency and agree with the following response to the public comment of Bill Graham on behalf of The Internet Society.

The CSC only asks for ICANN to act in accordance with ISOC principles.  Consider specifically the following language from Bill's letter about the vision of the Internet as an:

"'Open forum for the development of standards and Internet technology.' No discrimination in use of the Internet on the basis of race, color, gender, disability, language, religion, political or other opinion, national or social origin, property, birth, or other status."

Shouldn't this principle also dictate that all stakeholders in the Internet have the opportunity to be involved in ICANN as an "open forum," without excluding some because you disagree with their ideas?

Similarly, Bill states:

"ISOC is a long-time supporter of ICANN and its open, bottom-up model of policy development.  We believe this model is fundamental to the success of its operations as an Internet organization."

The claim to "bottom-up" participation of stakeholders is a fraud if groups who (you fear) disagree with your particular vision are denied participation, especially when there are millions of Internet users who want to balance with protection and safety.

Finally, Bill says:

"For ICANN to continue its development, ISOC believes it is important that ICANN must not lose sight of its specific, focused technical mission and mandate.  It is clear from the Petition and Letter proposing to form the new Cybersafety Constituency that the intent of the constituency is to  

seek to control or regulate content on the Internet."

Ironically, the CyberSafety Mission statement expressly states:

"The CSC will contribute to the consensus model of policy development, while advocating that ICANN policies and the technical development of the Internet should not unduly impair the lawful rights of governments and other organizations of authority to take steps to protect their citizens and members from illegal activity conducted on or through the Internet."

It is the CyberSafety constituents who advocate that ICANN should not attempt to usurp jurisdiction it does not have.  We are committed that ICANN should not migrate into content control.

Finally, Bill argues:

"If accepted, the introduction of this new constituency would lead ICANN into new policy areas that are inconsistent with its mandate and inappropriate for the organization, whether at the level of the GNSO or the ICANN Board."

This assertion is directly contrary to the CSC mission statement, and it suggests inappropriately that the mere presence of the CyberSafety Constituency, in discussion with all of the other ICANN constituencies, supporting organizations, and advisory committees, will somehow overcome every other voice and force ICANN outside its jurisdiction.  Besides the logical implausibility of this characterization of the CyberSafety Constituency's persuasive abilities, the statement suggests again that ISOC believes some stakeholders should not be allowed to speak in the conversation because they may persuade others.

The principle of openness, of free expression not being "restricted by other indirect means," is quite inconsistent trying to silence a constituency that represents a large segment of non-commercial Internet users by arguing that their mission statement doesn't mean what it says, but reveals some hidden agenda.  Why not let us speak as one of many voices at ICANN and, if you think it necessary, persuade others in the GNSO process to agree with you?
