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The Mumbai Communiqué was drafted and agreed in a hybrid setting, during the ICANN85 Community
Forum. The GAC'’s discussions during this public meeting are reflected in the GAC Meeting Minutes and the
transcripts of all sessions, available at https://qac.ican.org/meetings-records/. The Communiqué was
circulated to the GAC immediately after the meeting to provide an opportunity for all GAC Members and
Observers to consider it before publication, bearing in mind the special circumstances of a hybrid meeting.
No objections were raised during the agreed timeframe before publication.

. Introduction

The Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and
Numbers (ICANN) met in Mumbai, India, in a hybrid setting, from 7 to 12 March 2026.

Seventy (70) GAC Members and nine (9) Observers attended the meeting.

The GAC meeting was conducted as part of the ICANN85 Community Forum. All GAC plenary and
working group sessions were conducted as open meetings.

The Governmental Advisory Committee mourns the loss of Suzanne Radell, a longtime Senior Policy
Advisor with the U.S. Department of Commerce’s National Telecommunications and Information
Administration who, beginning in 2003, served as the U.S. Government’s GAC representative for
more than 15 years. Suzanne was highly respected within the ICANN community, forged strong
relationships with ICANN colleagues around the world, and worked closely with government
representatives to champion ICANN policies that protected the public interest. When thorny issues
arose in the GAC, Suzanne would convene side meetings with colleagues to brainstorm constructive
paths forward to achieve consensus. Suzanne will be remembered as a consummate leader who
inspired others with her dedication, wit, and commitment to multistakeholder Internet governance.
She is keenly missed by many in the ICANN community, who were fortunate enough to know her.

! To access previous GAC Advice, whether on the same or other topics, past GAC communiqués are available at:
https://gac.icann.org/
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Il. Inter-Constituency Activities and Community Engagement

Meeting with the ICANN Board

The GAC met with the ICANN Board and discussed:

ICANN contributions to the implementation of the WSIS+20 outcomes

GAC participation and interests in the Review of Reviews Cross Community Group process
Future GAC Contributions to the ICANN Nominating Committee

Registration Data Request Service (RDRS) and

Standardized System for Access and Disclosure (SSAD)

Urgent Requests for Disclosure of Registration Data and Law Enforcement Authentication
Accuracy of Registration Data

Mandatory DNS Abuse Reporting by Registries and Registrars

Root Server Governance
Meeting with the At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC)

The GAC met with members of the ALAC and discussed:

Latin Script Diacritics (Linguistic Inclusion)

Government Expectations and End-User Harm related to DNS Abuse
Applicant Support Program (ASP)

WSIS+20 and global digital governance processes
Meeting with the Address Supporting Organization (ASO)

The GAC met with members of the ASO and discussed revisions to the Governance Document for
the Recognition, Operation, and Derecognition of Regional Internet Registries.

Meeting with the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF)

The GAC met with participants of the IETF and discussed:
IETF within the Internet Governance Ecosystem
Interaction with ICANN

Emerging and Ongoing Work

Engaging with IETF/ISOC

Government engagement with the IETF



Meeting with the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO)

The GAC met with members of the GNSO Council and discussed:
DNS Abuse

RDRS and SSAD Recommendations

Urgent Requests for Disclosure of Registration Data

Human Rights Impact Assessments
Meeting with the Review of Reviews Cross Community Group (Reviews CCG)

The GAC met with members of the Reviews CCG, was updated on the group’s work and discussed
the draft design proposal submitted by the group for community discussion at ICANNS85.

Meeting with the Root Server System Advisory Committee (RSSAC)

The GAC met with members of the RSSAC leadership and discussed the role of the RSSAC and the
DNS Root Server System more generally.

Cross Community Discussions

GAC Members participated in relevant cross-community sessions scheduled as part of ICANNS5,
including: ICANN's Role in the Future of Internet Resilience, the Review of Reviews, and WSIS+20
Lessons Learned and Next Steps.



lIl. Internal Matters

1. Rob Hoggarth

The GAC expresses its sincere appreciation and thanks to Rob Hoggarth for his longstanding
contributions and years of dedicated engagement with the Committee. The GAC thanks Rob for his
unwavering support and collegial collaboration with the GAC, which will be greatly missed, and
wishes him the very best in his retirement.

2. GAC Membership

There are currently 184 GAC Member States and Territories, and 41 Observer Organizations.

2. GAC Elections

The 2026 election process for GAC Chair will be initiated shortly after the ICANN85 meeting. The
initial nomination period will close on 24 April 2026. If needed, a voting process will be conducted
from 18 May to 10 June 2026, ending during the ICANN86 meeting, at which time the election
results will be announced.

The term of the next GAC Chair will start at the end of ICANN87, for a duration of 2 years, renewable
twice?.

3. GAC Leadership

The GAC thanks its outgoing Vice-Chairs, Thiago Dal-Toe (Colombia) and Christine Arida (Egypt) for
their valuable support and contribution to the GAC during two one-year terms.

The end of the ICANN85 meeting marks the start of a new term for the incoming GAC-Vice Chairs, to
last until the close of ICANN9O0 in October 2027°:

lan Sheldon (Australia)

Zeina Bou Harb (Lebanon)

Marco Hogewoning (The Netherlands)
Jorge Cancio (Switzerland)

Gloria Katuuku (Uganda)

2 The terms of GAC Chair and Vice-Chairs are defined in GAC Operating Principle 21 and 31 which were revised on 10
June 2025. See https://gac.icann.org/operating-principles/operating-principles-june-2025
® ibid.
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4. GAC Working Groups

® GAC Public Safety Working Group (PSWG)

The GAC PSWG continued its work to advocate for improved measures to combat DNS Abuse and
promote lawful, effective access to domain name registration data. The PSWG contributed to the
GAC sessions pertaining to DNS Abuse and Registration Data issues, and the GAC bilateral meeting
with the GNSO Council where it discussed Law Enforcement Authentication tools relevant to the
ongoing community discussions on Urgent Requests for non-public registration data. The PSWG also
participated in panel discussions organized by the ALAC and the Contracted Parties House of the
GNSO, including regarding the criminal use of Domain Generation Algorithms (DGAs). Finally, and
alongside GAC Members, the PSWG engaged with community stakeholders in meetings of the newly
convened GNSO Policy Development Process Working Group on Associated Domain Checks, as a
part of policy development on DNS Abuse mitigation.

® GAC Underserved Regions Working Group (USRWG)

The GAC Underserved Regions Working Group (USRWG) continued its efforts to promote the
effective participation of governments from underserved and developing regions within the ICANN
ecosystem. The Working Group focuses on identifying barriers that limit participation in ICANN
policy development processes and exploring practical measures to strengthen engagement, capacity
development, and representation of governments from underserved regions.

On Day 1 of ICANN85, the USRWG facilitated two capacity development sessions on the Next Round
of New gTLDs focused on GAC readiness including:

Application Timeline

Publicly Available Information

Different gTLD Application Types

Actions GAC Members and Observers can take in relation to New gTLD Applications
Resources available to support the GAC, Community and Applicants

Overview of key issues and developments related to the Registry Service Provider (RSP)
Program and the Applicant Support Program (ASP) to prepare GAC Members for the
upcoming Facilitated Dialogue at ICANN86 on the relationship between these Programs.

The Working Group discussed ongoing initiatives to support awareness and participation of
governments from developing regions in key ICANN policy processes. The Working Group will
continue to collaborate with other GAC Working Groups and the ICANN community to advance
initiatives that enhance inclusivity and meaningful participation of underserved regions in ICANN
activities.



® GAC Universal Acceptance and IDN Working Group (UA-IDN WG)

As part of its continuing revitalization, the UA-IDN Working Group conducted a session during
ICANNSS that featured updates on Universal Acceptance efforts from UNESCO, including a review of
the recent UNESCO—-ICANN Policy Brief drafting efforts.

The GAC plenary session on this matter also provided a preview of planning efforts for UA Day 2026
and reviewed progress made since the launch of UA Day initiatives in 2023. In addition, participants
explored guidelines published by the UA Expert Working Group that were recently released for
public comment, and reviewed ongoing work on UA-related matters within the Country Code Names
Supporting Organization (ccNSO). The discussion also examined the role of governments in
promoting UA, providing an opportunity to learn from government experiences to date. GAC
delegates exchanged views on key leadership opportunities available to them within their respective
countries, including case studies from India and Bahrain.

The GAC welcomes UNESCO’s renewed engagement in the activities of the Committee and
highlights the valuable contribution this international organization can make toward advancing the
GAC'’s objectives, including the enhancement of linguistic and cultural diversity on the Internet. In
this context, the GAC Human Rights and International Law Working Group (HRILWG) looks forward
to further discussions on UNESCO Internet Universality Indicators considering the promotion of
diversity, consistent with ICANN’s Core Values.

5. High Level Government Meeting (HLGM)

The GAC welcomes the invitation from the Sultanate of Oman for Member governments and
Observer organizations to take part in the next High-Level Government Meeting (HLGM) in Muscat
on 18 October 2026. This meeting will be held during the ICANN87 Annual General Meeting
scheduled for 17-23 October 2026, offering opportunities for high-level participation throughout the
ICANN meeting.

The GAC discussed topics of interest to be considered in the agenda of the HLGM, which will be
developed in collaboration between the GAC and the host, with the support of ICANN’s Government
Engagement team. A GAC webinar is expected to be scheduled intersessionally to continue these
discussions and ensure that a preliminary agenda can be shared with invitations to be sent before
ICANNS6.

6. GAC Readiness for the Next Round of New gTLDs

The GAC continues its readiness activities in preparation for the Next Round of New gTLDs opening
in April 2026. The GAC held two targeted capacity development sessions to prepare GAC Members
and Observers for their review and evaluation of new gTLD applications. This included the review of
a workbook developed by ICANN org to provide foundational understanding of Community Input
timelines and actions relevant to GAC Members and Observers. The GAC continued discussions of its



process to submit GAC Early Warnings that will be finalized prior to the launch of the Next Round,
which includes consideration of the time needed for the GAC Chair and GAC Support staff to process
and transmit Early Warnings to ICANN org. Furthermore, it was requested that said workbook be
complemented with plain and digestible information about the possibility for GAC Members and
Observers of using the Objections provided for by the Applicant Guidebook (AGB).

The GAC discussed holding a call before ICANN86 during which GAC Members and Observers will
have the opportunity to exchange information on their respective approaches to conducting gTLD
Application reviews. Lastly, the GAC would welcome intersessional opportunities during the GAC
Early Warning period to support further capacity-building and exchanges of views.

IV. Issues of Importance to the GAC

1. Domain Name Registration Data

a. Urgent Requests for Disclosure of Registration Data

The GAC is pleased that the Board agrees to a 24-hour timeline for Contracted Parties to respond to
authenticated Urgent Requests and looks forward to the amendment of the Registration Data Policy
to integrate this timeline developed by the Implementation Review Team (IRT). The Board’s decision
is in line with GAC Advice from ICANN79 and Follow-Up on Previous Advice from ICANN8O0. The GAC
appreciates the cooperation with the GNSO Council and the work by the ICANN community on this
crucial issue. The GAC however notes that the 24-hour timeline for Contracted Parties to respond to
authenticated Urgent Requests will remain contingent upon establishment of a law enforcement
authentication mechanism. The GAC appreciates the ongoing collaboration of ICANN org with the
Public Safety Working Group (PSWG) to finalize law enforcement authentication mechanisms. The
GAC recognizes the community’s participation in the dedicated Practitioners Group.

The GAC urges the ICANN Board and GNSO to quickly determine the most effective way to proceed
with implementing authentication mechanisms for Urgent Requests. The GAC reiterates its position
that a new Policy Development Process (PDP) is unnecessary, since the implementation and use of
an authentication mechanism is part of the overall implementation process associated with the
Registration Data Policy. Given the vital public safety interests involved in Urgent Requests, a new
PDP would unduly delay further progress on this issue.



b. Registration Data Request Service (RDRS) and Policy Recommendations for a System for
Standardized Access/Disclosure (SSAD)

The GAC appreciates the Board’s decision to enable the development of Supplemental
Recommendations informed by the experience of the Registration Data Request Service (RDRS), the
findings of the RDRS Standing Committee Final Report, and the RDRS Policy Alighment Analysis. The
GAC notes that this approach appears to provide the most appropriate path to advance work on a
permanent and improved system without initiating a new Policy Development Process.

The GAC reiterates its view that ICANN should move toward a permanent, centralized and globally
accessible mechanism to channel registration data requests, and that participation by gTLD
registrars should be mandatory to ensure the usefulness, effectiveness and completeness of such a
mechanism for requestors. The GAC also encourages timely consideration of appropriate
participation models for affiliated privacy and proxy services and continues to support efforts to
explore voluntary participation by ccTLDs.

The GAC encourages the ICANN Board and GNSO Council to proceed expeditiously with the
Supplemental Recommendations process and to develop clear timelines for next steps.

The GAC also welcomes the proposed engagement of the broader community in the Supplemental
Recommendations process through the “Small Team Plus” format involving Advisory Committees,
and looks forward to participating in this work to ensure that public safety considerations are
substantively reflected in the revised recommendations. The GAC further appreciates the assurance
provided by the GNSO Council that it aims to complete the Supplemental Recommendations process
in a matter of months as opposed to stretching the timeline potentially over a year.

c. Privacy and Proxy Services

The GAC appreciates the work of the Privacy and Proxy Services Accreditation Issues (PPSAI)
Implementation Review Team (IRT) toward implementation of the PPSAl recommendations. The
GAC welcomes the IRT’s timeline to advance this work during the 2026 calendar year. The GAC
intends to follow these efforts and provide input on the process. In addition, the GAC reiterates that
the RDRS must address complexities that arise from affiliated Privacy and Proxy services to be fit for
purpose.

2. DNS Abuse Mitigation

The ICANN85 DNS Abuse session covered national ccTLD policies, the multistakeholder gTLD policy
development process currently underway at ICANN, and a voluntary, multistakeholder initiative to
mitigate DNS abuse outside of ICANN. The GAC welcomed a presentation by the host country ccTLD
(.in) on its policies to prevent DNS Abuse, as well as the Trusted Notifier Network (TNN), a
not-for-profit organization focused on facilitating and operationalizing trusted notifier programs.



GAC Members participated in the inaugural meetings of the GNSO Policy Development Process on
Associated Domain Checks, and find that the PDP is off to a good start. The GAC favors shortening
the overall timeline of the work and encourages the GNSO Council and ICANN org to regularly assess
whether project milestones are being achieved. The GAC expects that the narrow scope of the PDP
will yield rapid results, so that it can be treated as a “blueprint” for effective policy development at
ICANN going forward.

Concerning future work on DNS Abuse, beyond PDP2 (Safeguards for Application Programming
Interface — APl — access to new customers) and a coordination mechanism for combating Domain
Generation Algorithm (DGA) Botnet attacks, the GAC recalls the importance of also addressing the
other critical gaps identified in the Issue Report. Transparency of reporting, underuse of predictive
algorithms for early detection, subdomain abuse, and reducing the time for registrant contact
verification remain particularly important issues for the GAC. The Committee welcomes the
indication from the GNSO Council that it is developing a methodology to prioritize these policy gaps,
and would appreciate further details as soon as possible.

The GAC expresses its strong interest in engaging further with the Board and the Contracted Parties
on how to address —in a swift and effective manner — the current 15-day timeline for registrars to
validate and verify registrants contact information. As the INFERMAL study notes, when the
validation of registrant information takes place during the account creation or before the domain
purchase, it is associated with a 70% decrease in malicious registrations. To mitigate DNS Abuse,
verification of registrant contact information should take place before a newly registered domain
name can become accessible through the DNS. A possible path to be further explored in this regard
is contract amendments, and the GAC will continue to consider the best path for efficient
implementation.

The GAC also encourages ICANN to explore the establishment of a centralized reporting mechanism
managed by ICANN for the periodic reporting of DNS Abuse complaints received by registrars and
registries, including the number of complaints and actions taken. Such reporting would help provide
a clearer understanding of abuse trends, improve transparency, and support more effective policy
responses.

Finally, the GAC recognizes the importance of voluntary collaborative initiatives on DNS Abuse
mitigation practices beyond ICANN'’s remit, given their flexibility in addressing real-world issues, and
encourages the community on a voluntary basis to continue exploring paths for such collaboration,
including in the context of trusted notifier schemes.

The GAC reiterates its commitment to cooperate with the ICANN community, through policy
development and capacity building, to make progress on addressing DNS Abuse.
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3. Next Round of New gTLDs

a. Applicant Support Program

The GAC welcomes the ICANN Board’s update regarding the Applicant Support Program (ASP) and is
encouraged by the receipt of 75 applications spanning all five ICANN regions.

The GAC expresses its strong support for the Board’s proposal to allocate the necessary additional
funds from the proceeds from the 2012 round of new gTLDs. Expanding the funding envelope to
accommodate up to 75 qualified applicants—well beyond the originally budgeted 45—directly aligns
with the GAC’s long-standing advocacy for maximizing diverse participation in the Next Round of
New gTLDs.

However, the GAC emphasizes that increasing the number of supported applicants must not
compromise the depth of financial assistance originally proposed. The GAC recommends that this
budget expansion should fully preserve the ability to apply the maximum base fee reduction of 85%
to all qualified ASP applicants.

The GAC also encourages continued transparency regarding the evaluation, implementation, and
outcomes of the ASP.

b. Community Applications

The GAC notes that ICANN org will decide which vendor will conduct Community Priority Evaluation
(CPE) for the Next Round of New gTLDs. The GAC welcomes the announcement by ICANN org that
the CPE evaluation guidelines will be opened for public comment. The GAC will follow the process
closely as the successful implementation of CPE will be impactful for the involvement of
communities in the Domain Name System.

c. TLD Application Management System

The GAC thanks ICANN org for the timely release and previews of the TLD Application Management
System (TAMS), which represents an important step toward facilitating the submission and
management of applications in the upcoming round.

To support GAC members and Observers in carrying out their responsibilities during the application
review period, the GAC encourages ICANN to provide dedicated intersessional sessions prior to
ICANN86 explaining how GAC Members and Observers will be able to access the publicly available
information that will allow for review of the applications. The GAC asks for these tools to allow for
search and download options that would increase the efficiency of the application reviews by GAC
members.
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4. UDRP Review

The GAC welcomed a presentation from the World Intellectual Property Organization (WIPO) and
the Internet Commerce Association (ICA) on their independent joint report on the UDRP review. The
GAC understands that work by the GNSO on this review is on the horizon. The GAC suggests that the
GNSO consider using the WIPO-ICA report as a resource to frame the upcoming UDRP review and
identify pending issues for further discussion.

5. Governance of the Regional Internet Registries

The GAC welcomed the update from the Address Supporting Organization (ASO) regarding the
drafting of the Governance Document for the Recognition, Operation, and Derecognition of Regional
Internet Registries (RIRs) (“RIR Governance Document”).

The GAC noted that the RIR Governance Document remains under development and that the final
version is still being drafted. In this regard, the GAC encourages that the issues raised during GAC
deliberations be duly taken into account in the preparation of the final document and
communicated to the RIR Governance drafting process. These include, among others, the
importance for the RIRs to operate their policies in the public interest, including the continued
stewardship of Internet number resources in an efficient and transparent manner, and monitoring
and auditing of RIRs performance according to objective and measurable operational criteria.

The GAC emphasizes that any processes related to the governance of the RIRs should comply with
ICANN'’s existing multistakeholder approach.

The GAC is looking forward to reviewing the final outcome document as part of the process for
approval and adoption of an updated ICANN policy on Governance of the Regional Internet
Registries.

6. Root Server System

The GAC welcomed the overview provided by the Root Server Stability Advisory Committee (RSSAC)
about the structure of the DNS Root Server System and the stability and resilience of the service
which the diverse group of Root Server Operators (RSOs) has delivered since the inception of the
DNS.

The GAC is keen to continue the conversation with RSSAC, the RSOs and the Root Server System
Governance Working Group (RSSGWG) about the ongoing efforts both in technological development
and governance to ensure the stability and resilience of the DNS Root System in an ever changing
and expanding ecosystem. In particular, the GAC would like to learn more about current and future
frameworks on incident detection, mitigation and reporting, and how those are used to provide
learnings for future enhancements in risk modelling and mitigation within the various organizations
involved in operating the Root Server System.

11



7. Review of Reviews

The GAC is still discussing the draft design proposal giving consideration to the GAC’s unique status
in the ICANN Bylaws and existing Operating Principles. The GAC welcomes the Cross Community
Group (CCG) outreach and inclusiveness efforts, allowing active participation by observers and
reaching out to members and chairs of past Review Teams, and welcomes the approach followed so
far, maintaining successes of past reviews, building on work of ATRT3 and being forward looking for
sustainability.

The GAC will continue to participate in the CCG, with special interest in:

e How important reviews — such as the Security, Stability, and Resiliency (SSR) Review and the
Competition, Consumer Trust, and Consumer Choice (CCT) Review that are closely linked to the
ICANN’s mission established in the Bylaws — will be accommodated in the refreshed proposal;
How the overall cadence and workload will look like after compiling all reviews on one timeline;
How the final proposal will be driven by a functional approach, taking care that each review has
a distinct function and a clear added-value, be mindful of resources, and be communicated in
clear, plain language, enabling those unfamiliar with ICANN to understand how the review
system works.

V. Next Meeting

The GAC is scheduled to meet next during the ICANNS86 Policy Forum on 8-11 June 2026.

12



EN

ICANN85 Mumbai | CF - Joint Meeting: ICANN Board and GAC
Tuesday, March 10, 2026 - 15:00 to 16:00 IST

GULTEN TEPE Welcome to the GAC meeting with the ICANN Board session on
Tuesday, March 10th at 03:00 PM local time. Please note that this
session is being recorded and is governed by the ICANN Expected
Standards of Behavior, ICANN Community Participant Code of
Conduct, and the ICANN Community Anti-Harassment Policy.
During this session, questions or comments will only be read aloud

if submitted in the proper form in the Zoom chat pod.

Interpretation for this session will include all six UN languages and
Portuguese. If you'd like to speak during this session, please raise
your hand in the Zoom room. And please remember to state your
name for the record and the language you'll be speaking, in case
you are speaking a language other than English. Please speak at a
reasonable pace to allow for accurate interpretation. I'll now hand

the floor over to GAC Chair Nicolas Caballero. Thank you.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Gllten, and welcome to the ICANN Board. We have
David Lawrence to my left right here, Jim Galvin, Amitabh Singhal,
and Tripti Sinha who, by the way, is the Chair of the ICANN Board,
Kurtis Lindqvist, CEO and good friend, by the way. We have very

interesting conversations about rugby and many other things. We

Note: The following is the output resulting from transcribing an audio file into a word/text document. Although
the transcription is largely accurate, in some cases may be incomplete or inaccurate due to inaudible passages
and grammatical corrections. It is posted as an aid to the original audio file but should not be treated as an
authoritative record.
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have Sajid Rahman, Greg DiBiase, and Wes Hardaker. Welcome,
everyone. And of course, we have Chris Buckridge, Catherine
Adeya, Patricio Poblete, and my good friend... you know, it

happens.

So welcome, everyone. We have 60 minutes for this session. | want
to make sure we have enough time for a Q&A session after we touch
upon each one of the topics. We're going to be reviewing some GAC
replies to Board questions. Right after that, we'll be reviewing the
GAC topics and questions for the Board, and time permitting, as |

said before, we'll have an hopefully interesting Q&A session.

So without further ado, let's move on to the next slide. This is just
to provide an overview of the topics. I'm not going to read the
whole thing because you have it right there. But this is, again, to
provide some background. If we can move on to the next slide,

please, Gilten.

We have Board questions to the GAC. I'm going to read the question
very quickly. I am not going to read the whole thing again for the
sake of time, but before | do so, let me just ask Tripti and Kurtis if
they would like to give any opening remarks at this point before we

dive into the details.

TRIPTI SINHA Nico, thank you very much for the introductions and the warm
welcome. We always look forward to this interaction, where we

have candid conversations and, hopefully, moving towards

£ COMMUNITY
Page 2 of 34 85‘ FORUM
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outcomes. | know we've got a heavy agenda in front of us, so,

Kurtis?
KURTIS LINDQVIST No. So back to you, Nico.
NICOLAS CABALLERO Okay, perfect. So again, for the sake of time, as you know, we have

a packed agenda. The question from the Board to the GAC reads:
"From your perspective, what is the top emerging trend that may
impact ICANN that you think the Board should consider?" And the
answer we provided—of course, you can raise your hands and you

can say otherwise—but thisis what we sent the Board as an answer.

"Among the broad array of important ICANN-related matters that
governments have identified in the GAC's latest annual plan, 2025-
2026, the GAC intends to serve as a forum to provide its members
with information about WSIS+20 matters and the follow-up
activities from that process, according to the GAC strategic
objective number eight, so that GAC members can contribute as

individual governments."

And there's a follow-up question from the GAC to the Board that
reads: "Consistent with ICANN's strategic plan, how does ICANN
Board or Org intend to contribute to the implementation of the
WSIS+20 outcomes, considering the evolving geopolitical setting?
What are specific priorities for ICANN and/or actions ICANN intends

to undertake?"

£ COMMUNITY
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AMITABH SINGHAL I'll take that. Thank you for the question, Nico, and it is very
pertinentin terms of our strategic plan. I think I'llanswer this in two
parts. One is in terms of the outcomes that were delivered as part
of the WSIS+20 outcomes, and | think they were very positive,
looking at how they endorsed the multi-stakeholder model and the
permanency of the IGF was established. But basically, it means that
we have a lot more work to do going ahead, and we have to
contemplate and contribute towards the implementation of those

outcomes which fall within our technical mandate.

So in particular, ICANN intends to continue to promote and
advance the multi-stakeholder model of Internet governance,
provide neutral fact-based technical briefings to inform ongoing
intergovernmental discussions at the United Nations on Internet-
related public policy issues, support the Internet Governance
Forum both substantively and financially, expand the deployment
of internationalized domain names and internationalized email
addresses, and promote universal acceptance. So ICANN will
undertake this work in close cooperation with the other I*

organizations and the broader multi-stakeholder community.

So those are the plans that we have. Now in terms of ICANN's
geopolitical issues, we know that since the formation of ICANN in
1998, the environment has never been stable. It's always been
static. It's always been volatile. The sands keep shifting. However,

ICANN has always maintained constructive dialogue with different

£ COMMUNITY
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stakeholder groups, including governments, on the importance

and efficiency of the multi-stakeholder model of Internet
governance, and we will continue to monitor the geopolitical
developments and engage as necessary in support of ICANN's
mission and the model of Internet governance. Thank you, and Il am

happy to discuss further on this.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you very much, Amitabh. Let me open the floor for
comments or questions from the floor or online, and | see a hand

from Switzerland. Please go ahead, Jorge.

JORGE CANCIO Thank you. Thank you, Nico. Jorge Cancio, Switzerland, for the
record. Hope you hear me okay. And again, apologies for not being
there. | really miss seeing you in person. On this question, as we
discussed yesterday in different places, the consensus we achieved
in New York is really fragile and conditional. It is conditional on the
WSIS framework and especially also the IGF, which now has a
permanent mandate, that they deliver. And it's very important that

ICANN continue to contribute to these efforts.

| take note, and | welcome very much that you will continue to
support the global IGF, which is very important. A question, or
maybe a thought | would like to put to yourselves is that you have
been piloting the grant program for auction proceeds, and quite

some money has gone to initiatives to support the multi-

£ COMMUNITY
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stakeholder approach. And | was wondering whether it is time,
really, to make this work, to consider also a strategic approach to
use those auction proceeds to support the global IGF and also the
national and regional IGFs. Maybe more of a strategic way of
looking at this instead of a more ad hoc way of looking at it, which
maybe was part of the pilot. So, | just wanted to share that with you

and see whether you have any reactions. Thank you.

TRIPTI SINHA Jorge, this is Tripti. Thank you very much for your comment. One,
we're very sorry you're not here with us; we miss you. | watched the
panel that we had on WSIS the other day, and | couldn't agree with
you more. It is all very fragile, but nevertheless, we're delighted
with the outcome. And we've been thinking deeply about this, and
I'm going to turn it over to Kurtis, who will share some items with

you. Go ahead, Kurtis.

KURTIS LINDQVIST Thank you, Tripti. So, no, thank you, and | completely agree with
everything that's said, that we need to make sure that the support
for the permanent IGF is still there and we are committed to
continue the support. We're one of the larger contributors of funds,
and we will continue to contribute that. We also contribute to some

of the regional IGF, but that wasn't part of Jorge's question.

We are committed to still work, both through the funding we

provide and also the work that we do in organizing sessions and
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supporting the IGF in general. | will take note of your suggestion,
Jorge, of a more strategic funding, and we can bring that back to
the Board. But | just want to reassure you that we will continue to
fund it and support the IGF as we have up until now. And the same
goes for the wider value of the multi-stakeholder model and
making sure that we can continue to support the outcomes of the
WSIS document. That's what we're doing with ICANN's
engagement themes, with our staff, and the role that we play in

that ecosystem, so absolutely.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Kurtis. Thank you, Switzerland, for the question. Any
other comment or question in this regard before we move on to the

second topic?

GIACOMO MAZZONE | think that a part of the funding that, of course, is very important
and very appreciated, would be also important because we are
going into a new phase of the IGF that wants to be more
implementational, let's say, on the goals that the world wants to
pursue. | think that would be very good if you can align the
activities that you are doing with the IGF activities. For instance,
what you do with the program with Africa, et cetera, are all things
that can be very synergetic with what we are doing within the IGF

too.
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KURTIS LINDQVIST | agree. | mean, | think we share that view. | think it's also—I mean,
we don't know what a permanent IGF is exactly going to look like,
but yes,  mean, in principle, | agree with you. | think we should do
that, and we continue to work closely with the secretariat and what

that looks like. Thank you very much.

NICOLAS CABALLERO | see no hands, so let's move on to the second topic. And before we
do that, let me apologize to my good friend Byron Holland. Bear in
mind | need to remember about 184 names and countries and
everything. We have 19 new GAC members, so my apologies again,

Byron.

So this is the next Board question to the GAC, and the question
reads: "How is your group participating in the review of reviews
cross-community group, and what are your thoughts on how the
proposals to date are evolving to be more fit for purpose and
sustainable?" And | will kindly ask my good friend from Australia,

also Vice Chair lan, to help me out with GAC's feedback.

IAN SHELDON Thank you, Nico. Two members of the CCG are from the GAC, one
of which is co-chairing. The GAC welcomes the CCG's outreach and
inclusiveness efforts, allowing active participation by observers
and outreaching to members of past review teams, and welcomes
the approach to maintain successes of past reviews, build on work

of ATRT3, and be forward looking for sustainability.
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The GAC will continue to participate in the CCG with specialinterest

in how important reviews such as SSR and CCT will be
accommodated in the refresh proposal, how the overall cadence
and workload will look like after compiling all reviews on one
timeline, and how the final proposal will be driven by a functional
approach, taking care that each review has a distinct function and
aclear added value. Be mindful of resources and communicateitin
clear, plain language, enabling those unfamiliar with ICANN to

understand how the review system works.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you very much, Australia. Next slide, please. We have some
specific GAC feedback, which is that the GAC conducted a session
regarding the CCG ROR last Sunday and was briefed on the CIP
framework during a session on Saturday. In that regard, individual
GAC members may or may not express views on this question.

That's basically the GAC feedback.

But of course, the floor is open at this point in order to provide any
other comments. And | have a hand from Egypt at this point. Egypt,
go ahead. Manal, please go ahead. There seems to be some sort of
issue with Manal's connection. So Egypt, if you don't mind, we'll
move on and then I'll give you the floor, unless you want to say
anything right now. Can you check your sound, please? Well, we're
obviously having some connection issues. So I'll give you the floor

later on, Manal, if you can hear me. Kurtis, Tripti, any reactions?
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MANAL ISMAIL Can you hear me now? | was unable to unmute. I'm sorry for that.
Thank you very much, Nico, and thanks to the Board for the
question. Just to note, in addition to what lan said as well, that the
GAC is still discussing the draft design proposal, also in light of the
GAC uniqueness and the existing operating principles. But this was

the essence of where we stand in the discussion.

And also, it would be interesting to also know how the Board itself
feels about the proposals and how they are evolving to date, and
whether you have any initial thoughts on a question that came up
during the discussion regarding whether the Board should also
undertake a continuous improvement program similar to other

parts of the community. Thank you.

TRIPTI SINHA Manal, thank you for the question. First, I'd like to thank you for
taking a leadership role inside the working group. It shows the
GAC's commitment towards putting together a review of reviews
and a new modelin place. We are very committed to accountability

and transparency, as you know.

So, in terms of the Board undertaking a CIP, we're very open to it. |
think every segment, every constituency within the ICANN
ecosystem should look to improve itself, so we would certainly be

very open to that discussion, to that topic, absolutely. Thank you.
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NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Tripti. Thank you, Egypt. So before we move on, let me
make sure that we don't have any more comments or questions in
this regard—CCG, the CIP, and so on and so forth. | don't see any
hand in the room. | don't see hands online. Okay, let's move on.

Next slide, please, Giilten.

So these are the GAC topics for the Board. As you can see, there are
four important topics for us, the first one being the future GAC
contributions to the NomCom, the second one registration data
matters, the third one mandatory DNS abuse reporting by registries

and registrars, and then root server governance. Next slide, please.

So on thefirst topic regarding the future contributions to the ICANN
Nominating Committee, | will kindly ask my distinguished
colleague from Australia to help me with the background. Please

go ahead, lan.

IAN SHELDON Thanks, Nico. With the impending 2026 application round for new
gTLDs and increases in the number of related ICANN policy
implementation and operational priorities, the scope and pace of
ICANN work seems to be increasing. Where does ICANN Board/Org
stand regarding the consideration that future ICANN Board
membership commitments may entail a very heavy workload in
terms of time and meetings, around 50% of a full-time equivalent?
Which may have an effect on the available pool of candidates, and

hence on the diversity and balance of the board.
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TRIPTI SINHA Thank you for the question. The Board recognizes and appreciates
that we have a lot of work on our plate, and it's very atypical of a
nonprofit board, but frankly, if you look at our bylaws and what the
Board is asked to do, from ratifying policies and numerous other
things, that leads to a very heavy workload. This has been the case,

and it does take quite a bit of commitment and dedication.

We regularly have this discussion and evaluate our workload, and
we continue to strive to improve efficiencies in our operations.
Manal just asked whether we would look into continuous
improvement. We certainly will, and actually the Board
Governance Committee inside the Board is tasked with looking at
improvements inside the Board, and it is taking another deep look
into board processes. And the BGC has actually formed a small
group of board members to identify areas where improvements
could be made and where efficiencies can be implemented for the

Board overall.

The BGCis also looking at just the amount of travel and face-to-face
workshops that we have to see if there are other ways and other
efficiencies in that area that the Board can implement. And also,
many years ago, some community and review-based
recommendations suggested that, in light of the amount of work
that the Board faces and in order to help ensure qualified
candidates apply for the Board positions, ICANN should implement

some form of compensation for board members. In response to
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that, board members have been able to elect to receive

compensation for their service for well over a decade.

So, this has been looked at in the past many years, and we continue
to look at it. And, you know, we are fundamentally bound and
obligated by our bylaws to do what we need to do, so we do have a
heavy workload, but we do continue to look at where we can

improve our efficiencies. Thank you.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Tripti. Any further questions or comments in this

regard? And | have Switzerland online. Please go ahead, Jorge.

JORGE CANCIO Yes, thank you, Nico, and thank you, Tripti. Jorge Cancio,
Switzerland, for the record. This point has come to this
conversation on the NomCom, but actually it is something that
affects the GAC also very directly, and | guess, Nico, you can sing a
song about this, about how many percentage of FTEs your chair

and board role means.

We are having, very soon, new elections to our GAC chair role, and
at least for some governments, | imagine that you cannot really
compensate in terms of an allowance or whatever. It is really a
question of time. Senior officials or mid-level officials will always
find it very difficult to find somebody able to devote 50 or 60% or
even more of his or her time to such a role. So, just wanted to raise

awareness about this issue, because it's something that affects us
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also directly, as we have a position in the board as well in the

person of our GAC chair. Thank you.

TRIPTI SINHA Thank you, Jorge. Point taken, and that is certainly under

consideration. Thank you.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you so much, Switzerland, and for sure | could talk for two
hours about that, but this is not the moment. Moving on. Next slide,

please, Giilten.

The second topic is registration data, RDRS basically, or an SSAD,
System for Standardized Access Disclosure. And the statements
are: "The GAC continues to share the board's vision for an
enhanced and permanent RDRS, including mandatory
participation for gTLD registrars, as addressed in the RDRS policy
alignment analysis. The GAC urges ICANN to proceed quickly with
next steps, and to develop timelines for achieving the various
components of this vision." And the question is: "What steps will
the board take to expeditiously advance work toward these

outcomes?"

TRIPTI SINHA Thank you for the question. I'm going to turn this over to... you're
going to go first, Wes? Okay, Wes, and then Greg.
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WES HARDAKER Yep, thank you very much. With respect to the Registration Data
Request Service, the Board has a proposed resolution that it'll be
voting on this coming Thursday. And the specific proposal is to not
adopt all of the 18 SSAD recommendations. This is being done
because it takes into account both the advice of the RDRS Standing
Committee Findings Report and the GNSO's desire to have the

recommendations accepted as a group.

This direction allows policy enhancements to be developed based
on the lessons learned from the RDRS experiment and from
feedback from the community since the recommendations were
created. We also greatly appreciate the GAC's acknowledgement
that this is the best path forward. By not adopting these
recommendations as a package, it will trigger the process outlined
in Annex A, Section 9 of the ICANN bylaws that allows the GNSO
team to come back and make minor modifications before returning

it to us.

Note that this is actually the same process that was previously
exercised with the supplemental procedure recommendations, so
this pathway has already been proven as a successful mechanism
for continuing with that. I'm going to ask Greg if he wants to add

anything to my statements.

GREG DIBIASE Thanks, Wes. Yeah, just some color to make sure we have all the
acronyms aligned. The SSAD recommendations have been pending

before the board. When considering those recommendations, the
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Board started the RDRS, which was a trial to judge the effectiveness
of a centralized disclosure system. So that trial is done; the RDRS
went for two years. Aworking group has taken lessons learned from
that RDRS trial and compiled a report on how to improve these

pending SSAD recommendations.

So, basically, what we're saying is these SSAD recommendations
that have been pending regarding a centralized system—we're
sending them back to Council, saying, "Hey, there's some lessons
learned from the RDRS. There's also some parallel policy that is
noted in the RDRS alignment analysis. Come back to us with
supplemental recommendations that build upon the original
recommendations with lessons learned," and then the Board will

vote on those.

And then a quick note on the mandatory nature. | think GAC noted
that the RDRS, because it was not policy, it was not mandatory for
contracted parties. However, when these SSAD recommendations
come back to the Board, they will be consensus policy, and so if the
Board votes to approve those recommendations, as per any

consensus policy, they will be binding on registrars and registries.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Wes. Thank you, Greg, and we do agree thatitis the best
path forward. Of course, | stand to be corrected, and thisis a chance

for my distinguished GAC colleagues to do so. Okay, so let me stop
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forasecondin order to see if we have... Okay, so | have a hand from

India. Please go ahead, Sushil.

SUSHIL PAL Thank you for clarifying. | think it would help if you could clarify as
to in what timeframe we look for the process to be completed.
Because, as | understand, it won't be a procedural reset again,
right? And it's for long that we have been carrying on with this

interim arrangement on a completely voluntary basis.

WES HARDAKER Yes, thank you very much for the question. Timeliness is, | think,
fortunately agreed to by everybody | have talked to. Everybody
understands that this is not something that can be dragged on for
a long period of time. The GNSO Council has publicly stated in a
number of forums that they hope this will be on the order of
months. | don't have an exact timeline and date | can promise,
because | haven't been given one. But from all of the discussions
that Gregand | and others have had this week, it appears everybody
is aligned that a very rapid turnaround would be beneficial to the

community.

GREG DIBIASE Yeah, thank you. And just to add, the Council is making
supplemental recommendations. In other words, they're not
starting from scratch. They're looking at the existing

recommendations and tweaking or modifying those, as opposed to
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coming up with new things out of whole cloth. So that's part of the

reason we're optimistic this can be efficient.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thankyou, Greg, Wes. Any other comment before we move on? And

I have a hand from the USA. Please go ahead, Owen.

OWEN FLETCHER Hi, this is Owen Fletcher, U.S. GAC alternate. Thank you for those
updates. | was wondering if and how the board will follow along
with the Council's progress as it works on developing those

supplemental recommendations. Thanks.

WES HARDAKER The Board has always had representatives sit with the standing
committees and the councils when possible to follow along, and
we'll get regular updates. Greg might be able to speak more to that

than | can.

GREG DIBIASE Yeah, | imagine there will be some type of team of counselors
working on that. | would imagine that either a board member
would be a formal liaison, or we'd be corresponding regularly with

the Data Protection Caucus that is following this closely.
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NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Greg. USA, are you okay with the answer? India, good to

go? All right, so let's move on for the sake of time, and for topic 2B,

I will kindly give the floor to Australia.

IAN SHELDON The GAC looks forward to finalization of the urgent request policy
language, including the timeline for contracted parties to respond
to urgent requests within 24 hours in the absence of certain
exceptional circumstances. When does the Board expect to adopt

final policy language regarding the urgent requests timeline?

WES HARDAKER Yes, I'll start. Thank you very much. Based on multiple discussions
in the IRT and in the public comment feedback on the proposed
language for the timeline for responding to the urgent request, the
Board believes that Track 1, which updated the timeline language,
is actually complete. In general, there is very broad public support
for integrating authentication with the expedited timelines, but
there has been a mix of feedback on whether the response timeline
aligns with Recommendation 18, or whether additional policy work

is needed.

There does appear to be general agreement within the community,
within the GAC, and within the registrars that the authentication of
law enforcement agencies is needed for supporting urgent

requests. Board members and the GNSO Council have had a
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productive conversation this week, and actually a week or two ago

as well.

And thus, it appears that we're making significant progress on
aligning the importance of authentication of law enforcement
agencies when submitting urgent requests and on the timeliness of
completing this work. Having said that, as | stated a minute ago, we
don't have an exact timeline. | will state that, again, everybody that
I have personally spoken with agrees that this is not something that
can wait. And as the ICANN Board has discussed, along with the
ICANN organization, how to properly work on multiple fronts at
once so that we don't have one work item blocking another, if that
hopefully makes some sense. Greg, do you have points you want to

add?

GREG DIBIASE No, just real quickly on the question, "When does the Board adopt
the final policy language?" The Board has already adopted this
recommendation. Staff is finalizing the 24-hour period, and the
board is supporting that decision. So after ICANN, ICANN staff is

going to move to publish the 24-hour language as soon as feasible.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Greg. Next slide, please, Giilten. Why don't we go
through both of these two issues together, and then we can open

the floor up? Slide 12, please, Giilten.
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IAN SHELDON The GAC supports the ongoing work of its Public Safety Working
Group, PSWG, to develop law enforcement authentication
mechanisms. The PSWG convened Law Enforcement
Authentication Practitioners Group is open to interested
participants. The intent of this group is to discuss the existing
and/or aspirational identity provider mechanisms for law
enforcement agencies to authenticate to ICANN-operated services,

such as RDRS.

So the question to the Board: The Board indicated at ICANN84 that
it saw a path for integrating consideration of authentication
mechanisms into the registration data policy without further policy
development. Can the board expand on the path it sees to

accomplish this?

GREG DIBIASE Yeah, so the timeline is set. And from there, there's two pieces that
need to be done. The actual language of Recommendation 18 does
not reference authentication mechanisms. We're working with the
GNSO Council to either provide a statement that that is
implementation guidance, or a very narrow supplemental
recommendation to add that language. So it may be policy to

tweak the language, but we think it is very tightly scoped.

And then the next step is finalizing an authentication mechanism,
which is a little more uncertain, but that is where all of our focus is
turning. As Kurtis even mentioned in his opening speech, we're

working closely with law enforcement and focused on bringing that
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to resolution, which would bring this recommendation into

operation.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you again, Greg. There's a hand from the European

Commission. Gemma, please go ahead.

GEMMA CAROLILLO Thank you very much, Nico. Gemma Carolillo from the European
Commission. | just wanted to stress that we are very glad to see that
the work on the timeline, the policy track on urgent requests, is
considered concluded, and that this part concerning the timeline
will be integrated into registration data policy. | think there's been
a lot of work from the different parties involved—the GNSO, the
board, the GAC, and including in the implementation review

team—and the outcome is satisfactory.

The second part is that it is indeed very important that the policy
be effective. Of course, it needs to be implementable, and since it
has been identified a dependency with the authentication
mechanism being in place, we are really looking forward to see this
path. So, the eventual change in Recommendation 18 to
accommodate for the authentication work and the actual
conclusion of the work on the authentication systems, we are really

looking forward to move this forward. So, thank you.

£ COMMUNITY
Page 22 of 34 85‘ FORUM



EN

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, European Commission. You have no specific question,

right, Gemma?

GEMMA CAROLILLO No, thank you, Nico. | just wanted to highlight the importance.
Sorry!

NICOLAS CABALLERO Sure, sure, no problem. Thank you so much, Gemma. | have India
next.

SUSHIL PAL Thank you. I mean, just want to highlight that, although we'll have

a decision on the 24-hour timeline soon, it will remain inactionable
because we still don't have any mechanism on the authentication
part formalized yet. So, | just want to highlight that. Greg clarified
that it would be either through the implementation arrangement
or through supplemental recommendations. Which would be

faster?

GREG DIBIASE The faster would be the GNSO sending a letter saying that they
think this is an implementation detail, but we think the
supplemental recommendation could be done alongside the other
SSAD work to add that policy. That would be the slower route, but
we still think it's very narrowly scoped and could be done

efficiently.
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SUSHIL PAL So, my specific question is, are we looking at the supplemental
recommendation of the SSAD as such within that, or are we taking
it out and trying to expedite the process more as the

implementation?

GREG DIBIASE Yeah, so | think the Council is leaning towards making that

determination as part of their supplemental recommendations for

SSAD.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Greg. Thank you, India, for the question. | have the US
next.

SUSAN CHALMERS Thank you, Chair. Susan Chalmers, the United States. The GAC has

advocated for the 24-hour timeline for many months, and we
welcome the news that the Board's confirmation that this will

become the final policy. Thank you so much.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, US. Seeing no more hands, let's move on to the next

slide. Sorry, | see a hand over there.
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UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER For cross-border requests, is Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty by

LEAs a must?

NICOLAS CABALLERO Could you please repeat the question?

UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER For cross-border requests via law enforcement agencies, is MLAT

treaty a must?

WES HARDAKER Thank you. The difficulty in doing authentication of agencies is that
authentication only tells you who the agency was. It is outside of
purview to decide if that agent is authorized for the information.
And that falls down to the jurisdictions that are regional. ICANN
does not really have the ability to mandate cross-border responses,
from my understanding. I'm not a lawyer; I'll state that. But the
authorization decision is independent of the authentication piece,

which is what we have been talking about mostly to date.

GREG DIBIASE To be clear, | think there could be a cross-border request. There
could be a cross-border urgent request, but then it would be on the
party receiving the request to analyze, given their legal obligations,

whether they can respond positively to the request.
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NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Greg and Wes. Moving on to topic 2C, I'll very quickly

read the background. "In light of continuing concerns that the
current 15-day post-registration verification period is creating a
potential security gap, this matter intersects both the registration
data accuracy recommendations and ongoing DNS abuse policy
work." So the question to the Board is, how is the board foreseeing

to look into this important matter?

GREG DIBIASE Thanks. So this is a potential topic that was identified by the
accuracy scoping team on the GNSO Council. Some of the teams
looking at data accuracy sometimes got caught up by a broad
scope. They were looking at potential topics that could be tightly
scoped and well-suited for possibly policy development work. So
the small team recommended back to Council that potential work
on accuracy and also DNS abuse—because in this circumstance
they addressed both subjects—could potentially be taken up in

future policy work.

So that was added to the DNS abuse issue report, which listed out
a number of potential issues that the PDP could address.
Ultimately, the PDP decided to go with the associated domain
name check first and looking at bulk registrations after that. But
this idea of a PDP is in the backlog, so to say. So it's in the issues
report forthe DNS abuse, and it can be taken up by the Council after

this current work—after these current two PDPs on abuse progress.
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NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Greg. Let me stop here again in order to see if we have
reactions from the floor or online. Oh, and I have a hand from India.

Sorry, I didn't see you. Go ahead, please.

SUSHIL PAL Thank you, Greg, for clarifying. It moved on from one accuracy
team to now to a DNS abuse team, right? That further shifts the
timeline for achieving any result on this. But given the fact that it's
pretty material, a small change in the contract can have a very
significantimpact in terms of the reduction in the DNS abuse, right?
Even if we have a policy on the associated domain name or a
subdomain name, but the data is not accurate, it doesn't help us,

right?

Should it not be incumbent upon us to ensure the accuracy first
and then look at the associated ones or a domain name ones? Yes,
we did give advice to start the two process, but at that pointin time,
this was a separate matter altogether in the accuracy team. It was
never in the DNS abuse team. Had this been there at that pointin
time, this would have been the first priority, or could have been the

first priority.

So the bottom line is, even if you have all this process, if the data
remains inaccurate, | think we are heading nowhere. It's like we
have a 24-hour notice set, but we don't have an auth mechanism in

place. Just to highlight the urgency, | request the Board to look at
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any other possible mechanism in the larger interest of the

community. Thank you.

GREG DIBIASE Thanks, and I think we understand that perspective. So it was in the
issues report, along with the other two issues and, kind of to the
point of—it seems like they could be combined, but at the same
time, we wanted to keep the PDPs efficient and try not to conflate
different issues. | definitely understand that they're close to the
associated domain check, but I think that was some of the rationale
at least by Council. But I think we understand the urgency of the

issue and that this should remain a potential priority for Council to

address.

SUSHIL PAL Is the PDP the only option possible? Is there no other option
possible?

GREG DIBIASE So, it's part of the registrar agreement, so there is an option of

amendment. Those are used sparingly and not in a top-down
manner. This is a contract between ICANN and the registrars; that
is another potential option. But again, that has been used sparingly
traditionally. There was one a little while back for the abuse
contract amendments. | would note in that situation, though, that

it was anidea that the registrars brought forward, or the contracted
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parties brought forward as a way to progress. So | think those are

the two options that would be a PDP or a contract amendment.

SUSHIL PAL Is the Board open to taking up the matter with the contracted party

house to discuss the matter?

GREG DIBIASE I don't think we've discussed that in detail yet.

TRIPTI SINHA So, as just to add to what Greg was saying, since that would be a
top-down approach, we would prefer that the suggestion come
from the registrars themselves, and if we're hoping it gets to that
point, absolutely, that's a path we could take. But we would prefer
a more organic approach to that; otherwise, you begin to violate

your model.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Tripti. Thank you, India. Any other question or
comment in this regard? Seeing none and switching gears a little
bit, we're going to be talking about mandatory DNS abuse

reporting by registries and registrars. lan, please, go ahead.

IAN SHELDON Thanks, Nico. Will the ICANN Board consider establishing a

mandatory uniform reporting framework requiring registries and
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registrars to periodically report DNS abuse complaints received,
actions taken, and resolution times to ICANN? And further explore
the creation of a centralized ICANN-maintained reporting portal to
ensure transparency, comparability of data, and improved

enforcement of contractual obligations.

TRIPTI SINHA Thank you for the question. Jim, where are you? Jim Galvin will
take this. Thank you.

JAMES GALVIN Thank you, Tripti, and thank you to the GAC for the question. |
think, first, it's important to acknowledge that we're pleased that
DNS abuse and abuse mitigation and related topics remain a
priority of the Board as well as the GAC, so we share that obligation

and interest in wanting to move forward.

With respect to reportingin particular, I think it's useful to point out
that the Board is open, obviously. The community is already
moving forward on abuse mitigation topics. There are, at least in
the short term here, one DNS abuse PDP which is active and

another one forthcoming.

The particular request that you're making here is actually on the
list and included in the final issue report on DNS abuse mitigation.
So certainly the Board is open to the community continuing to
progress that topic and hopefully move it forward as one of the next

things that it might get to, but we also expect the community will
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continue to evolve its list of priorities in terms of how to address
mitigation. So we'll be tracking this and paying attention and, you
know, hopeful that all of this will move forward appropriately.

Thank you.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you, Jim. And given the fact that we still have 11 minutes, as
a matter of fact, any reactions from the floor? I don't see any hand
online. Any reactions in the room? Okay, seeing none, let's move on

to the next topic, please, Giilten, which is root server governance.

It was a placeholder for potential discussion today, but the idea
was to seek the Board's views on deliverables and future steps as
related to root server governance. | don't know, Tripti or Kurtis, if

you would like to give your views on this?

TRIPTI SINHA Thank you, Nico, for the question. As you know, the Root Server
Governance Working Group just submitted their model, their
document, to us. And we have two Board liaisons, Christian
Kaufmann and David Lawrence, to the working group. I'm going to

turn it over to Christian.

CHRISTIAN KAUFMANN Certainly. Thank you. So the root server governance system has
been going on for a while now. It started with RSSAC037 as the first
document, and then it got more specified with success criteria in

RSSACO058. The question is actually quite timely because the GWG
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just published the report a couple of weeks ago. And it's even more

timely because in approximately 35 minutes, | think there's a
session in another room about it where it gets presented, so if you
have an interest, please have a look. The GWG chair will then

present the report.

What the Board will do is consider the GWG report. We asked them
to provide it, so of course that's what we will do. We also will have
a look—because that came up last time—if the various stakeholder
inputs were considered and what the reaction was to that. And
then if we approve the report, then we would basically set it out for
the next step. That would include the formation of a council, and
then the council would come together to establish
recommendations on the policies and standards necessary to
establish the governance structure. So we are a little bit on a

milestone here this week. And with that, | give it back to you.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you so much, CK. I have a hand from the Netherlands. Marco,

please go ahead.

MARCO HOGEWONING Yes, and thank you, Mr. Kaufmann, for your clear and concise
explanation. | wonder, looking forward to the establishment of the
council, whether the Board has any views on the timeframes in
which they expect this to happen once you agree that the report is

good.
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CHRISTIAN KAUFMANN | guess that will now be a very vague answer. | think as soon as we
have approved it, and if we go for it, then of course as quick as
possible; then there is no reason to not form it. After we have
figured that part out with the approval, then | think we will move

on.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Thank you again, CK. Thank you, Netherlands. Moving on, because
| don't see any other hand online or in the room. And before we
wrap up the session—and | can't believe that we actually had time

to cover all the topics today. Gladly surprised.

So | just wanted to make sure that we have a very... actually, yeah,
a seven-minute AOB mini-session. Is there anything you would like
to add that was not included in the slides? Anything we forgot to
mention? Anything you would like to ask at this point? The floor is

open. | have the UPU.

TRACY HACKSHAW Thank you. Tracy Hackshaw, UPU. We just wanted to note the
Board's blog at the start of the meeting regarding the Applicant
Support Program and that the GAC is discussing the matter and will
revert with its observations on this. We thank you very much for
acknowledging the expanded applicant pool and we hope this was

a good sign for the future. Thank you.

£ COMMUNITY
Page 33 of 34 85‘ FORUM



EN

TRIPTI SINHA No, thank you very much for your attention to that matter, and we

look forward to your feedback.

NICOLAS CABALLERO Okay, thank you, UPU, once again. One last chance for a mini AOB
session. | see no hands online. No hands in the room. Well, then we
can wrap up. Thank you so much, Kurtis, Tripti, and the ICANN
Board. Are you sure you don't have any other question? One last

time. Thank you very much.

So we're wrapping up. Please be back in the room—this is for the
GAC, of course—please be back in the room at 04:30 PM. Thank you

very much. The session is adjourned.

[END OF TRANSCRIPTION]
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