Response | Name Tvoe Mechl |Mech2 |Mech3 |Mecha |Elimination Criteria
1[10hn Levine Member 4 3 q 0 Please eliminate 3and 4. I entity h P grant making, and desire not to spend even more time and money on this one-time accident than we already have
Iknow from experience that setting up  captive foundation would take
another year, be very d leave ICANN with an exp
appendage after we give the one-time auction money away.
Ib: Participant 1 4 3 2[no 1do not want more bureaucracy in ICANN, not the increase in personnel. If there is a need that il ible ction.
3[Maureen Hilyard er q 3 4 2[1) 1 would exclude total control by ICANN (Mechanism 1) as the mechanism | My ‘communities who would b order to achieve the mission of ICANN -users globally.
for the control, d distribution of y ICANN Org to improve to some regions, th +be provisionwithn the regulatonsof this commitee,
of domains. | believe that ICANN Org's does not access by ICANN to a capped t the been gained by the auction of domain names.
putitin use the
funds for what | believed was initially to provide new growth and
users. While we as 2
this, we are all he ICANN's
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
by the Internet. Only by having an impartial but
t d
and b
appropriate cap on what ICANN Org could possible use for themselves, can |
of
the funding.
alEliot Noss Mermber 4 3 q 0 ves. 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 people
institutionalize a "foundation” and to lead to outcomes detached from the | and the Open Internet in the context of the ICANN mission.
community.
5[ Daniel Dardailler Participant 4 3 q 0 Yes, 3, which would take too much time and create a Inahnhly whenthe | Mechanism 1 offers all will Taid out by the CC\ . global community
and 4, which would i r quick to put in place, etc.
o mision relevance, transparency, accountabilty, community
etc
6[1on Nevett Member q 4 q 3[eliminate mechanisms 1 & 3 - ICANN shouldn' Cost, efficiency, & effect
Raiaram __| Participant 4 2 3 1[no solicitation. d evaluation
8K A er 3 4 2 0] ves 4 too costlv. ICANN internal get experience and work toward to transit to mech.in future
9[Yao Amevi Amessinou Sossou | Participant 4 q 0 01 wish mechanism 1is the sole mechanism to be promoted The existence of an internal body inside the icann to and issuing solution lated to d This could efforts
to raise funds to take or missions.
10| Carolina Caeiro Member 3 4 2 0[1am OK with removing mechanism 4. However, | believe mechanism 3 1 would ike to answer this question in ghtof my preferred chaice. Mechanism 2 is my top choice because of the expertise and reach that would come from ICANN's partnership with one or
should be kept in the rep 1 think thisis a value added, and one that would best equip ICANN to deploy and in
My fecling s hat many would hink, give the task at hand,that o Distilling these points into specific criteria, | would s
Foundation is mechanism that would make sense, so showing the - Mechanism's ability to pool needed expertise on gmnt—makmg
iges that option would pose is a - Mechanism's ability to o
derstand (which willikely Tor
2.
11 sébastien Bachollet Mermber 4 3 q ofves4and3 Cost of the mechanism
Multistakeholder implication
Fiduciary responsibility
Possibility o close the mechanism when the money is totally distributed
If we chose (itis not my fist choice) need to work with Il select them?
12| Nadira Al-Araj Participant 4 3 q Yes, takes along. The time to the Auction Proceeds.
functioning.
13(Seun Ojedeji Member 4 3 q , because of [ =
which can | 1. Simplicity in setup and shutdown when funds run out
become unsustainable, especilly when the funds run out. There i also the 2 Fuliment of ICANN's oversight responsibilty.
it's expe ., ability to achieve mechanism 2 exist in mechanism 1
ICANN leadership must exercise an oversight over the funds. 4 Less overall overhead cost
5. Continuity, visi of ICANN as an organisation
14/ Judith Hellerstein Participant 2 4 3 a betoo | The key criteria | had set forward were
pensi too much 1) Transparency & accountabil
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 meetits commitments to the board and to the communty.
4) Allows for stakeholders to be invlved in advising on the grants and setting the criteria,
1 chose mechanism 2 because:
start up costs are minimal
2) Provides in the start up and in
15[ Alan Greenberg Member 4 3 0 0 Eliminate 3and 4.3 (Sand d may not and compl lexibilty.
allow ICANN to be a funding applicant. 4 gives up too much control.
16| Hadia Elminiawi Participant 4 3 q 01 support eliminating 3 and 4. Set up time and cost are minimum if we are | Cost, and alignment with mission and fiduciary requirements.
talking about mechanisms 1 and 2. | don't see any additional benefits from
h 3and 4, they y and add
case of mechanism 3, ICANN will not be able to apply for any of the funds)
and n case of 4 ICANN must still be involved to ensure that the fiduciary
are met.
17|Sylvia Cadena Mermber 3 4 q fthe mech 3and4 d. These 2 |1 think it is important for ICANN hs and weaks d to choose will give ICANN tolearn about
mechanisms willreqire at least another 12 o 18 months of work o get | compliance through a partnership it DAF (fo example the Tides Foundation) as many other medium sie donor funds do.
established (if not longer) and the costs are quite unknown. It will be better
o focus on the selection between mechanism #1 and #2
18| Adetola Sogbesan Participant q 2 4 3[Yes. Mechanism 1. Its against the purpose and core mandate of ICANN. | ICANN Focus on . Possibilty of different dependent Auction Proceeds t. Possibility of Fund raising without conflict with ICANN mandate. Possibility of
Transparency and
19| Mei Lin Fung Participant 3 4 q 0 Yes, Iwould eliminate 3and 4 Setting new d working ‘away from the learning that ICANN should be getting from embarking on this new use
of auction proceeds
20/l Helsingius Participant 1 4 2 3[No Concern about licated structures that willtake on aife of their own, as well about finding and retaining perti
21/ Glen McKnight Participant 2 3 4 1[No A
22 stephan Deerhazke Mermber 4 3 2 1[No At the end of the day these funds are ICANN's funds, and lber one priority is to insure its survival. Thus they need to have the funds.
23[Marilyn Cade Mermber 2 4 3 0| ves, eliminate #4. Thisis I d time of both bout 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 if this seems to
CCWG-AP mermbers, ICANN staff and the external consultant retained and  indicate a preference. But, this seems to indicate a complete misunderstanding of ICANN processes, which is as ICANN , with a strict need to adhere
funded by ICANN org. closely to its core mission and to respect its unique not for profi status.
Rationale: h d There bout Option 1. Whil ICANN's need to inits been raised, the responses from the external consultant are not
Board — tis notatallsimpletoask suchan entiy to madiy thie satisfactory sofar.  The consultant, staff and some CCWG ~ AP members also seem to equate creating the GDD and the PTI with how a grant making process will work within ICANN. In earlier
to take on new defined and prescribed comments, d at least I q the abilty of Option 1 to achieve needed independence from ICANN and to protect ICANN
by ICANN' to their core established from f pp ICANN.
by CCWG-AP/other ICA d criteria. The amount ICANN knows how to segreg: is ponse to how blish an independent grant making and management process. It has been acknowledged
of oversight needed will be similar to Mechanism 1 and 2 and 3;however, is ~that for Option One, required be d, and that they would then be dismissed once the fund management/allocation concludes. The usual salaries for
even “fund” to uch ssthan what ICANN staff are piid o bringing this ternal 0 ICANN would resulin and lead hat would
assume such fonctons could equire xtensie tme for suchan entityto.  then need to b the funds are , thus willlead to the need to either create term limited approaches to hiring new expertise, or creating an
seek to modify its bylaws and processes. costs to pay for such staff to depart ICANN, often with termination costs, as is typical within ICANN.
an existing foundation or “fund” could be undertaken. This has been Co-minglingof purpose - to useexstingstaffpart 150 has to b given that th process.
referenced earlier within the internal comment processes, and also by the  that existing staff are fully engaged in ICANN's existing fulfillment of ICANN' While thi v for option 2and 3, itis much more limited than what
external paid consultant. It s time to eliminate it and focus in on what might would occur for option 1.
p ICANN's large 8 During mein the 3 @ of ICANNstaff,and to coninued pay inresses oreistingstaf. Aproposal
that have staff unitinside ICANN has. ;5 and esp “unit” where no expe lly
within ICANN org.
Priorities
@ ICANN must to to and must avoid any could cast doubt/ jeopardize its not for provide status
5 Anigh priorty must b placed on where , given ICANN's - creatinga D making internal
mechanism will raise many concerns including about independent decision making, integrity of process; ability to intervene truggling;
grant allocation and grant management; preparation of effective reviews of awarded grants.
@ Avoiding a situation where ICANN of ded. In our view, implications for tax reporting and ICANN's not for profit status are not yet fully
documented for the options proposed. [ However, at least, at our insistence, it by the staff engaged 1would be listed on ICANN's
taxreturns.]
Total Score 64 7 32 18




