
Dear Fellow Constituency Members:

On Tuesday, October 14, 2008, representatives from the IPC and the Commercial and Business Users Constituency
 met via telephone conference to begin discussing transition to the new Stakeholder Group structure recently approved by the ICANN Board of Directors. This is the first in a series of meetings that will between these constituencies over the next few months.

A threshold question the constituencies must answer is what structure will be used to create the new Commercial Stakeholders Group (“CSG”).  During our initial call three possibilities were broadly discussed.

1. A constituency based model in which each constituency would remain independent.

2. A collapsed model in which the three existing constituencies and any newly formed constituencies would merge into one organization.

3. A transitional model in which we transition to a constituency model and then take the next 6 to 12 moths to consider a move to a collapsed model.

Accordingly, this message is being sent to the BC, IPC and ISPCP lists in order to obtain direction from each constituency on which of these three alternatives the constituencies want to use in structuring the new CSG.  It is our hope to have a firm decision on this threshold question upon completion of the Cairo meeting.

Constituency Model
One structure under discussion would base membership in the new CSG on a constituency model.  This model contemplates that only constituencies (both those in existence today and those they may form in the future) will be members of the CSG.  Under Board Resolution 2008.10.01.10, the ICANN Board – not the CSG – approves or rejects all applications to be a “constituency” within the CSG; this applies to existing constituencies, too.  This model has several benefits:

· It allows the three current constituencies to continue working together on various issues as they do today or, potentially, to merge in the future.  

· It allows each constituency to retain some degree of autonomy.

· This model could be more easily and readily implemented because the GNSO is now a constituency-based model.  Ease of implementation may prove helpful given the timeframe adopted by the ICANN Board (see, Board Resolution 2008.10.01.10 (http://www.icann.org/en/minutes/prelim-report-01oct08.htm).  

· This model would permit a “thin” governance structure at the CSG level because the primary responsibility at the CSG level will be the election of GNSO Council Representatives.

· This model avoids a significant risk associated with the collapsed model, namely, that such a collapsed model would become precedent for the Non-Commercial Stakeholders Group (“NCSG”) and thus prevent the NCSG from truly expanding beyond the interests now represented by the NCUC.  The Board was clear that the NCSG must be broader than the NCUC.  We should avoid a model that may structurally limits participation.

Collapsed Model
Another structure under discussion would merge the three existing constituencies and any new constituencies into one “super constituency.”  The perceived advantages to this model are as follows:

· A simpler structure (i.e., a single layer of governance).

· Elimination of redundancies at the Constituency level.

· Elimination of what many perceive as artificial distinctions between the existing constituencies.

· This model has the potential for increased leverage with the ICANN Board (i.e., one large stakeholder group speaking with one voice rather than several disparate voices).

· This model would presumably make it easier for new members to join since they would not have to seek constituency recognition from the ICANN Board.

· Due to the absence of Constituencies, this model could lend itself to a less complex structure for electing GNSO council representative.

Transitional Model
Finally, we discussed a transitional model in which we first transition to a constituency model and then take the following 6-12 months to consider a possible move to a collapsed or partially collapsed model.

Please review this information carefully and contact your constituency’s officers with any thoughts or concerns you may have on this threshold issue.

� A representative from the ISPCP Constituency was invited but did not attend the meeting.  However, a representative of the ISPCP did review this email and has agreed upon its contents.





