Public Comment on Initial Report of the Cross-Community Working Group on New gTLD Auction Proceeds (CCWG-AP)

This comment is made in my personal capacity as an experienced community member of ICANN. I have been in GAC and ccNSO and currently also in At Large since I no more represent my country in GAC. I have been President of NIRA, the Registry Mangers of .ngccTLD and  do understand the challenges faced by the developing countries  regarding knowledge of the DNS business
I wish to acknowledge the great work done by CCWG-AP in putting out this Initial Report. I wish to commend the members and participants for their commitments in seeing the work done so far. The Initial Report is very much comprehensive, and it is great that the public is asked to comment on the report.
My understanding is that CCWG-AP aim is for comments to focus more on the recommended mechanism options, I believe option C needs much more examination, I will advise that Option B should be priorities.  
In reviewing the mechanisms, option B and C seem to be the most independent approach, while still consistent with ICANN core mission, they avoid opportunities for too much internal influence by members of the community. 
In as much as the Board has a fiducial responsibility, either option will limit the demands on the ICANN Board, who are not elected/appointed as experts on development grants, but to ensure the ICANN core mission is fulfilled.  
Managing a grants award/oversight/evaluation program would increasingly result in demands for unique skills on ICANN staff. I think Staff and Board need to be focused on the core mission and activities.  An external independent manger approach would protect ICANN from other kinds of liability as well as limits the time demands on staff and Board.  
In addition, considering the external  approach in options B or C, I suggest the  establishment of an advisory committee from the community with term limits, it could be two year terms/with one renewal of one year, thus, creating opportunities that bring understanding and expertise from the ICANN community, at the same time  avoiding any kind of risks that would put ICANN's not for profit status at risk. Guidelines would be established that are consistent with the core values of ICANN in support of the Independent Fund Management Approach. 
I think it would be more efficient to place the management of the funds in the hands of experts that understand the process, procedures and risks associated with such program.
. Application of Funds:
The listed possible funding projects and programs are welcome, however, high priority should be given to projects and programs, while ensuring ICANN’s Mission, that will promote general awareness which will include neutral promotion of ccTLDs, legacy gTLDs and new gTLDs that are not documented as having high incidents of fraud and consumer abuse.
Awareness of DNS business is still very low. General awareness of ICANN and its Mission is also still low in developing countries. However, the good news is that platforms like IGF NRIs have been bringing ICANN to stakeholders in the underrepresented regions.
[bookmark: _GoBack]While Security, stability of the internet is  paramount to ICANN and its Mission, the security and privacy of users of the Internet, inclusivity and diversity of ICANN participants should also be prioritised. 












