This document contains a summary of the public comments[footnoteRef:1] received in response to the draft Work Stream 1 recommendations issued by the Cross Community Working on Enhancing ICANN Accountability (CCWG-Accountability).  The comments are summarized in order of submission for each category as applicable. Comments – outside labeled categorized  – are summarized in “general comments” and “methodology”.  Even though this summary was drawn‐up to reflect as accurately and objectively as possible the views expressed by participants, it does not substitute in any way the original contributions which are publicly available for full reference at: http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-ccwg-accountability-draft-proposal-04may15/  [1:  The public comment period ran from 4 May 2015 to 3 June 2015.] 


Contributions provided by:

Namibian Network Information Centre (.NA)



Comments on Specific Recommendations

	General Comments

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	.NA
	- The CCWG Accountability has not only failed its mandate, but in a manner that can hardly be described accountable. In conclusion, as one of the ccNSO appointed member of the Cross Community Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountability, I do not support this document nor the recommendations made therein.
- In particular does the document not contain discernible content relevant to ccTLD Managers which is hardly surprising considering the dynamics within the CCWG Accountability.
As I have written in my comments to the CWG Stewardship’s 2nd Draft Proposals, ccTLD Managers only need
[bookmark: _GoBack]Root Zone Change Request Management – not including delegation and redelegation (NTIA IANA Functions Contract: C.2.9.2.a)
  and
Root Zone “WHOIS” Change Request and Database Management (NTIA IANA Func- tions Contract: C.2.9.2.b)
whereas ICANN needs the IANA Function. And the root zone. 
No other service provided by the IANA Function Manager is required, per se, by a ccTLD Manager, including DNSSEC. 
Delegation service is a one time occurrence, which does not affect the ccTLD Manager once completed and it must also be said that hardly any ccTLD Manager wishes to avail oneself of un-consented revocation services by the IANA Function Manager.
- (Individual) ccTLD Managers need accountability by the ICANN Function Manager, for the decisions it (in this context the Board) takes against them and for the way its staff interacts with incumbent and/or prospective ccTLD Managers.
The charter clearly states that all accountability issues other than operational and administrative ones of the IANA Function (which are to be addressed by the CWG Stewardship, where, unfortunately, they are not being addressed to any relevant extent) fall under the CCWG Accountability.
- Without a shadow of a doubt is the root zone a database and thus clearly an asset, ie some form of property, even though it is very closely linked to the services such as Root Zone Change Request Management and Root Zone “WHOIS Change Request and Database Management.
I firmly believe the root zone can exist without the services surrounding it, but absolutely not can the services exist without the root zone.
- Now the issue is not what type of property it is, per se, but what will happen to it.
In other words, who owns the root zone, will ownership be transferred, at all? And if so how and when?
From this the question follows, what will happen if only the functions to manage but not the ownership of the root zone, and/or the root zone itself are transferred.
- It also raises the unanswered question under what statutory powers this transfer will occur.
And this question must be answered in order for any transfer of the functions and/or the root zone to occur.
	

	Methodology

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	.NA
	- A convoluted report at 143 pages, making a graphical supplement necessary for ease of understanding, which was expensive to produce. Clearly the result of a rushed process, where content was subordinated to an arbitrary deadline
- Numerous concerns were raised in different levels of vehemence by appointed members of every chartering organizations against this, mine being most vocal and numerous, but were ignored
- Poor quality of the process made evident when 3 additional questions were posted to the comments web site. A clear violation of the charter, as the comment period for these questions just 2 days.
- The report also violates the rules of engagement in the charter as a mandatory Consensus Call not held, and in fact refused, including the submission of minority viewpoint(s) to be included in the report.
- It was not helpful that a SubTeam created purely for funneling legal questions to what is termed Independent Counsel, or rather a single participant (not even a member) of this SubTeam, decides which questions are relevant and it was particularly unhelpful that requests to look at this accountability (i.e. from a “higher level”) were rejected or ignored by the Co-Chairs.
	

	Stress Tests

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Revised Mission, Commitments & Core Values
Question 1: Do you agree that these recommended changes to ICANN's Mission, Commitments and Core Values would enhance ICANN's accountability?
Question 2: Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would amend these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Fundamental Bylaws
Additional question: Is there a need to provide for any other means for other parts of the ICANN system to be able to propose new Fundamental Bylaws or changes to existing ones. Should the Mission should be subject to even higher thresholds of Board or community assent. (para 126 of the CCWG proposal)
Question 3: Do you agree that the introduction of Fundamental Bylaws would enhance ICANN's accountability?
Question 4: Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation, including the list of which Bylaws should become Fundamental Bylaws? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Independent Review Panel Enhancement
Question 5: Do you agree that the proposed improvements to the IRP would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Reconsideration Process Enhancement
Additional Question: The CCWG-Accountability welcomes feedback on whether there is a need, as part of Work Stream 1 (pre-Transition), to provide for any other means for other parts of the ICANN system to be able to propose new Fundamental Bylaws or changes to existing ones.  In particular, the CCWG-Accountability welcomes feedback on whether the Mission should be subject to even higher thresholds of Board or community assent. 
Question 6: Do you agree that the proposed improvements to the reconsideration process would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements. Are the timeframes and deadlines proposed herein sufficient to meet the community's needs? Is the scope of permissible requests broad / narrow enough to meet the community's needs?

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	 
	

	Mechanism to empower the Community
Additional questions: Do you agree that the introduction of a community mechanism to empower the community over certain Board decisions would enhance ICANN's accountability?
What guidance, if any, would you provide to the CCWG-Accountability regarding the proposed options? Please provide the underlying rationale in terms of required accountability features or protection against certain contingencies.
Question 7: What guidance, if any, would you provide to the CCWG-Accountability regarding the proposed options related to the relative influence of the various groups in the community mechanism? Please provide the underlying rationale in terms of required accountability features or protection against certain contingencies.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Power: Reconsider/reject budget or strategy/operating plans
Question 8: Do you agree that the power for the community to reject a budget or strategic plan would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Power: Reconsider/reject changes to ICANN “standard” Bylaws
Question 9: Do you agree that the power for the community to reject a proposed Bylaw change would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Power: Approve changes to “Fundamental Bylaws”
Question 10: Do you agree that the power for the community to approve any fundamental Bylaw change would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Power: Recalling individual ICANN Directors
Question 11: Do you agree that the power for the community to remove individual Board Directors would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Power: Recalling the entire ICANN Board
Question 12: Do you agree that the power for the community to recall the entire Board would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Incorporating the Affirmation of Commitments into the ICANN Bylaws
Question 13: Do you agree that the incorporation into ICANN's Bylaws of the Affirmation of Commitments principles would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.
Question 14: Do you agree that the incorporation into ICANN's Bylaws of the Affirmation of Commitments reviews would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Bylaws changes suggested by Stress Tests
Question 15: Do you agree that the incorporation into ICANN's Bylaws of the above changes, as suggested by stress tests, would enhance ICANN's accountability? Do you agree with the list of requirements for this recommendation? If not, please detail how you would recommend amending these requirements.

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	

	Items for consideration in Work Stream 2

	#
	Contributor
	Comment
	CCWG Response/Action

	
	
	
	



