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Preliminary remarks

There is an old saying regarding the judicial gystét is important not only that justice be
done, but that justice be seen to be done”. Bloggait is important that the transition of the
IANA stewardship not only “take place through areogrocess with the participation of all
stakeholders extending beyond the ICANN commufjtylit is seen to take place through
such an open process with the participation astakeholders extending beyond the ICANN
community.

In particular, it important to avoid any perceptibiat the transition process might be
excessively influenced by those stakeholders tleat@arrently most involved in ICANN.

And it is important to avoid any perception thattam options or paths for the transition are
foreclosed or should not be discussed.

In that spirit, we offer some suggested changéisearaft charter.
Suggested edits
1. Modify the first sentence of the draft chartefalows:

The IANA stewardship transition coordination grapG) has onend only one task:
to deliverble:a proposal to the U.S. Commerce Department Ndtiona
Telecommunications and Information AdministratidiT(A) regarding the transition
of NTIA’s stewardship of the IANA functions to tligobal multistakeholdémternet
community the transition proposal must have broad commugupport; if there is
lack of consensus regarding the proposal, thei@és final report will include
dissenting views and alternative proposals

Motivation: The changes have two purposes: (1) to recogh&eeven if there are some
disagreements, a proposal should go forward, buhat case, the disagreements should be
documented; and (2) to align to the transition witiat NTIA actually announced, which is
“its intent to transition key Internet domain nafaactions to the global multistakeholder
community” and that the proposal “must have broammunity support”.

In this context, it must be stressed that the fimgecommunity” is not the same as “the
global multistakeholder community”.

Indeed, the term “Internet community” is usuallydgo refer to the community of people
who actively participate in the design, maintenaee®lution, and promotion of the Internet,
possibily including intensive users. As one welgected member of this community put the
matter: “Internet Community includes all those pgeopho are part of the I* organizations
and their fellow travellers”

! http://imww.apig.ch

2 NETmundial Multistakeholder Statement, Ilttp://netmundial.br/wp-content/uploads/2014/04/MiiRdial-
Multistakeholder-Document.pdf

3 http://Awww.ntia.doc.gov/press-release/2014/ntiaeamees-intent-transition-key-internet-domain-name-
functions

4 http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/ianatransition/20124Q18.html




In contrast, “global multistakeholder communitytindes people and organizations that are
not part of the “Internet community”, including pee and organizations that, at present, do
not have access to the Internet. As the cited mewitthe Internet community put the
matter: “It basically includes anyone who feelsythave some stake in what happens on the
Internet and who decides they have something t@isayt the issues and the solutions and
who want to put the time and efforts into parti¢cipa in the discussion”.

So it is important to maintain the language use8ldA in its original request.
2. Add at the end of the second paragraph:

However, input will also be sought from other conmmies and stakeholders, given
that the NITA requested “ICANN to convene globalkstholders to develop a
proposal to transition the current role played GyAin the coordination of the
Internet’'s domain name system (DN3)”

Motivation: Align the charter with the NTIA request.

3. Under “The coordination group has four main $dsknder (i), add a new item c. as
follows:

c. As a first step, prepare a summary of the dsons and proposals submitted to
various mailing lists (in particular the ISOC ai@ANN lists), submit that summary
for public comment, and revise that summary basethe public comments.

Motivation: ensure that the very rich and productive disaunssthat have taken place to date
are captured and used to further the work and sssons.

4. Under “The coordination group has four main $dsknodify item (ii) as follows:

(i) Compile the inputs from all interested partiest(i® extent that they have not begn
reflected in the outputs of one of the three opemat communities) andassesghem
together witithe outputs of the three operational communitiesdmnpatibility and
interoperability

Motivation: recognize that inputs are sought not just froenttitee operational communities,
but also from all interested parties, which incllitkernet users in general, civil society
organizations and other entities that do not padte in the operational communities, people
who do not yet use the Internet, etc.

5. Under “The coordination group has four main $dskodify item (iii) as follows:

(iif) Assemble a complete proposal for the traositiIf there are differing views,
these will be reflected in the proposal, as disegntiew, or as alternatives, as
appropriate.

Motivation: ensure that a proposal will go forward even if igreement cannot be reached.

6. Under “Describing each in more detail”/“(iii) 8smbling and submitting a complete
proposal”’, modify the second sentence as follows:

The ICG will then develop a draft final proposattheflects, to the extent possible,
the consensus of the proposals received:; if tlsene iconsensus, that will be

reflectecichievesrough-consensus-within-the 1CGHtself

Motivation: the composition of the ICG does not fully reprégee global multistakeholder
community, so the ICG should not make any decisiongh less by “rough consensus”.

® http://mww.ntia.doc.gov/press-release/2014/ntiaeamees-intent-transition-key-internet-domain-name-
functions




7. Under “Describing each in more detail”/“(iii) 8embling and submitting a complete
proposal’, add a new paragraph at the end:

If, after several iterations, it is clear that thare dissenting views, then the ICG may
still submit a complete proposal to NTIA, reflegfithe dissenting views and
alternatives to the complete proposal.

Motivation: ensure that something will be submitted to NTi&m if there is some dissent.



