
This document contains a summary of the public comments1 received in response to the draft proposed recommendations issued by the 

Accountability and Transparency Review Team, with a view to facilitating the reading of the contributions provided by the Internet Community.  

The comments are summarized in order of submission for each recommendation group as applicable, with references to individual 

recommendation numbers if provided.  General comments are summarized in “general comments”.  Even though this summary was drawn‐ up 

to reflect as accurately and objectively as possible the views expressed by participants, it does not substitute in any way the original contributions 

which are publicly available for full reference at: http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/ 
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1
 The public comment period ran from 21 October 2013 to 13 December 2013 

2
 No comment in the submission. 

RECOMMENDATIONS SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

1. Develop objective measures for determining the quality of ICANN 
Board members and the success of Board improvement efforts, and analyze 
those findings over time. 

BB, PD & CG: Agree, provided that objective measures, communicated in advance 
to Board members and used to improve selection. 
--- 
ALAC: Agrees. 
--- 
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 SG: Stakeholder Group. 

RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: This will enhance Board’s work practices and ensure its continuity. 

2. Develop metrics to measure the effectiveness of the Board’s functioning, 
and publish the materials used for training to gauge levels of 
improvement. 

BB, PD & CG: Useful with same conditions as above.  
--- 
ALAC: Supports and suggests adding a public reporting mechanism associated 
with metrics (no human resources or confidential issues). Publication of material 
should be mentioned separately or as a sub-area. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
IPC: Supports. Board member’s recusal based upon a conflict is an important 
metric. It should indicate whether recurring conflict or not to help gauge extent of 
the problem.  

3. Conduct qualitative/quantitative studies to determine if the 
qualifications of Board candidate pools improved once compensation was 
available, and regularly assess Director’s compensation levels 

BB, PD & CG: What data points would be needed? Is this data sufficiently objective 
and available at reasonable cost? Would “quality” be measured at time of 
appointment or based on performance? Assuming the Nominating Committee 
rules permit the kind of study based on documents submitted in support of an 
Expression of Interest, it would be important to evaluate the quality of a Board 
Member’s contribution to ensure that an increasingly qualified candidate pool 
delivers an increasingly functional Board. Regularly assessing Director 
compensation levels seems reasonable as long as there are clear metrics by which 
to do it. 
--- 
ALAC: Supports but suggests that studies distinguish effect of compensation on 
qualifications of Board candidate pools. They should be oriented towards 
capturing unanticipated consequences of compensation on SG3 representation. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: This will enhance Board’s work practices and ensure its continuity. 

4. Develop complementary mechanisms for SO/AC consultation on 
administrative and executive issues to be addressed at the Board level.  

BB, PD & CG: Clarify complementary to what? 
--- 
ALAC: Supports as eliminates possibility of Board acting in isolation. 
--- 
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 PDP: Policy Development Process. 

RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: Drafting should be clear, self-explanatory and independent from past 
recommendations. 

5. Determine how the proper scope of redaction could be reasonably 
confirmed. 

BB, PD & CG: Excellent, many feel that ICANN too easily avails itself of redaction, 
and would welcome clearer rules. 
--- 
ALAC: Supports. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: Importance of transparency.  

6. Undertake initiatives to enhance understanding and transparency of 
GAC deliberations, including publication of GAC meeting agendas, 
transcripts, rationales for decisions, and a formal process for notifying and 
requesting GAC advice; expanding public observation/participation in 
GAC conference calls, and restructuring meetings to better engage the 
community; and exploring ways to facilitate GAC early on ICANN’s 
policy development processes. 

BB, PD & CG: Excellent, but the implementation plan will be key. Publication of 
materials involves a more robust flow of information. Formal processes help set 
expectations, and provide more predictability and stability. Expanding public 
participation, and facilitating early GAC participation in the PDP4 is probably the 
most important, and the most difficult, change to make. It might be more 
manageable if broken into parts.  
--- 
ALAC: Supports. GAC advice and input have potential for substantial impact. 
Strongly supports appointment of liaisons to the GAC to facilitate inter-
constituency communication and understanding. A competent secretariat would 
help GAC achieve the goals.  
--- 
USCIB: Agrees. GAC is not a government but an ICANN structure. Its processes 
should follow limitations set forth in the bylaws, such as openness and 
transparency. Rationales should be published. ATRT2 should add 
recommendation towards 1) transparency of GAC tenure; 2) greater understanding 
of the role of the leadership; 3) dialogue with stakeholders; 4) specific entities 
should be given opportunity to present to GAC, prior to deliberations and to 
answer questions to prevent one-sized characterizations and lobbying of 
individual GAC members.  
--- 
RySG: Refer to BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
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NRTA: Of utmost importance and very constructive. Use bullet points for ease of 
reference. With regards to the high level meeting, invitations should be extended 
to non-GAC members. Post meeting surveys would be helpful. If possible, should 
assess direct and indirect impacts of meeting. Two challenges appear in GAC 
engagement in GNSO PDP: 1) frequency of PDPs; 2) handling of GAC early input 
at times of conflicting views, where it may be worth trying to go through mutual 
consultation period before submitting to board.  
--- 
CIC: Ambiguity of responsibility of GAC recommendations will affect follow-up 
execution. Suggests identifying a body as early as possible.  
--- 
SP: Agrees with rationale and broader participation. Language barriers are 
obstacles. Recommendation to better engage with community is lacking 
significance. 
--- 
GNSO: Supports recommendation to have early GAC involvement and will work 
towards that. 

6.1 The Board should request that the GAC consider a number of actions 
to make its deliberations more transparent and better understood to the 
ICANN community. Where appropriate, ICANN should provide the 
necessary resources to facilitate the implementation of specific activities in 
this regard.  

BB, PD & CG: Support and encourage efforts collaborating with the GAC. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: GAC members are under individual governments’ code of conduct, which 
may vary and override other general agreements. Use less enforcing wording 
“should request”.  
--- 
SP: Several recommendations addressed more to governments than to GAC, e.g. 
code of conduct and GAC 101 sessions. This is beyond the remit of ATRT2 and 
questionable. Countries are sovereign to decide their internet policies. It is not up 
to ICANN to advise governments on internal resource allocation for ICANN 
issues. Conflict of Interests statements are superfluous.  

7. Explore mechanisms to improve public comment through adjusted time 
allotments, forward planning regarding the number of consultations 
given anticipated growth in participation, and new tools that facilitate 
participation. 

BB, PD & CG: Useful. Time allotments might be permitted to vary depending on 
complexity of issues or expected need for quantitative studies. The value of any 
such variation would have to be documented. 
--- 
ALAC: Strongly supports and suggests that new issues should be accompanied 
with awareness-raising and capacity building initiatives to expand participation 
and lay foundation for informed contributions. Mechanism should allow sufficient 
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time for intra and cross-regional consultations. 
--- 
USCIB: Go further. 21days is too short. Reply comment period should come after a 
longer initial comment period. Given volume of material, it takes time to analyze 
and obtain internal approval. Suggests 30-35 day initial comment, plus 30-35 day 
reply period. Board’s effort to utilize staff public comment reports in 
recommendations should be continued and deepened. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: ICANN should consider accepting inputs to PDPs in other languages, 
subject to availability of translation facilities. Expand on deliverables. 
--- 
SP: Bring stakeholders that are affected by ICANN policies but who are out of the 
ICANN circuit. Having learned process to late, stakeholders have turned to 
governments and intergovernmental organizations to bring concerns to the 
attention of the ICANN Board. This causes delays and complaints by applicants. 
ICANN should disseminate customized information to international organizations 
and governments so that assessment on respective fields of activity can be done in 
a timely fashion. 
--- 
IPC: Supports but should be stronger. Public comment process remains 
dysfunctional. Comments are often not seriously considered, ability to have 
meaningful input is questionable. Reality does not reflect well on ICANN’s 
assertions that it exemplifies a successful implementation of multistakeholder 
model for addressing important policy issues. Comment deadlines must allow for 
deliberative process of reaching consensus and for drafting and reviewing for 
submission. Simultaneous and overlapping proceedings intensify the problem. 
Using the reply period to submit initial comments is a rational response to 
ICANN’s irrational decision not to provide longer comment opportunities on 
major issues. Proposals addressing major policy issues should be allotted 90/30 
days and faster timetable for less broadly applicable issues, technical issues, issues 
without content or which have not attracted much public comment in the past. 
ATRT2 should also flag: 1) ICANN public meeting hiatus; 2) action taken before or 
immediately after completion of period; 3) clarity about scope of public comment 
sought.  

8. To support public participation, ICANN should review capacity of the BB, PD & CG: These should be ongoing management practices. 
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language services department versus the Community need for the service, 
and make relevant adjustments such as improving translation quality and 
timeliness and implementing continuous improvement via benchmarking 
of procedures used by international organizations. 

--- 
ALAC: Strongly supports. Language services should work with community to 
prioritize documentation. ICANN Communications should work with 
constituencies to make prioritized, translated documentation available in a more 
understandable way to non-experts. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: Fully supports and acknowledges ongoing efforts. 
--- 
ISC: Great efforts have been made but only small number of documents and very 
few meetings are available in Chinese. More outreach is needed.  
--- 
CIC: ICANN should take further actions on timeliness and accuracy. 

9. Consideration of decision-making inputs and appeals processes (Report 
Section 11). 
9.1 Mandate Board Response to Advisory Committee Formal Advice. 
ICANN Bylaws Article XI should be amended to include: “The ICANN 
Board will respond in a timely manner to formal advice from all Advisory 
Committees explaining what action it took and the rationale for doing so.” 

BB, PD & CG: Agree but amendment should be more detailed. 
--- 
ALAC: Strongly supports. Important to ensure formal advice from all ACs is given 
due consideration by Board. 
 --- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 

9.2 Explore Options for Restructuring Current Review Mechanisms. The 
ICANN Board should convene a Special Community Committee to 
discuss options for improving Board accountability with regard to 
restructuring of the Independent Review Panel (IRP) and the 
Reconsideration Process. The group will use the report of the Experts 
Group Report (ESEP) on Restructuring as one basis for its discussions. 

BB, PD & CG: Strong support. ICANN should commit to adequately support 
Special Community Committee, including with respect to research and 
independent expertise. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 

9.3 Review Ombudsman Role. The Ombudsman role as defined in the 
Bylaws shall be reviewed to determine whether it is still appropriate as 
defined, or whether it needs to be expanded or otherwise revised to help 
deal with the issues such as: • A role in the continued process review and 
reporting on Board and Staff transparency. • A role in helping employees 
deal with issues related to the public policy functions of ICANN • A role 
in proper treatment of whistleblowers and the protection of employees who 
decide there is a need to raise an issue that might be problematic for their 
continued employment.  

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
ALAC: Strongly supports. Services that have been provided to ALAC have not 
been sanctioned by the Bylaws governing Ombudsman and need to be rectified. 
--- 
RySG: Agrees. 
--- 
GB: Current execution of Ombudsman office does not function as presented to the 
community, is not responsive and doe not perform professed duties. E.g. 
https://omblog.icann.org/?p=1023 does not present a fair or factual review of the 
initial complaint. Ombudsman process appears arbitrary, capricious and 
irresponsible. Refer to GB’s comment for full details (no response to specific issues, 
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reference to extraneous material, citation of current and future changes, irrelevant 
rhetorical question, out-of-context comments on aging, omission of contract 
language, inaccurate statement about motivations, invalidated claim, 
unsubstantiated claim, curious comments about compliance employees, irrelevant 
citation, undocumented assessment of registrar’s compliance). 
--- 
S: Supports GB’s comments. Role of Ombudsman needs to be reviewed, as it does 
not represent concerns of the Internet user.  
--- 
PR: Supports GB’s comments. 
--- 
MB: Supports S’s comments.  Ombudsman did not respond to complaint 
submitted. 
--- 
PM: Supports GB’s comments. 
--- 
JB: Ombudsman failed to his duty. Complaint sent on email spam. 
--- 
CH: Supports S’s comments.   
--- 
AE: Supports GB and S’s comments. Ombudsman as indolent as ICANN (no 
enforcement) in carrying out duties.  
--- 
KR: Supports GB and S’s comments. 
--- 
DMF: No response from Ombudsman. Inspector general should investigate. 
--- 
D: Supports GB’s comments. 
--- 
SC: Complaint (including instances) sent to Ombudsman about ICANN’s failure to 
enforce registrar agreements. Complaint was identified as an attack. Concerns 
were dismissed and not addressed. Ombudsman is a servant to ICANN’s business 
interests and does not represent Internet users’ concerns. 
--- 
BA: Supports GB’s comments. 
--- 
PB:  ICANN does not enforce obligations. Supports GB and S’s comments. 

http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00017.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00020.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00018.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00017.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00019.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00021.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00022.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00017.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00023.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00017.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00024.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00017.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00027.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00025.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00026.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00028.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00029.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00009.html
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-atrt2-recommendations-21oct13/msg00017.html


                                                           
5
 InterConnect Communications 

--- 
TP: Supports GB’s comments. Ombudsman is not acting. 

9.4 Develop Transparency Metrics and Reporting. As part of its yearly 
report, ICANN should include:  
• A report on the broad range on Transparency issues with supporting 
metrics.  
• A discussion of the degree to which ICANN, Staff and Community, are 
adhering to a standard of default transparency or where decisions to either 
use Chatham House Rule or redaction is made on a case by case basis and 
is documented in a transparent manner.  
• Statistical reporting on ICANN Board information and report 
disclosure, to include:  

 

general public  

at either:  
• Under Chatham House Rule  
• Completely confidential 

BB, PD & CG: Useful but cost-effectiveness relative to perceived value should be 
evaluated with community input.  
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
 

9.5 Establish a Viable Whistleblower Program. Adopt the One World 
Trust and/or Berkman Center recommendations to establish a viable 
whistleblower program. The processes for ICANN employee transparency 
and whistleblowing should be made public. ICANN also should arrange 
for an annual professional audit of its whistleblower policy to insure that 
the program meets the global best practices. 

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
RySG: Agrees. 

10. Improve the effectiveness of cross community deliberations (Report 
Section 13) 
10.1 To enhance GNSO PDP processes and methodologies to better meet 
community needs and be more suitable for addressing complex problems, 
ICANN should:  
• Develop funded options for professional facilitators to assist GNSO 
PDP WGs, and also draft explicit guidelines for when such options may 
be invoked.  
• Provide adequate funding for face-to-face meetings to augment e-mail, 
wiki and teleconferences for GNSO PDPs. The GNSO must develop 
guidelines for when such meetings are required and justified.  
• Work with the GNSO and the wider ICANN community to develop 
methodologies and tools to make the GNSO PDP process more time-
effective, resulting in quicker policy development as well as increasing the 
ability to attract busy community participants into the process. 

RB: 1) Effects of the differing descriptions of the GNSO PDP between its Manual 
and its graphical representation, identified by ICC5, are misleading to justify a 
recommendation to unify both descriptions; 2) The Manual prescribes that upon 
approval, the GNSO Council should form a WG. Deliberation rules, as stated in 
Annex 1 of the GNSO Operational Procedures, are steered by the Chartering 
Organization: the GNSO Council. Annex 1 should be amended to reflect this 
reality; 3) Annex 1 prescribes that unless a Chair has already been named by the 
Chartering Organization, a Chair will be selected at the first meeting. However, 
he/she needs to be confirmed by the GNSO Council. The Chartering Organization 
may nominate one of its members as a Liaison. It is ambiguous when and how. 
Chairs should always be nominated by the Chartering Organization, with a pool of 
qualified and recognized Chairs conformed in advance; 4) The GNSO Briefing to 
the GAC (Durban) shows a lack of early awareness. Chairs should report directly 
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to the GAC at each ICANN meeting, in complement to the GNSO Council report. 
--- 
BB, PD & CG: Worthwhile goals but they must be pursued without compromising 
the bottom-up multi-stakeholder model.  
--- 
ALAC: Strongly supports recommendation 10 as serves to improve the GNSO PDP 
processes and enable effective participation, especially for groups that face high 
participation barriers. 10.1 is important for ensuring global participation in cross-
community deliberations. It will require dedicated funding resources. 
--- 
USCIB: Agrees. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: Strongly supports. ICANN should work on further enhancing, facilitating 
and improving to better utilize the multistakeholder nature of organization and 
benefit from early cross-constituencies discussions. 
--- 
USCIB: PDP should ensure predictability: have a sense ex-ante of decisions subject 
to PDP. 
--- 
GNSO: Supports recommendation on facilitators, subject to better understanding 
on when and how; develop guidelines. To address the concern, one approach 
would be to elicit agreement by WG to use them on a case-by-case basis, allowing 
prior interaction and establishment of clear understanding of roles. Supports 
recommendation on meetings and the development of guidelines for when 
meetings are justified. If more intercessional meetings, the GNSO may want to 
consider adopting the IETF approach: agreements are subject to consideration and 
ratification by members following session. Remote participation should be highest 
priority during sessions. ICANN engagement centers should have facilities to 
support WG-sized teams and video-conferencing. On time-effectiveness: the future 
of the bottom-up multistakeholder model depends on a PDP that is timely and 
results in quality outcomes. PDP performance should be judged on time elapsed 
and participation, rigor and agreement. Average time to complete a PDP can be a 
barrier to participation and undermine the ICANN model. This makes it an 
unattractive mechanism for addressing urgent matters and creates incentives for 
parties to escalate to other structures. Time-effectiveness needs to be addressed. 
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Speed may not be the main metric used to determine performance. Suggests 
stressing more that “time-effective” encompasses efficient use of time. More needs 
to be done on how WGs produce work and come to agreements. More qualitative 
measures of the effectiveness of policy-making needed (deliberations, 
participation, support).  

10.2 The GAC, in conjunction with the GNSO, must develop 
methodologies to ensure that GAC and government input is provided to 
PDP WGs and that the GAC has effective opportunities to provide input 
and guidance on draft PDP outcomes. Such opportunities could be 
entirely new mechanisms or utilization of those already used by other 
stakeholders in the ICANN environment.  

BB, PD & CG: Strongly agree. 
--- 
RySG: Strongly agrees. 
--- 
GNSO: Supports and recently launched initiative with GAC to work on ways to 
implement it. 

10.3 The Board and the GNSO should charter a strategic initiative 
addressing the need of ensuring global participation in GNSO PDP, as 
well as other GNSO processes. The focus should be on the viability and 
methodology of having equitable participation from:  
• under-represented geographical regions;  
• non-English speaking linguistic groups;  
• those with non-Western cultural traditions; and 
• those with a vital interest in GTLD policy issues but who lack the 
financial support of industry players. 
The ATRT2 is also considering generalizing the fourth bulleted item of 
10.3 to facilitate having such volunteers in all areas and not just the 
GNSO PDP, ensuring that the public interest is properly supported in all 
ACs and SOs. Comments on such a recommendation would be 
appreciated. This is an extension of the concerns listed in the PDP 
expert's report from the GNSO PDP to the breadth of ICANN's bottom-
up activities 

BB, PD & CG:  ‘Equitable opportunity to participate’ would be more realistic. 
Interest and willingness will vary greatly by the topic, by individual and 
organizational availability and impact. What does ‘equitable’ mean? ‘Equal 
participation’ is not always needed at all stages of a process. Participation in all 
WGs should be encouraged with the same goals discussed for PDP WGs. Non-
policy development groups may focus on more narrow topics or require different 
analytical approaches. Value may exist in having individuals serve on non-PDP 
projects first because of increased process complexities with PDP WGs. 
--- 
ALAC: Strongly supports, important for ensuring global participation. This is 
expected to result in a plan as well as sufficient resources for implementation that 
will facilitate participation. ATRT2 should generalize fourth bullet. 
--- 
DBA: Important. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: Strongly supports and stresses need for outreach to the private sector from 
under-represented regions.  
--- 
SP: If favor. Generalize this policy to all ACs and SOs as this can lead to a better 
representation of public interests, thus easing the job of governments. How can 
AC/SOs identify stakeholders and invite them to take part in their activities? How 
can their processes be adapted to the use of other languages? 
--- 
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GNSO: Supports and welcomes detailed quantitative analysis provided in support 
of the need to broaden participation. Consider “in-reach” to deepen participation 
of those already involved. 

10.4 The Board should clearly state the process for setting gTLD policies 
in the event that the GNSO cannot come to closure on a specific issue in a 
specified time-frame. This resolution also should note under what 
conditions the Board believes it may alter PDP Recommendations after 
formal Board acceptance.  

BB, PD & CG: Reservations: 1) assumes consensus is always possible; 2) conflicts 
with multistakeholder approach and assumes Board is empowered to make 
unilateral decision, when no consensus; 3) assumes a specified time frame could be 
defined in advance and that it would fit all development efforts. The latter makes 
sense when security and stability is at risk but puts ICANN’s legitimacy at risk, 
when outside this context. It is hypocritical to give lip service to the multi-
stakeholder model only to cut it short if it takes longer than some arbitrary time 
limits. Speeding processes up may risk the opportunity for all stakeholders to 
participate in a meaningful way. The 2013 RAA and the New gTLD Registry 
Agreement now contain processes that permit unilateral action by the Board.  
--- 
USCIB: Reservations – refer to BB, PD & CG’s comments. 
--- 
RySG: Reservations – supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
GNSO: Policy-making can take longer than predictable, but is nonetheless effective 
in deliberativeness, refinement of output and degree of support. Recommendation 
seems to perpetuate belief that GNSO is too slow and argumentative. This can 
drive participants to bypass GNSO, undermining multi-stakeholder process. While 
Board-imposed deadlines can help overcome intractable difference, it is not clear 
that this is an effective way to ensure constructive negotiation within the PDP 
without later recourse to the Board or GAC. This recommendation also seems to 
contradict the ICC report that there is ultimately a sweet spot to be found between 
policy-making sufficiently participatory and speedy. It should be modified to help 
put processes in place. Recommendation could be changed to suggest Board 
interact formally or informally with GNSO to understand root causes of delay to 
make consistent and informed determinations as to whether the delay is justified 
and to constructively offer advice or resources to help. Supports recommendation 
that Board should note under what conditions it believes it may alter PDP 
recommendations after formal acceptance but suggests encouraging Board to refer 
suggested alterations back to PDP WG for review and refinement. 
Recommendation to have additional step, allowing changes to improperly 
synthesized comments, will add time to the process. It could be implemented on an 
“if/then” basis inserting opportunity for commenters to raise initial. Suggests 
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replacing “improperly” with “incorrectly” or “wrongly”. 
ICANN should add a step in the PDP Comment Process where those who 
commented or replied during the Comment Period can request changes to 
the synthesis reports in cases where they believe the Staff improperly 
summarized their comment. 

BB, PD & CG: Reasonable but should be recognized that it could lengthen the 
process. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 

11. Effectiveness of the Review Process (Report Section 14)  
11.1 Institutionalization of the Review Process ICANN should ensure 
that the ongoing work of the AoC reviews, including implementation, is 
fed into the work of other ICANN strategic activities wherever 
appropriate.  

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
ALAC: Supports. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 

11.2 Coordination of Reviews. ICANN should ensure strict coordination 
of the various review processes so as to have all reviews complete before 
next ATRT review begins, and with the proper linkage of issues as framed 
by the AoC. 

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
RySG: Agree. 

11.3. Appointment of Review Teams. AoC Review Teams should be 
appointed in a timely fashion allowing them to complete their work over a 
minimum one (1) year period that the review is supposed to take place, 
regardless of the time when the team is established. It is important for 
ICANN staff to appreciate the cycle of AoC reviews, and that the Review 
Team selection process should begin at the earliest point in time possible 
given its mandate.  

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
RySG: Agree. 
--- 
NRTA: Maintain a few members to serve on following RT to ensure continuity.  

11.4. Complete implementation reports ICANN should prepare a complete 
implementation report to be ready by review kick-off. This report should 
be submitted for public consultation, and relevant benchmarks and 
metrics must be incorporated in the report.  

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
RySG: Agree. 
--- 
NRTA: It may be worth considering that the RT continues to follow-up on 
implementation between two reviews, to keep track of timeline, to clarify 
ambiguity and ensure implementation reflects what is intended. 

11.5. Budget transparency and accountability The ICANN Board should 
ensure in its budget that sufficient resources are allocated for Review 
Teams to fulfill their mandates. This should include, but is not limited to, 
accommodation of Review Team requests to appoint independent 
experts/consultants if deemed necessary by the teams. Before a review is 
commenced, ICANN should publish the budget for the review, together 
with a rationale for the amount allocated that is based on the experiences 
of the previous teams, including ensuring a continuous assessment and 
adjustment of the budget according to the needs of the different reviews. 

BB, PD & CG: Reasonable as long as understood that unanticipated needs will 
sometimes be encountered. Flexibility should be built into process. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
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11.6. Board action on Recommendations. The Board must address all AoC 
Review Team recommendations in a clear and  
unambiguous manner, indicating to what extent they are accepting each 
recommendation. 

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
RySG: Agrees 

11.7. Implementation Timeframes. In responding to Review Team 
recommendations, the Board must provide an expected time frame for 
implementation, and if that time frame is different from one given by the 
Review Team, the rationale should address the difference.  

BB, PD & CG: Agree. 
--- 
RySG: Agrees 

12. Financial Accountability and Transparency (Report Section 15). 
ATRT2 recommends that, in light of the significant growth in the 
organization, ICANN undertake a special scrutiny of its financial 
governance structure regarding its overall principles, methods applied 
and decision-making procedures, to include engaging stakeholders. 
12.1The Board should implement new financial procedures in ICANN 
that can effectively ensure that the ICANN Community, including all 
SOs and ACs, can participate and assist the ICANN Board in planning 
and prioritizing the work and development of the organization 

BB, PD & CG: Strong support but difficult for community to effectively participate, 
if no sufficient detail until after it is too late to make changes. The ARTR2 needs to 
be more specific in terms of what is expected.  
--- 
ALAC: Supports. 
--- 
DBA: Important. 
--- 
RySG: Refer to BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
NRTA: Financial accountability, transparency to and inclusion of the community 
become increasingly important. 
--- 
CIC: Stakeholders have pointed out that ICANN uses resources and funds 
inappropriately. Accountability and transparency is needed. 
--- 
SP: Looks forward to ATRT2’s position on whether the surplus should be allocated 
to increasing activities or to lowering consumers’ prices and would welcome 
participation in budget consultation (section 15).  
--- 
IPC: Strongly supports. Priority should be given. Explanation needed on spending 
priorities and decisions, as well as on how stakeholders are engaged. ICANN is 
opening new offices, diving into new policy areas without directing sufficient 
resources to “operational excellence” in IP addresses and domain names.  ATRT2 
understates scope and intensity of concerns. 

12.2 As a non-profit organization operating and delivering services in a 
non-competitive environment, ICANN should explicitly consider the cost-
effectiveness of its operations when preparing its budget for the coming 
year. This should including how expected increases in the income of 
ICANN could be reflected in the priority of activities and pricing of 
services. These considerations should be subject of a separate consultation 

BB, PD & CG: Support, it should be applied to the recommendations in this report. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
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General Comments 

GS/GS: The first comment relates to ICANN "agreement(s) for / between CentralNic & WIPO. The second comment relates to RAA enforcement.  

12.3 As a non-profit organisation, every three years ICANN should 
conduct a benchmark study on relevant parameters e.g. size of 
organization, levels of staff compensation and benefits, cost of living 
adjustments, etc. 

BB, PD & CG: More detail is needed: purpose, use, comparisons with comparable 
organizations included in the study? If so, how would they be selected? Etc. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 

12.4 In order to improve accountability and transparency and facilitate 
the work of the Review Teams, ICANN’s Board should base the yearly 
budgets on a multi-annual financial framework [covering e.g. a two- or 
three-year period] reflecting the planned activities and the corresponding 
expenses. The following year, a report should be drafted describing the 
actual implementation of the framework, including activities and the 
related expenses. This should include specified budgets for the ACs and 
SOs. 

BB, PD & CG: Support second part of the recommendation. Is the first part is 
realistic? Community members who have tried to contribute to the process have 
been told that it is not possible to provide detailed budget information until it is 
too late to make significant changes. In many cases it is not possible to make 
meaningful contributions without having budget information at the task and sub-
task level earlier in the process. 
--- 
RySG: Supports BB, PD & CG’s comment. 

12.5 In order to ensure that the budget reflects the views of the ICANN 
community, the ICANN Board shall improve the budget consultation 
process by i.e. ensuring that sufficient time is given to the community to 
provide their views on the proposed budget and enough time for the Board 
to take into account all input before approving the budget. The budget 
consultation process shall also include time for an open meeting between 
the ICANN Board and the Supporting Organizations and Advisory 
Committees to discuss the proposed budget.  

BB, PD & CG: Strongly support. 
--- 
RySG: Strongly supports. 

In its Final Report, ATRT2 will consider “prioritizing” certain 
Recommendations based on their respective importance. ATRT2 considers 
Recommendations relating to the Board, GAC, Metrics and 
Multilingualism to be priority Recommendations. ATRT2 welcomes 
feedback on prioritization of proposed Recommendations from the 
Community.  

BB, PD & CG: Reasonable prioritization but would prioritize recommendation to 
convene a Special Community Committee to discuss options for improving 
accountability through restructure of Independent Review and Reconsideration, 
using the report of the Experts Group Report as baseline. 
--- 
RySG: Refer to BB, PD & CG’s comment. 
--- 
CIC: Identify priority based upon importance and urgency. 

 ICANN must:  
a. establish and apply clear metrics and benchmarks against which  
improvements in accountability and transparency can be measured;  
b. communicate clearly and consistently about its accountability and 
transparency mechanisms and performance; and  
c. improve and prioritize its AoC Review processes.  

ALAC: Agrees. 
--- 
DBA: It is essential to global legitimacy of ICANN and multistakeholder model 
that accountability and transparency mechanisms be institutionalized into all 
organization. AoC reviews are instrumental.  
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ALAC: This work is crucial for enhancing, on a continuous basis, the culture and practice of accountability and transparency. 

DBA: Pleased that ATRT2 addresses issues prioritized by DBA and other governments: finances, outreach, global participation. Recommendations 

are paramount in ensuring ICANN’s global legitimacy. Strategic initiatives (SIs), including Strategic Plan, Strategy Panels and ATRT2 review 

should be duly coordinated. SIs should be developed on basis of ICANN’s mandate to act in global public interest to ensure added value to the 

global community. Board should discuss with community how this can be done. ICANN should actively communicate to the global community 

about ATRT2 and the input process. Important findings in ICC report to ensure global participation and public interest.  ICANN should further 

study and use the ICC report in further work. ICANN to continue important implementation work. 

USCIB: ATRT2 recommendations need to be strengthened. ICANN Board and staff call an item “implementation when they want to execute on 

without community input; policy when do not want to act upon a matter. Predictability needed when as the result of PDP recommendations, the 

Board decides an expert working group or panel needs to be appointed (currently, no process for such appointments). 

NRTA: Acknowledges ongoing efforts by ICANN to further enhance accountability and transparency through implementation of ATRT1 

recommendations and conducting strategies for different regions. Substantial, thorough and well-structured report.  

ISC: ICANN’s transparency and accountability should be a priority. Implementation is too slow and not effective: ATRT2 could impose stricter 

requirements: assign chair person for each recommendation. Progress should be reported at ICANN meetings. Internet resource management 

should be added to the ATRT2’s review process.  

CIC: Implementation of ATRT1 recommendations is not satisfactory. ICANN Board and management should establish ATRT2 implementation 

plan. ICC numbers show significant imbalance of community participation. Since New gTLD launch, ICANN is expanding and internationalizing 

but it is not recognized by nation states around the globe. Although ICANN held a sudden meeting in Buenos Aires to explain role in Brazilian 

Internat Summit, suspicion is still ongoing. ICANN did not adhere to the multistakeholder approach. 

GNSO: Appreciated thorough assessment of ICANN’s implementation of three prior AoC RTs and efforts to promote awareness and dialogue.  
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