It is a truism that those in power will make every possible effort to forestall sharing the reins of power.  
This is precisely why the SIC proposal that would allow a Stakeholder Group Executive Committee to summarily deny a new constituency application by way of a supermajority vote should be roundly rejected.

On far too many occasions have we seen ICANN’s vested constituent parties act against the interest of new constituencies-in-formation.  We saw the process unfold in the DNSO with a concerted effort on the part of the Business Constituency, the ISP Constituency and the Intellectual Property Constituency to thwart the formation of a registrant constituency.

Within the GNSO we have repeatedly noted on the NCSG mailing lists the bitter vitriol directed against new non-commercial constituency candidates.
And lest we overlook the contracted parties house, it remains clear that vested interests therein will never allow for constituencies comprised of geo TLD or IDN TLD operators, or a constituency of Resellers to become a reality (even though those entities have interests wholly aligned with those of the Contracted Parties).
The GNSO remains a private club, and giving any Stakeholder Group Executive Committee the right to function as a bouncer at the doorstop will ensure that it remains a private club.

Simply put, we cannot trust any constituency’s private self-interest to willingly subordinate itself to the public interest – any new constituency can mean a loss of votes for the veteran constituencies, and they will always act to protect their “power”.  Formalizing such “power” by means of conferring upon the executive committees the right to reject another constituency’s application is a decidedly exclusionary approach that is ripe for abuse and should not be countenanced.
In American history, there was a period of time when certain people were relegated to the “back of the bus”, when private clubs could deny membership for arbitrary and capricious reasons.  As a society we finally learned that we are far better served by approaches that value inclusivity and diversity.  ICANN needs to take this lesson to heart and needs to proactively take steps to readily facilitate the integration of new parties into the GNSO mix.
The current SIC proposal is a step backwards that will only serve to continue to thwart new constituency formation.
As an organization, we’ve been talking about the modalities of constituency formation for a long time without having successfully put this matter to rest.  I still recall the proposal of ICANN’s Evolution and Reform Committee:

“Besides the constituencies that are established as permanent constituencies, some more fluid organizations, in the way that "forums" are proposed in Dr. Lynn's paper, should be able to express their views and be heard. As they become stable, and representative of defined and ample sectors or views, they could possibly aim to be established as permanent constituencies. New constituencies would be approved by the Board, subject to specific processes and criteria adopted after public comment.”

This proposal made sense to me back in 2002, and it still makes sense now.

As I have argued in my earlier submission, the GNSO needs to be open to members with no constituency affiliation that may choose, over time, to aggregate and form a new constituent block.  Their constituency proposals would not be vetted by those with competing interests, but rather would be subject only to a determination by the Board itself after a suitable period of public comment.  
Such an approach would allow the Board to readily determine whether the group has a sufficient number of participating members, whether it is a sufficiently representative body and whether it has established a track record of successfully contributing to the overall ICANN process…

 – in other words, a new “General Assembly” needs to be created wherein and whereby newcomers to the GNSO could articulate their views and contribute meaningfully to the GNSO’s policy development processes.
The Proposal:

ICANN understands the benefits and pitfalls of the General Assembly model – such a model was inculcated within the prior DSNO construct and was home to many of our early luminaries.  With sufficient guidance this model could be properly redesigned to comport with the needs presented by the new GNSO operating environment.  We have the experience, and we have the will to make this work.
What is suggested is a President’s Committee to thoroughly investigate this option and to fashion a suitable new construct.  I would recommend that this Committee be populated by former General Assembly Chairs and by former DNSO and GNSO Council Chairs.  
I am of the view that the SIC could certainly postpone a decision to ratify new constituency formation procedures until such time as this possible structural improvement is fully considered.  Thank you for your consideration of this option.
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