ALAC Review WG final report
ISPCP Comments

The ISPCP constituency is pleased to provide the following comments on the ALAC Review WG final report and would appreciate appropriate consideration.
General, Terminology:

Regarding the communication towards the community it is essential that in context with this review the correct terms should be used – even by members of the Working Group responsible for the report:

“ALAC” is a 15-person advisory committee to the Board.  2 people from each RALO plus 5 NCAs. “ALAC” is supposed to be the representative body for “At-Large”
“At-Large” consists of 110 bodies organized into RALOs; these bodies are termed ALSs (At-Large Structures)

It should be made very transparent which organization is going to play what role within ICANN in the future in order to avoid potential multiple representation.
1. The ALAC has a continuing purpose in the ICANN structure.

This continuing purpose has four key elements:

o providing advice on policy;

o providing input into ICANN operations and structure;

o part of ICANN’s accountability mechanisms

o an organising mechanism for some of ICANN’s outreach

The section of the ICANN Bylaws that deals with ALAC should be changed to

reflect this purpose.
ISPCP Response: 

Accepted. We believe that At-Large as well as ALAC have seen significant improvement which could be seen at the successful At-Large summit in Mexico City.
Organisation

2. At Large should be given two voting seats on the ICANN Board

ISPCP Response:  
Strongly opposed.

· This recommendation is to be seen in context with the other ICANN organizational reviews and implementations (in particular Board review and GNSO reform).

· In this case ALAC – as being the representative body for At Large – shall additionally have the right to apply for board seats through the GNSO council mechanism as being part of the “user house”. This could lead to multiple representation

3. The ALAC‐RALO‐ALS structure should remain in place for now

ISPCP Response:
Yes, as long as At-Large is really going to be involved in making policy (see 1.) and actively participating in managing TLDs and supporting the root servers which is  ICANN’s sole purpose. Otherwise it is a waste of money.
Effectiveness and participation
4. Educating and engaging the ALSs should be an immediate priority; compliance should be a longer term goal

ISPCP Response:
Engaging the ALSs is a worthwhile goal if ICANN will derive some benefit in policy making.  Otherwise, this is merely replicating the activity of ISOC (indeed, many of the ALSs are simply ISOC chapters).

5. ALAC should develop strategic and operational plans (including performance criteria and cost information) as part of ICANN’s planning process

ISPCP Response:
Yes, plans based on measurable objectives.  These objectives should include direct participation in the policy making process through SOs.

6. More effort needs to be put into developing accurate cost models for At Large activity

ISPCP Response:
Surely. Again, budget should be tied to useful accomplishments.
7. ALAC should be encouraged to make its own choice of tools for collaborative work

ISPCP Response:
Certainly they should have this freedom as long as the collaborative work process is public and transparent.

8. The public comment period should be kept at 30 days except in special circumstances, in which case ALAC may request an extension to 45 days

ISPCP Response:
Retaining the current 30 comment period is preferable as long as necessary language translation can be done speedily.

9. ICANN should strengthen its translation and interpretation processes
ISPCP Response:
Agreed, within reasonable budget constraints.
Relationship with other ICANN entities

10. The ALAC is the primary organisational home for the voice and concerns of

the individual Internet user in ICANN processes, although individual users

may choose to participate in many other ways in the ICANN process.
ISPCP Response:
From the terminology we understand that the “At-Large”, not the “ALAC” could play this role if it would deign to actually participate in the ICANN process instead of just offering advice. Again: any multiple representation shall be opposed by us.
11. ICANN should develop a mechanism for allowing the voice of those

recognised bodies who represent consumer interests to be heard at critical

points in key decisions and to provide input into policy processes.
ISPCP Response:
Accepted
12. As the provision of advice on policy is part of ALAC’s purpose, ALAC should

strive to provide policy advice on any issues that affect individual Internet

users. Processes for providing advice on policy should be strengthened

within ALAC for the development of policy advice, within SOs for requesting

input from ALAC on policy issues and from SOs, ACs and the Board to provide

feedback on how ALAC advice has been used.
ISPCP Response:  We see again misuse in terminology and ask for clear                                                                                                                                                                                             guidance in this respect.

It is inappropriate (not to mention ineffectual) for ALAC to try to function outside of the SOs by providing advice.  ALAC- seen as representative body for At-Large - should function within the SOs as it is intended e.g. with the GNSO reform.
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