DNSO NC TF on Structure

Discussion paper

Draft outline analysis of the ALSC final report proposals according to the criteria specified in the terms of reference R.E. 
1. Key proposals of the ALSC November 2001 report

· Define potential electorate as individual domain name holders

The NCC doesn’t agree with this criterion. Is still not clear if this definition is a consequence of a conceptual approach or if it is only a solution for implementation problem. Nobody has explained why only a domain name holder should be able to vote for directors except for implementation reasons. 

If it is a conceptual approach, we doesn’t support it. If it is a easier way to implement the membership, we suggest to explore other less-excluding alternatives. 

· Establish an At-Large Supporting Organization (ALSC) to organise that electorate

We can support it. This is not the problem. This Supporting Organization would be different from the others in terms of structure and representation.

· Fund the ALSO via membership dues as a condition of voting

We can support it. The most important is that this fee dosen’t exclude anybody. We have to offer solutions for people from not developed countries. It could means free membership for people from some countries. Another thing to consider is implement valid ways to pay the fees in local currencies because in some countries is very difficult to operate in US dollar.

· Establish 6 ICANN regions

NO. There is no reason to have 6 region at this moment. The membership structure should work independently of the number of regions. It should be an adequate structure for the current 5 regions and it should not need big changes if more regions would be recognised in the future.

· Elect 6 At-Large Board directors with 3 year term

As you know, we don’t support the 6 At Large Directors’ proposal. We strongly support to have 50 % of the Board elected by the At Large Membership. Based in the current number of directors, it means 9 At large Directors. Those 9 At Large Directors could serve during 3 years.

· Elect one 12 member ALSO Council (two per region)

We don’t support 6 regions. Then the Council could be constituted by 10 members. We could support this proposal depending on the roles, objective and function of this Council.  

I don’t support that this council could elect AL directors.

· Hold regional elections for 3 international posts and 3 regional posts

· Post no 1 (most votes) elected as At-Large Board director

· Post no 2 and 3 (second and third highest votes) elected to ALSO Council.

· No 2 through no 6 regional winners form 5 member Regional Council.

The election should be strongly based in regional criteria and contribute with the geographical diversity of the Board. I accept some kind of combination between regional and global elections while both of them would be direct elections and some additional rules protect the geographical diversity although some directors could be elected through global mechanisms. 

· Hold first elections in 2002.

Agreed.

· ALSO provides consensus-based policy advice within ICANN’s mission.

· Use Registrars as conduit to reach the potential electorate.

This proposal is strongly related with the “domain name holders” membership  proposal. In this case we don’t agree. If there are other roles that the Registrars could play to reach the potential electorate, we are willing to consider it.

· Review after two election cycles (6 years or 2008).

We could agree as a compromise. 

2. Evaluation against established criteria

Criteria
Evaluation

1. the efficacy of policy making within the DNSO

- degree of formal interaction between stakeholders
Low if it is compared with the IDNH constituency. From my point of view, the ALSO should not substitute the IDNH. 

- quantity of predicted unique issues of a new SO outside the competence of DNSO versus issues within competence of DNSO
Low. There will be high overlap between issues discussed by an ALSO with those of the DNSO.

- mechanisms for cross-SO communication
Uncertain. No mechanisms are proposed. There will be membership overlap and so informal cross communication. There will probably be a need for formalised mechanisms.

- effect on the DNSO consensus process.
Uncertain. I’m not sure about the influence on the DNSO consensus process.

2. the efficacy of ICANN decision making

- the ability of each proposal to generate valid consensus-based policy making
Uncertain. The ALSO will enhance consensus within itself but not per se within the ICANN community.

- possibility of the Board receiving contradictory advice from its SOs and the impact on resolution mechanisms
High. Today the policy areas of the three SOs are distinct. With an ALSO feeling able to comment on all ICANN policy areas  they may conflict with each of the three existing SOs.  I agree with this statement if the ALSO is viewed  just as another SO with the same characteristics of the other 3. It is the thought that seem to be in the mind of the ALSC. I don’t agree with this concept.

- likely financial and representational robustness of any SO
The ALSO should be funded in different way. The DNSO is not robust from the financial point of view. Several DNSO activities are funded by ICANN. 

We can not expect that the ALSO would be more robust than the DNSO. Beside that, ICANN should expend some money to assure the representation and participation of the AL members although the money collected as the fees would not be enough. This would be well used money. 

- likelihood of the proposal to achieve adequate, balanced and fair stakeholder representation on the Board

Low. The ALSC propose to elect 6 Al directors against the 9 included in the original definitions.

