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«*  #1 <= collaboration of small teams, section leaders, several principal penholders
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*%* #2 <=single penholder
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*%* #3 <= collaboration of 3 penholders






What is ICANN Public Comment?

See: https://atlarge.icann.org/about/icann-public-comment



ICANN Public Comment Opportunities

See: https://www.icann.org/public-comments



ICANN Public Comment: Participation Challenges

* Newcomers

O Where to start? Interest, passion, knowledge.
O Join a Working Group and catch-up.

o%

* At-Large Working Groups

L)

GNSO Policy Development Process (PDP) Working Groups
Cross-Community Working Groups (CCWGs)
etc

O Read, read, and read. And listen in.
O Mentor?

L/ ) L/
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* Regular Participants

Volunteerism, time commitments, burnout

More hands on deck, focus groups, sharing workload
Leading discussions, building consensus

At-Large Consolidated Policy Working Group (CPWG)

O O O O






Advisory Committees’ Advice Development




ALAC Policy Advice Development Process Approach

——

See: https://atlarge.icann.org/working groups/consolidated-policy-working-group-cpwg




ALAC Policy Advice Development Process Approach

See: https://atlarge.icann.org/about/alac-advice-development-process




ALAC Policy Advice Development Process Approach




Necessity for ALAC Policy Advice

* Does a topic or areas

impact the interests of the
Internet End-User*?

>

>

If yes:

How are those interests impacted, either positively or
negatively?

What policy inputs can we offer that will strengthen the
positive impact and/or prevent or lessen the negative
impact?

(
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Does the gravity of the impact require us to advocate [

our position beyond merely submitting a statement via

the Public Comment process?

If no, then we decline to submit a statement.

* Internet End-Users includes the casual registrant



Mechanics of ALAC Policy Advice

* Who volunteers as Penholder(s)?

» Works best if penholder(s) are At-Large Community
member(s) who:

“Read, ** Have relevant knowledge/expertise/experience
read, Are active members of relevant Working Group

read” Read associated input materials, supporting
documents, relevant past statements, etc

* Understand the issues as they relate to End-Users
Are strong communicators

* Often but not always drawn from amongst ALAC
Members, ALAC Appointees or At-Large leaders

* Can act singularly and/or in small team
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» Why? Because of what penholders are expected to do,
which in turn is dependent on workload.



Mechanics of ALAC Policy Advice

* What do Penholders do?

> Prior to drafting any statement:
“Identify” % Identify the issues as they relate to End-Users

“Scope” ** Preferably, present background to identified
issues as contained in input materials etc

** Where possible, present arguments/points raised
/identified by other parts of the ICANN Community
on those issues at relevant fora

* Solicit inputs from At-Large members — wiki workspace, /
mailing list, weekly calls, Googledocs etc

“* From inputs received, develop proposed positions to issues &~ -

“* Present proposed positions and re-solicit further inputs or
where possible, establish consensus
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“Develop

> (ldeally) then only start to draft a statement



Mechanics of ALAC Policy Advice

* What else do Penholders do?

» Once draft statement is published:

** Call for comments - solicit further inputs or
where feasible, attempt to again establish consensus
for positions which did not enjoy consensus before

¢ At-Large members to respond

¢ Incorporation of further inputs, where feasible
or relevant

4

¢ As many rounds as needed within time
limits / Public Comment deadline

» And finalize statement which then goes to ALAC for
ratification prior to submission

L)

% In some cases, finalized statement is submitted
first then re-submitted with ALAC ratification
endorsement







What is New gTLD SubPro? An Overview

New Generic Top Level Domain Subsequent Procedures

* For next round of New gTLD applications (if any)

O

Distinct from 2012 round

* New gTLD Subsequent Procedures PDP WG

0
0
0

o O

Policy Development Process (PDP) purview of GNSO Council
PDP initiated in Dec 2015, chartered in Jan 2016

WG started work in Feb 2016, considering changes as
necessary to existing policy recommendations and
implementation guidance

WG tackled > 40 separate topics via Plenary, Work Tracks 1-
4, Work Track 5 on Geographic Names at the Top Level
Between Nov 2018 — Mar 2019, undertook high level checks,
clarification of public comments received

Now reviewing merits of public comments for reporting
WG work expected to go on until Q4 2019 - Final Report



SubPro PDP WG: Inputs, Organisation & Deliverables

Inputs

O Preliminary Issue
Report

O Constituency
Comment 1 (CC1)

O Constituency
Comment 2 (CC2)

O Final Issue Report

O GNSO New gTLD
Policy 2007, past
decisions, documents

O GAC Principles

O 2012 Applicant
Guidebook

O Base Registry
Agreement

O Competition,
Consumer Trust &
Consumer Choice
Review

O Public Comments to
Initial Report &
Supplemental Reports

O etc

Organisation Deliverables
* Plenary N
> Initial Report of the New
° .
WT1: Overall gTLD SubPro PDP
Process/ Support/ (Overarching Issues &
Outreach Work Tracks 1-4)

Jul 2018
* WT2: Legal/Regulatory
= > Supplemental Report
to the Initial Report of the
New gTLD SubPro PDP
(Overarching Issues &
Work Tracks 1-4)
* WT4: Internationalized Nov 2018

Domain Names /

Technical & Operations

e WT3: String Contention/
Objections & Disputes

* WT5: Geographic Names:l_

> Supplemental Report
at the TLD pp P

to the Initial Report of the

New gTLD SubPro PDP
(see next 2 slides for work (Work Track 5) on
distribution) Geonames as TLD,

Dec 2018

1INININOD Dl1dNd

™ > Final
Report
Q4 2019

]__



SubPro: Distribution of Topics (High Level)

Plenary

* Subsequent
Procedures

* Predictability

e Community
Engagement

* Application
Assessed in
Rounds

* Different TLD
Types

* Application
Submission Limits
Auctions as
Mechanism of
Last Resort
Private resolution
of contention sets

Application
Comment
Change Requests
to Applications
Registrar Support

WT1: Overall
Process/Support/
Outreach

* Competition,
Consumer Trust &
Consumer Choice

* Applicant
Guidebook

* Clarity of
Application
Process

* Accreditation
Programs

* Systems

* Application Fees

* Communications

* Application
Queuing

* Application

Submission Period

* Applicant Support
* Variable Fees

WT2:
Legal/Regulatory

* Reserved Names

* Base Registry
Agreement

* Registrant
Protections

* Contractual
Compliance

* Registrar Non-
Discrimination +

* TLD Rollout

* 2nd Level Rights
Protection
Mechanisms

* Global Public
Interest

* |GO/INGO
Protections

* Closed Generics

WT3: String
Contention/
Objections &
Disputes

* Applicant
Freedom of
Expression

* String Similarity

* Objections

* Accountability
Mechanisms

* Community
Applications

WT4:
Internationalized
Domain Names /
Technical &
Operations

* Internationalized
Domain Names &
Universal
Acceptance

* Security and
Stability

* Applicant
Reviews:
Technical/
Operational &
Financial

* Names Collisions



SubPro: Distribution of Topics (High Level)

WT5: Geographic Names as Top Level Domains
Dedicated to areas to do with geographic names at the top level

* Two-character letter-letter ASCII strings as country codes

* /SO 3166-1 Alpha-3 codes as country and territory names

* Long-form name in I1SO 3166-1 standard

* Short-form name in ISO 3166-1 standard

* Short- or long-form name association with a code designated as “exceptionally reserved” by ISO 3166
Maintenance Agency

* Separable component of a country name designated on the “Separable Country Names List”

* Permutations, transpositions of reserved strings

* Name by which a country is commonly known, per intergovernmental or treaty org

* Capital city names

* Non-capital city names

* Sub-national places in ISO 3166-2 standard

* UNESCO region / “Composition of macro geographical (continental) regions, geographic sub-regions, and
selected economic and other groupings” list

* Definition of “Geographic Names”

* Principles and Basis guiding “Geographic Names”

* Preventative vs Curative Measures

* Translations of “Geographic Name” strings

* Non-Applicant Guidebook Terms



ALAC’s New gTLD SubPro Policy Advice/Statements

Call for Public Comments

Initial Report of the New gTLD
SubPro PDP (Overarching Issues &
Work Tracks 1-4), Jul 2018

¢ Culmination of WG discussions
on over ~36 topics

* Preliminary recommendations,
guestions

Supplemental Report to the Initial
Report of the New gTLD SubPro
PDP (Overarching Issues & Work
Tracks 1-4), Nov 2018

* WG addresses additional 5 topics

* Preliminary recommendations,
options, questions

Supplemental Report to the Initial
Report of the New gTLD SubPro
PDP (Work Track 5) on Geonames
at the TL, Dec 2018

* Culmination of WT5 discussions

* Preliminary recommendations,
questions, proposals

Our Responses

» Collaboration of
small teams,
section leaders,
several principal
penholders

Sep 2018

2 ¢

Dec 2018

» Single penholder

&

Jan 2019

» Collaboration of 3
penholders







SubPro Initial Report Call for Public Comments




SubPro Initial Report CPWG Wiki Page




SubPro Initial Report CPWG Wiki Page

On 26 September 2018, the CPWG met to finalize the ALAC statement draft. On the same day., tf C Chair submitted comment, and requested that Staff open an ALAC ratification vote.

In the interest of time, the ALAC Chair requested that the statement be transmitted to the ICANN public comment process, copying the ICANN staff member responsible for this topic, with a note that the statement is
pending ALAC ratification.

ALAC Statement on the Initial Report on the New gTLD

P Policy D -] Process (O ing Issues & Work Tracks 1-4)

Summary of the ALAC Responses

While the ALAC and wider At-Large community continue to debate the actual benefits to communities in expanding the New gTLD Program (“Program’), we acknowledge that the Program will likely continue to be
expanded in one form or ancther. In this respect the ALAC considers this opportunity to comment on the Initial Report on the New gTLD Subsequent Procedures Policy Development Process (Overarching Issues & Work
Tracks 1-4) dated 03 July 2018 ("Initial Report”) a valuable one, and wishes to put on record our responses, suggestions and in some cases, advocacy, to the preliminary recommendations and questions as posed by the
GNSO New gTLD Subsequent Procedures PDP Warking Group (“WG") in its Initial Report, from the perspective of and benefit to Internet end users At-Large. On the same nate, we have also chosen nat to offer comments.
to selected sections of the Initial Report, namely sections which the ALAC believes has little or no impact on Internet end users, as indicated herein. On the same note, we have chosen to offer comments only to parts of
the Initial Report which we believe carry an impact on Internet end users.

In particular, the ALAC wishes to highlight to following key consensus positions:
Concept of “Rounds”

The ALAC believes that regardless of whether future applications are called for by way of a “ro~.. or “round=" ur on a first come, first served (FCFS) basis, all applications must continue to be batched for assessment to

 Areas of this policy input
was discussed by CPWG
over many emails, weekly
calls supplemented by wiki
posts, Googledoc
collaborative work

* Because the breadth of topics
relevant to End-Users was so
large, small teams were
established to assist the initial
drafters



SubPro Initial Report CPWG Googledoc



ALAC Ratified Statement on SubPro Initial Report







SubPro Supp. Initial Report Call for Public Comments




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Wiki Page




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Wiki Page




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Wiki Page

/I 1%t presentation



SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Wiki Page



SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Presentation




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Presentation




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Presentation




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Presentation




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Googledoc

/I 1t draft of statement




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Googledoc




SubPro Supp. Initial Report 2nd CPWG Presentation

2"d presentation




SubPro Supp. Initial Report 2nd CPWG Presentation




SubPro Supp. Initial Report 2nd CPWG Presentation




SubPro Supp. Initial Report 2nd CPWG Presentation




SubPro Supplemental Initial Report CPWG Googledoc

@\f

2"d draft of statement




ALAC Ratified Statement on SubPro Supp. Initial Report




In Summary ...

Since Dec 2017, all major policy deliberations have been conducted via
the At-Large Consolidated Policy Working Group (CPWG)

* Always the same: Identify — Scope — Develop

MECHANICS

* Overall timeframe subject to 40-day public
comment period

* Number of penholders, size of team(s)
dependent on:

» Complexity of subject matter, length of
the report, recommendations,
guestions, proposals

» Volunteers stepping up to lead the
process, share the workload

* Use of tools for soliciting input, sharing of
developed positions is flexible

STAFF SUPPORT

* Processes are supported by At-Large Staff — wiki setup, call management, Googledoc setup, statement
formatting and finalization, ALAC ratification management, statement submission




Thank you. Questions?

Engage with us! Join Us!

https://atlarge.icann.org/




