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Non-official Translation

Comments by CAICT on 2nd Draft Proposal of the Cross
Community Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship

Transition Proposal on Naming Related Functions

(18™ MAY)

CWG announces a new proposal in 23 April. China Academy of
Information and Communications Technology (CAICT) takes this
opportunity to thank the efforts and contributions made by CWG and
related community members. The comments from CAICT are as follows:

Compared to the previous proposal in December 2014, this proposal
has changed a lot. It made a significant progress of the process of IANA
stewardship transition proposal, and provides a good basis for the
discussion by the communities. Unfortunately, the proposal did not
provide Chinese version on time, as well as many other language versions.
While, the comment period is too short to fully listen to the views of all
stakeholders. CAICT hopes ICANN and CWG take not of these problems.
It’s not necessary to come up with a proposal in cost of ignoring the
necessary conditions and due procedures.

The proposal proposes to establish an independent legal entity — PTI.
Through signing a contract with ICANN, PTI takes the operation works,

such as the technical coordination of the IANA function.



CAICT believes, first, no matter what kind of entity, IANA functions
contract should ensure that the main IANA functions are operated by the
same organization without separation, which was the consensus of the
community and confirmed by the IANA functions contract. Until now, the
ICG and CWG did not make a clear assurance about this.

Second, the operation of the IANA function is transited to PTI from
ICANN, which is constructive for the separation between
decision-making and implementation. PTI should be set up in a neutral
country out of the jurisdiction of US law, and should respect every
country’s law. An accountability and transparency mechanism of PTI
should also be established. All those things should be further clarified in
the proposal.

Third, to ensure that PTI’s broad or decision-making committee are
elected by the community and in line with multi-stakeholder governance
principles, and to ensure that it will not satisfy the interests of various
countries and regions, it’s necessary to make further research and more
detailed clarification about following issues: what is the corporate
governance structure of PTI, what is the relation between PTI’s
governance and ICANN, how to establish its board or management
mechanisms.

Fourth, according to the designed mechanisms of the proposal,
ICANN, as a contract given party, has the possibility to replace the PTI.
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So it’s necessary to make a completed and accurate description about the
standards and mechanisms of replacement. Regards to the post-transition
IANA functions contract terms, it should be fully open for public
comments from multi-stakeholders, to maintain the openness of the
Internet and security and stability of DNS, and to further enhance its
transparency and accountability, and improve service quality.

Core of IANA stewardship is to ensure accountability and
transparency of the policy decision of root zone. The proposal defaults
ICANN's decision-making positions, and gives greater authority to
ICANN (ICANN could change the operator of IANA function, which is
now owned by the US government). But now, ICANN does not have a
consensus and effective accountability and transparency mechanism and
the community cannot replace ICANN.

Regards to AOC review mechanism and the supervisors’
Implementation, the existing accountability mechanisms has limited
effect to ICANN. Its effectiveness depends on whether ICANN would
like to effectively implementation. CWG proposal proposed to establish
CSC and IFR, which only supervise the implementation of PTI, rather
than ICANN. How to ensure that ICANN could be fully accountable for
multi-stakeholders, especially in the policy decision of root zone that
should not be dominated by a small number of people or group, is a
critical problem, but is not resolved yet.
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CCWG s designing and drafting ICANN accountability mechanism
proposal, which has a key impact on the CWG proposal. In this regards,
CAICT suggests that, (1) the CWG proposal and CCWG proposal should
be considered together. The problem of ICANN accountability and
transparency mechanism design should be addressed before IANA
transition. If CCWG proposal does not meet the requirements of the
community, it is difficult for communities to only agree with CWG
proposal separately; (2) CWG and CCWG should firstly reach consensus
within its own community; and (3) CAICT expects US government to
indicate its attitude about the CWG proposal and CCWG proposal in the
GAC as soon as possible, and to comply with the consensus of GAC.

CAICT thanks you all the people drafting the proposal again. We
hope that CWG and CCWG can work together closely to promote IANA
stewardship transition under the condition that ICANN is fully

accountable and transparent.



