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3 responses, ranked as fourth choice
10 responses, ranked as fourth choice

Response _[Name Type Criteria
T[lohn Levine Member 0[Please eliminate 3 and 4. External entity has no support. experience with grant making, and desire not to spend even more time and money on this one-time accident than we already have
1 now from experience that setting up a captive foundation would take
another year, be very expensive, and leave ICANN with an expensive
useless appendage after we give the one-time auction money away.
2[Alberto Soto Participant 1] 4 3| 2455 1 do ot want more bureaucracy in ICANN, not the increase in personnel. If there is a need for more personnel, that s as small as possible or assigning double function.
3[Maureen Hilyard Member 0 3 a 2[1) I would exclude total control by ICANN (Mechanism 1) as the My choice focuses on the best interest of commurities who would benefit most from the funds in order to achieve the mission of ICANN more effectively for end-users globally. Whie this
mechanism for the control, access and distribution of the funds gained [may require some necessary allocation that will enable ICANN Org to improve its technical reach to some of there must be pr the regulations of this
from the auction of domains. | believe that ICANN Org's committee, by ICANN to a capped amount so t more direct benefit from the funds that have been gained by the auction of domain names
situation does not put it in the best position to be making decisions about
Ihow best to use the funds for what | believed was initiall to provide new
rowth and development opportunities for global Intenet users. While
we as a committee have spent months on this, we are all witness to the
ICANN's increasing demands for volunteer support yet decreasing
opportunities to explore how they can more effectively carry out the
mission of ICANN within their communities, to ensure that its decisions
are better understood, and its mission outputs employed more
meaningfully and more effectively by global users of the Internet. Only by
having an impartial but appropriate outside mechanism at least sharing
the organisational and administrative roles, and that the guidelines are
clearly specified about an appropriate cap on what ICANN Org could
possible use for themselves, can | feel that there would be a more
egalitarian approach to the distribution of the funding.
[Elliot Noss Member 3 3 9| [yes. three and four as they are most likely to lead to high expenses, the community has great expertise and a great spirt to help. we have been responsible for this gift (excess funds) being generated and we wish to see it put to the best use possible to help
institutionalize a *foundation" and to lead to outcomes detached from the|people and the Open Iternet in the context of the ICANN mission.
community
5[Dariel Dardaiiler Particpant 4 3 9| 0[Ves, 3, which would take too much time and create a liabiity when the | Mechanism 1 offers all the guarantees that the funding agency wil be compliant to all the criteria aid out by the CC\ ‘goodness compl Tobal
funding stops? and 4, which would considerably complicate the community involvement, transparency, accountabiliy, quick to put in place, etc.
compliance to mission relevance, transparency, accountabilty,
community participation, etc.
6[1on Nevett Member g g o inate mechanisms 1& 3 - ICANN shouldn't reinvent the wheel here. |Cost, efficiency, & effectiveness
Rajaram__|Participant 4 2 3 1[no Solicitation, d evaluation
8[Kavouss Aresteh mber 3 4 2 0lyes 4 too costly, ICANN internal get experience and work toward to transit to mech 1 in future
5[Ya0 Amevi Amessinou Sossou |Participant 4 0 0| 0]t wish mechanism 1 s the sole mecharism to be promoted (The existence of an internal body inside the icann to Implementing and Issuing sOIution (o the problers related to Interet governance and also documentation. This could necessitate less
efforts to raise funds to conduct specific take or missions.
10| Caroiina Gaeiro Nember 3 a 2 [1'am OK with removing mechanism 4. However, | believe mechanism 3 || would ke to answer this question in ight of my preferred choice. Mechanism 2 15 my top choice because of the expertise and reach that would come from ICANN's partnership with one o
should be kept in the report for Barcelona to show the depth of our multiple external organizations. | think this is a value added, and one that would best equip ICANN to deploy effective and efficient grant-making in the short-run.
debate. My feeling is that many would think, given the task at hand, that |Distiling these points into specific criteria, | would say:
2 Foundation is mechanism that would make sense, so showing the |- Mechanism’s abilty to pool needed expertise on grant-makis
challenges that option would pose is a means to help the community |- Mechanism's ability to support quick and widespread deployment of grant opportunities
understand our final recommendation (which will likely be mechanism 1
or2).
T1[Sbastien Bachollet Member 3 3 o Ofves aands Cost of the mechanism
Muitistakeholder implication
Fiduciary reswns\bll\\v
when the
fwe chose (it s not m fst choie) need to work with esteral how we wil select them?
T2[Nadira Al-Ara] Participant 3 3 9| 2|Ves, eliminate mechanism (3) because it takes a long time to make up an | The time to start managing the Auction Proceeds
functioning.
13[Seun Ojedeli Member 3 3 o [T support eliminating 4, because of ts setup complexity including cost and |1 considered the following:
[more 5o because this will create yet another recurring overhead which 1. Simplicity in setup and shutdown when funds run out
can become unsustainable, especially when the funds run out. There is  |2. Fulfilment of ICANN's oversight responsi
also the administrative back and forth overhead involved since it's 3 mechanism 2 exist 1
ICANN the |4, Less overall overhead cost
funds. Continity, y ICANN as an organisation
Ta[judith ellerstein Particpant E 1] 3 0] support eliminating Mechanism 4. | think this mechanism would be t0o_|The key criteria | had set forward were:
expensive to administer and take too much time to get it started. 1) Transparency & accountability
2) How costly would it be to administer
3) Independence from ICANN
allows another agency such as a DAFs to implement the process which would help ICANN meet ts commitments to the board and to the community.
4) Allows for stakeholders to be involved in advising on the grants and setting the criteria
| chose mechanism 2 because:
1)start up costs are minimal
2) Provides some measure of independence extensive cost involved in the start up and in
T5[Alan Greenberg Member 3 3 o O[liminate 3 and 4. 3 will be expensive (5 and other resources) and may | Minimize cost and complexity and maximize flexibility.
ot allow ICANN to be 2 funding applicant. 4 gives up too much control.
16| Hadia Eminiawt Participant 3 3 o 01 support eliminating 3 and 4. Set up time and cost are minimum if e _[Cost, and with mission and
are talking about mechanisms 1 and 2. 1 don'tsee any additional benefits
from mechanisms 3 and 4, they are more costly and add more restrictions
(in case of mechanism 3, ICANN will not be able to apply for any of the
funds) and in case of 4 ICANN must still be involved to ensure that the
are met
17[Syia Cadena Member 3 3 o i Wil support the slimination o th edhariss 33w 4 poposed. Thse [T TAKTC TS Tmportat To IGRRN 10 Tecogize T Srength and weaknesses nd 0 hoose mechartar 2 Wil gve AN th opporturty 0 Team abodt gran raragermert, due Tgence
2 mechanisms will require at least another 12 to 18 months of work o |and compliance through a partnership with a DAF (for example the Tides Foundation) as many other medium size donor funds do.
et established (f not longer) and the costs are quite unknown. It will be
better to focus on the selection between mechanism #1 and #2.
18|Adetola Sogbesan Participant g 2 7 3|Ves. Mechanism L. Its against the purpose and core mandate of ICANN. _|ICANN Focus Possibility of tion Proceeds . Possibility of Fund raising without confict with ICANN mandate. Possibility of
Transparen
15[ Mei Ui Fung Participant 3 4] o 0[Ves, Iwould eliminate 3 and 4 Setting up an d working with 3 “away from the Iearning that ICANN should be etting from embarking on this
new use of
20[Julf Helsingius Participant 1 4 2| 3[No c bout creating new, complicated structures that will take on a life of their own, as well as bout finding and retaining sufficient expertise.
21[Glen Mecknight Participant 2 3 a 1[N0 A arms lengt portant
22 Stephan Deerhaake Wember 3 3 2 1[N0 At the end of the day these funds are ICANN's funds, and the Organization's number one priority s t insure its survival. Thus they need to have maximal control over the funds.
23(Marilyn Cade Member 2 4 3 0[Ves, eliminate #4. This is long overdue to eliminate wasting fime of both_|Concerns about some of the analysis provided: The ICANN org retained external consultant has suggested that options 2 and 3 are more time intensive than option 1. It not clear f tis
(CCWG-AP members, ICANN staff and the external consultant retained and|seems to inicate a preference. But, this seems to indicate a complete misunderstanding of ICANN processes, which s understandable as ICANN is indeed a unique organization, with a
funded by ICANN org. sic need to adnerecosely t s core mision an o respect 1 e ot o prfit st
Rationale: Existing mechanisms have missions/purposes, and an existing | There are also concerns about Option [ its core mission have been raised, the responses from the external consuitant are not
Board - tis not at all simple to ask such an entity to modify their stacton oo far. . Th consant, saf and some COG AP members s ee 1 equas reatin the GO anthe P11 wih how  grant making process il wark ik AN, In
bylaws/processes to take on new processes that are defined and earlier comments, there were questions about and at least some ely a the abilityof Option 1 to achieve needed independence from ICANN and to
prescribed by ICANN's mission/new criteria to their core protect ICANN from ex!emal concerns of those who are not fully supportive of ICANN
by CCWG-AP/other ICANN N knows how to segregate funds is not a fulsome response to how to establish an mdevendem rantmking and management proces. ¢ been
community/Board agreed criteria. The amount of oversight needed will |acknowledged that for Dphon One, new staff with required be required, an n be The|
be similar is even o |usual much less than what ICANN staff are paid, so bringing this interal to P gmﬁ(nnt additional costs and lead to creating an
25 commissioning an existing foundation or “fund” to assume such internal mechanism that would then need to be dissolved when the funds are fully awarded and grants are completed, thus willlead to the need to either create term limited approaches to
functions could require extensive time for such an entity to seek to hiring new expertise, or creating an exitstrategy with external costs to pay for such staff to epart CANN, ften with terminaton costs, 2 1 el wiin N
mociy its bylaws and processes. Itis quite unclear how oversight of an |Co-mingling of purpose - to use existing staff part time ~ but compensate their n that the advised during the Budget Review
existing foundation or “fund” could be undertaken. This has been rocess that existing staff are fully ensaged in ICANN's existing work responsibilities in afilmentof KANN'S coe mission. Whie this s necessary for option 2 and 3, it s much more
referenced earler within the internal comment processes, and also by the [limited than what would occur for optio
external paid consultant. it is time to eliminate it and focus in on what —[During the Budget comment process, some winthe community,including the BC strongly objected to further increases of ICANN staf, and to continued pay increases for existing staff. A
might is feasible and practical within ICANN's larger challenges. proposl hat seems to e stff encoursgement o crete et acthr it e O v ; 5 a special “unit” where no expertise.
process exists within ICANN org.
onies
@ ICANN must be its core mi ] that could cast doubt/ jeopardize its not for provide status
8 A high pririty must be laced on avoiding ituatons where pliical/geogolitcal questions will naturaly ais, gven ICANN'suniqe Staus - creating & new temporary grant making
internal mechanism willraise many concerns including about independent decision making, integrity of process; ability to intervene to improve a grant project that s struggling; preparing
oversight of il and gran effective reviews of awarded grants.
6 Avoiding a situation where ICANN tax returns require detailed reports/inclusion of grants awarded. In our view, implications for tax reporting and ICANN's not for profit status are not yet
fully documented for the options proposed. [ However, a least, at our insistence, it was 1 would require all grants to be listed on
[Total Score 2] I T 13|

5 responses, recommended eliminating = 3 responses
0 responses, recommended eliminating
6 responses, recommended eliminating = 12 responses
responses, recommended eliminating =

1 response
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