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1. Authority

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must originate from the NRO EC
after a majority vote in favor of the proposal. ICANN shall have final authority to decide whether to
adopt the proposal, subject to ICP-2, provided that ICANN has first consulted with and given substantial
consideration to the input of each RIR.

1.1. Authority - Strongly Agree (5)

It is critical to have a process to decognise an RIR. It is not only practical but also from a governance
perspective, the whole governance structure becomes meaningless if the higher structure dies but
gave any power to remove the responsibility/authority given

Alban Kwan (CSC)

Fellow RIRs are better placed to assess the performance, compliance and functionality of a peer.
Brian Longwe (Converged Technology Networks)

ICANN should have the final say in deciding to go ahead or not.
Emma Perrier (AFRINIC Ltd)

| agree
Aftab Siddiqui (AFTABSIDDIQUI-AU)

These seem the most appropriate bodies for such recognition
Narelle Clark (Internet Association of Australia)

Need we mention the current chaos in Afrinic, the perfect example of when this should happen.
Warwick Ward-Cox (Network Platforms)



At this time | agree the third party can be ICANN but that is only because | do not see another suitable
option at this time. However, if there was a more suitable option identified, this could be considered.
Paul Rendek (DSTREAM GROUP)

The proposal establishes a collaborative framework by involving the NRO EC and ICANN in decisions
regarding RIR recognition, ensuring input from all stakeholders. However, the criteria for “substantial
consideration” of RIR input by ICANN should be clarified to ensure transparency and fairness in the
decision-making process

Uwimana Jean Lambert (MINEDUC)

Yes, and ICANN should give its reason whatever case.
Kuo Wu (TWIGF)

The principle establishes a balance of authority between the NRO EC and ICANN. The NRO EC has direct
insights into regional needs, while ICANN has a global oversight role. This layered approach ensures
that no single entity has unilateral control, preserving checks and balances. By allowing the NRO EC to
initiate recognition or derecognition proposals, this principle ensures that regional voices are heard
before ICANN makes a final decision, fostering inclusive and representative governance. While regional
perspectives are vital, ICANN’s final authority ensures that any major decisions adhere to global
policies and standards, like those set out in ICP-2. This structure helps maintain stability and
consistency in the internet’s governance framework across regions, avoiding fragmentation or
conflicts that might arise if each RIR had autonomous decision-making power. Requiring ICANN to
consult with each RIR and give substantial consideration to their input before finalizing any decision
ensures a collaborative process. This step is crucial for maintaining a healthy, trust-based relationship
between ICANN and the RIRs, fostering open communication and reducing potential conflicts. The
requirement of majority voting within the NRO EC introduces transparency and accountability into the
process. A majority vote implies that any proposal reflects broad consensus rather than isolated
interests, and ICANN’s subsequent decision-making is also held to a high standard by requiring them
to engage with RIRs and consider their perspectives. The internet’s growth and evolution rely on a
coordinated approach to resource distribution and policy enforcement. This principle helps prevent
hasty or biased decisions regarding the status of RIRs, safeguarding the coordinated system that is
essential for a stable, global internet.

Dave Kissoondoyal (Internet Governance Forum Mauritius)

It’s ICANN reviews
Rita Kumi (Ghana Telecommuncation Company)

| think this is a great graduated way of handling this so the outcome cannot easily be manipulated.
Raymond Mamattah (EGIGFA)

Sufficient provision for consultation and review of adherence to the ICP-2
Russell Woruba (PNG Department of ICT)



Taye Oyebola (Aso Savings and Loans Pic)

| think this stipulation is excessively rigid. Restricting proposals to those from the NRO EC after a
majority vote may stifle essential input from various stakeholders. While ICANN should maintain final
authority, it must ensure extensive consultation with all RIRs.

Woranittha Hongprayoon (Self employed)

je suis totalement d'accord
FARADJ MAHAMAT DJADDA (ministry of ICT)

| agree in the oversight by ICANN, but am concerned about accountability if ICANN in exercising its sole
authority
Jeff Neuman (JJN Soluions, LLC)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly the provision that grants ICANN final
authority over the recognition or withdrawal of recognition of an RIR, despite the majority vote of the
NRO Executive Committee. This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization
that is at the heart of the Internet governance model. The RIRs were created to operate independently
and make decisions that meet the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions.
Granting ICANN final authority over these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could
override the autonomy of the RIRs and limit their ability to effectively respond to regional demands.
Filston SIBOMANA (Onatel)

Please clarify if this means a veto right for ICANN and who has final authority to decide over dispute if
the candidate meets ICP-2
Joerg Dorchain (private)

It is very important to have a balance of the bottom-up flavour and some control by people vested
from the community who master the system and understand the importance of the resources to
keeping the Internet up and running.

Musa Stephen HONLUE (AFRINIC)

Other bodies should also have the right to propose a candidate
Elvis Velea (V4Escrow LLC)

That make sense
Adiel Akplogan (iNetSys)

Add wording noting that each EC member should be reflecting a broad consensus in their region
Leo Vegoda (And Polus LLC)



It's not clear in the glossary who in ICANN (which committee/group/department) has the power for
final adoption so | suggest the text to be modified as following: ICANN Board shall have the final
authority ... till the end of text.

Haitham El Nakhal (National Telecom Regulatory Authority)

Adding or removing an RIR in the overall the Internet Number Resource Management scheme is very
substantial for the management of each RIRs, therefore it should be appropriate that NRO EC
determines to propose it to ICANN, given such condition in terms of support of prospective LIRs and
NRO NC and the broader community have been gained. With that, | found that the current ASO-MoU
stipulates at its 4-b-2 that ASO AC has the organizational role for providing recommendations to the
Board of ICANN concerning the recognition of new RIRs, hence we will need to work on revising ASO
MoU to fit it to the revised ICP-2, with a number of revisions seem to be needed.

Akinori MAEMURA (JPNIC - Japan Network Information Center)

I've many doubts about if also the RIR community may be able to ask for a derecognition process
Jordi Palet Martinez (The IPv6 Company)

1.2. Authority - Somewhat Agree (4)

In the absence of an input from an RIR (as may be the case from AFRINIC for example), then the input
should come from GAC members in countries covered by the RIR.
Babagana Digima (Nigerian Communications Commission)

The decision to recognise or derecognise an RIR will have profound implications for communities
impacted by the decision, and it is vital that they have a meaningful say in these processes. In the next
version of ICP-2, the ASO AC should consider ways to ensure that the whole community (government,
the private sector, technical community, civil society and academia), can provide meaningful input into
the NRO EC vote on recognition or derecognition of an RIR, and into ICANN’s decision of whether or
not to adopt the proposal. The ASO AC and ICANN should consider requirements for documenting
consultations between ICANN and the RIRs, and the reasons for any decisions. There should also be
appropriate appeals processes for decisions to recognise or derecognise an RIR by the NRO EC or

ICANN.
lan Sheldon (Australian Government - Department of Infrastructure, Transport, Regional Development,
Communications and the Arts)

Gives RIRs complete control over recognition or de-recognition. What if a cartel has emerged?
Jordan Carter (auDA)

There should give consideration for the members to be able to nominate/ suggest a new applicant
Colwayne Babb (Cable and Wireless)



| am agree with that
Thierry Nagau (Dauphin Telecom)

agree
Mohammad Mubarak Alfalasi (Telecommunication and Digital government Regulatory Authority)

| strongly disagree. Giving ICANN final authority undermines decentralization and risks overriding RIR

autonomy
Noel OUPOH (DATACONNECT AFRICA)

This principle establishes a clear and balanced approach to RIR recognition and derecognition. It
empowers the NRO EC to initiate proposals based on community consensus, while granting ICANN the
final authority to ensure global consistency and adherence to ICP-2 principles. This division of authority
safeguards the stability and integrity of the internet's numbering resources.

Faisal Abdu Juma (National Communication Authority NCA, Republic of South Sudan)

If ICANN's decision diverges from the recommendations provided by the RIRs, it should justify this
divergence in writing.
Cameron Smith (Bubble Cloud Mozambique S.A.)

NRO EC should be main authority to recognize/derecognize an RIR
Mohammad Kawsar Uddin (Daily Sangbad)

The principle of ICANN having final authority is reasonable as far as it safeguards against unilateral
decision-making by ICANN for decisions affecting recognition or derecognition.
Lucas Chigabatia (Ghanaian Academic and Research Network (GARNET))

The balance here is delicate. | think it would be bad if ICANN rejected a full proposal from the NRO EC
on this, but the legitimacy can only come from ICANN.
Brian Nisbet (HEAnet CLG)

No comments
Pacharaporn Wangwinyoo (ZIM (Thailand) Co., LTD.)

Majority vote is important
John Haydon (Education)

The requirement for ICANN to give "substantial consideration" to each RIR’s input is not clearly
defined, creating some uncertainty in how it should be applied. It's unclear what specific actions ICANN
must take to show that it has given this level of attention. Adding criteria or guidelines for ICANN to
follow could help make this process more transparent and accountable. Additionally, introducing a



way for RIRs to challenge decisions if they feel their input wasn’t fully considered could improve the
fairness of this process.
Anastasia Kleiman (Voldeta)

Yes
Vanessa Phong (Keysight Technologies Malaysia Sdn Bhd)

Okay
Patricia Sol (Purple Digital Ltd)

ICANN still has some independence and bias issues; I'd be more happy to place stronger bias on the
NRO EC but the suggested approach is fine.
David Lamparter (Westnetz w.V.)

| am in favor of the proposal.
Erika del carmen Garay Obando (IBW)

one needs to be careful about this being an EC role. Or more importantly how that vote is taken and
what percentage is needed to be effective. | also think that the ASO-AC/NRO-EC should be involved
here from a community representationperspective.

Saul Stein (eNetworks)

Consensus among and within the RIR community under consideration should also be considered.
Brian Jones (Virginia Tech)

A proposal could originate outside the NRO EC, but then perhaps have a way to present/recommend
to the NRO EC?
Ron da Silva (Network Technologies Globl)

"a majority vote" of whom? The NRO EC? What if the NRO EC can't achieve quorum? ICANN must
consult with the regional communities, not just "each RIR."
Lee Howard (IPv4.Global by Hilco Streambank)

It may be worth adding a method for LIRs directly to enter a proposal as well.
Xavier Clark (Harris Computer)

Derecognition could be a significant and adversarial event. | wonder if more than a majority vote
should be considered.
Andrew Gallo (The George Washington University)
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agreed
Matthew Cowen (dgtlfutures)

1.3. Authority - Neutral (3)

In agreement
Mandisa Gama (IANET (PTY) LTD)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR should arise from the consensus of all
existing members. The ultimate authority should lie with this unified consent.
Pantipa Traikityanukul (Self Employed)

Where an RIR has failed like in the recent case of AfriNIC action should be possible to re-establish the
RIR.
Jaco Kroon (Interexcel World Connection)

Sentence Portion, "provided that ICANN has first consulted" , Might be nice to see a MUST or SHOULD
placed in there to be suer of the clause .
James Laferriere (n/a)

| agree
Emmanuel Kitcher (University of Environment and Sustainable Development)

There will always be both sides to consider, and global politics will always be a problem. The issue
here is IPv4 scarcity more than the RIRs themselves or extra RIRs. If the candidate where to NOT have
IPv4 resources (other than what could/might be surrender to them by RIR members) | believe these
issues would be lesser of problems. le. candidate RIRs to ONLY issue ASNs and IPv6 resources
Hendrik Visage (HeViS.Co Systems Pty Ltd)

| don't think we need any more regions - just fix AfriNIC
Mark Elkins (Posix Systems)

| find this process to be overly rigid. Designating the NRO EC as the sole proposer for RIR recognition
or derecognition may reduce stakeholder engagement. While ICANN's final authority is crucial, it
should ensure thorough consultation with all RIRs beforehand.

Alex Kwan (Wiplus Malaysia)

Not bad
Hann Jye Ng (MyTeksi Sdn Bhd)
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This stipulation seems overly restrictive. By requiring that proposals come only from the NRO EC with
a majority vote, we risk excluding valuable input from other stakeholders. While ICANN should have
the final say, meaningful consultation with all RIRs is essential.

Sidonie Hacking ('-)

| think this stipulation is too limiting. By mandating that only the NRO EC can propose recognition or
derecognition of an RIR, we may overlook valuable input from other stakeholders. ICANN should have
the final say, but it must engage with all RIRs extensively before making decisions.

Jun Wen (one futures technology sdn bhd)

| am firmly against the principle outlined, especially the clause that grants ICANN final authority over
RIR recognition or derecognition, even if the NRO EC has voted in favor. This approach undermines the
foundational principle of decentralization in Internet governance. RIRs exist to operate independently,
addressing their regions' unique needs. Granting ICANN the final say risks centralizing power and could
impede RIRs” autonomy and responsiveness to regional demands.

Rapeepan Yuenyong (ZeriWellPlus)

This principle seems to strike an effective balance between centralized oversight and regional
autonomy. By requiring ICANN to consult with each RIR and consider their input
Andres Murcia (Xiaomi)

Yes
Pedro Matos (The AM Lawyer)

How to ensure community participation?
Lia Solis (personal)

this principle is confusing and carry risks of conflict.
Adeola Alain P. AINA (Digital Intelligence Services, Sarl)

If ICANN decides, why can't they originate?, and | would prefer a supermajority vote if possible in the
NRO EC
Mike Burns (IPTrading)

The NRO is effectively a trade association of RIRs who have inherent interest in maintaining the status
guo. They should not have a monopoly on proposing new RIRs or winding up existing RIRs.
Kevin Meynell (Individual)
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1.4. Authority - Somewhat Disagree (2)

On the Principles Level it is unclear how "ICANN" would come to its conclusion and whether it should
judge on substance or on process
Peter Koch (Individual)

The difficulty | see with this proposal is that it is quite clearly privileging the _existing_ RIRs (or more
exactly, their EC members, who represent the institutional interests of the RIRs at least as much as the
community) over anyone else. I'm not sure | have a better answer, but it worries me to be making the
EDs/CEOs of the existing members of any body the gatekeepers to new members.

Andrew Sullivan (N/A)

See extended comments on the NANOG thread starting at
https://mailman.nanog.org/pipermail/nanog/2024-November/226586.html
William Herrin (Self)

This means too much power to ICANN. NRO EC should have the final decision, but their seats should
be paid then.
Tahar Schaa (Neuland@Homeland)

candidates nominations could be affected by lobbies
Filipe Coelho (TVCABO Angola)

La démarche visant la reconnaissance d'un RIR doit étre differente de celle de la déreconnisaance. La
proposition de la reconnaissance doit premierement |'expression d'une zone geographique bien
definie et aussi une expression des communautés vivants dans cet espace géographique. Par contre
la démarche pour déreconnaitre doit tenir compte de la volonté des communautés nationales ne doit
souffrir d'une implication d'un poids extérieur aux communautés de I'espace géographique concerné.

Nico Tshintu bakajika (ISPA-DRC)

| believe this process is too rigid. Requiring that the NRO EC initiate all proposals for RIR recognition or
derecognition may limit essential contributions from other stakeholders. ICANN's final authority is
crucial, but it must ensure thorough consultation beforehand.

Wirakarn Angumnuaychock (TRA Development Co., Ltd)

I am inclined toward the NRO being the final approval
Randy Bush (IlJ Research Lab & Arrcus Inc)

If ICANN has the last word to decide, why to consult. How the transparency will be preserved?
Luis Caceres (Corporacion Redexcom C.A.)
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1.5. Authority - Strongly Disagree (1)

First, thisis not a proposal for a principle, it is a proposal for a particular implementation of a presumed
but unwritten principle that can be inferred to be something along the lines of “Proposals for
recognition of a Candidate must be vetted to meet [ICP-2? Community?] requirements”. However, to
address what has been written and using the terminology of RFC 2119, the NRO Executive Council
MUST NOT have a role that gates proposal for the recognition of a new RIR or the de-recognition of an
existing RIR. Beyond providing a mechanism to enforce an oligopoly thereby creating a risk for anti-
competitive behavior, the proposed principle as written would create a structural conflict of interest,
both of which would contribute to the de-legitimization of the RIR system. With regards to the latter,
since all RIR income depends on its membership and the combined membership of the RIRs is the
universe of all resource holders, establishing a new RIR or terminating an existing RIR is a zero-sum
game. This means this principle would impact the existing RIRs income and thereby threaten the
creation of (at least the perception of) perverse incentives: either discouraging the establishment of a
new RIR serving a particular community because it'll reduce the income of the existing RIR(s) or
encouraging the de-recognition of an existing RIR causing the (fixed) income to then be split among
fewer members. More concretely, the RIR system, as defined in RFC 1174/1366/1466/2050/7020
presupposed authority for delegation of registry responsibility in the “centralized IANA and
I[nternet]R[egistry]” (RFC 1174), “root registry” (RFC 1366/1466), “Internet Registry hierarchy” (RFC
2050), and “Internet Registry (IR) hierarchy” (RFC 7020). Nowhere in that history nor in the operation
of the RIR system since its inception was there ever a suggestion that the (unelected) members of the
NRO EC should have the self-appointed authority to determine who can propose the creation or
termination of a new RIR. Instead, as foreseen in section 5 of RFC 7020, the process by which a
community can propose a new RIR should “take place within the ICANN framework and will respect
ICANN's core values”, e.g., bottom-up, open, transparent, and accountable processes. Having the CEOs
of the existing RIRs gate proposals for the creation of a new or termination of an existing RIR does not
appear to be within the ICANN framework or respect ICANN’s core values.

David Conrad (Layer 9 Technologies)

The recognition or derecognition of an RIR must come from the unanimous consent of all current
members.
Suman Kumar Saha (SAS Enterprise)

Any proposal for recognizing or derecognizing an RIR requires the agreement of all existing members.
MD HANNAN DEWAN (UTSHAP HK TRADE CO.LTD)

The authority to propose recognition or derecognition of an RIR must come from the consent of all
current RIR members.
Tipu Khan (Zx Online Ltd)

Proposals for RIR recognition or derecognition must be supported by the agreement of all existing
members.
Khasru Alam (Alam Enterprise)
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Any initiative to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must originate from the consent
of all current members.
Md. Al Mamun (Artist Gallery)

The authority to propose the recognition or derecognition of an RIR rests with the consensus of all
existing members.
Mahbub Alam Khan (Net Matrix)

All current RIR members must agree before any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR is enacted.
KM Rafiur Rahman (Adventure Dhaka limited)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR requires the agreement of all existing
members of the RIR.
Md. Manzurul Haque Khan (The Net Heads)

This approach could be counterproductive. Requiring proposals to come exclusively from the NRO EC
after a majority vote might diminish the voices of other stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is
important, but it should ensure meaningful consultation with each RIR prior to its decision.

Md. Tawfiqul Bari (InfoSonik Systems Limited)

Recognition or derecognition of an RIR must be agreed upon by all existing members of the RIR.
Hu Justin (KingStar(HK)limited)

All existing RIR members must consent before any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR is valid.
Chin Teik Wen (Blue Warmth Photography)

The proposal for RIR recognition or derecognition must originate from the unanimous consent of all
existing members.
Felicia Tan (taska twinkle tots)

This stipulation seems overly constraining. By insisting that proposals come solely from the NRO EC
with a majority vote, we risk excluding important input from other stakeholders. While ICANN should
have the final say, meaningful engagement with all RIRs is essential.

Abdullah Al Hasib Al Hasib (Front Desk Bangladesh Limited)

| think this process is too inflexible. Requiring the NRO EC to initiate all proposals for RIR recognition
or derecognition could limit essential contributions from other stakeholders. While ICANN's final
authority is crucial, it should facilitate thorough consultation beforehand.

Md. Feroz Alam (Coloasia Ltd)
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Any proposal for recognizing a Candidate RIR or derecognizing an RIR must originate from the
unanimous consent of all members. The final decision shall depend on the agreement of all existing
members.

Taslima Akter (Sky Net@Home)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR must be initiated by the consensus of all
existing members of the RIR. The final decision should reflect the agreement of all members.
MD AL EMRAN EMRAN (Net@Home)

Any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR must begin with the unanimous consent of all existing
members. The final authority to decide on the proposal shall rest with all members’ agreement.
Rafiqul Islam (Bhuiyan Metal Works)

For any proposal regarding RIR recognition or derecognition to be valid, it must originate from the
consent of all current members. The ultimate decision rests with the agreement of all existing
members.

SHEIKH MIRAZUL ISLAM MIRAZUL ISLAM (NAJOWA FASHION)

Proposals for recognizing a Candidate RIR or derecognizing an RIR must be initiated by the consensus
of all current members. The final authority must depend on the agreement of all existing members.
Pallab Das (Progressive Enterprises)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must come from the collective
agreement of all existing members. Final authority should reflect the consent of all members involved.
KUNALJIT GOSWAMI (Assam Electricity Grid Corporation Ltd.)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must come from the collective
agreement of all existing members. Final authority should reflect the consent of all members involved.
Aritra Chatterjee (Unacademy)

Any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR must arise from the unanimous consensus of all
current members. The final decision will depend on the collective agreement of all existing members.
Nam Van Thanh (Thanh Cong Group)

Recognition or derecognition of an RIR must stem from the collective consent of all current members.
The final authority for adoption lies with the agreement of all existing RIR members.
Ba Van Dao (Posteff)

Any proposal regarding the recognition or derecognition of an RIR must originate from the agreement
of all existing members. The final authority to decide will rely on the consensus of all members.
Nam Van Cuong (Tinh Than JSC)
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Proposals to recognize a Candidate RIR or for derecognition of an RIR should arise from the collective
agreement of all current RIR members. The final authority for adoption will be determined by the
consent of all existing members.

Tom Duong (Hong Phat Logistics)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must arise from the consensus of
all existing members. The authority to finalize the proposal must rest with the agreement of all
members.

vilas jadhav (omsai internet and cable service)

Any initiative to recognize a Candidate RIR or derecognize an RIR must be based on the unanimous
consent of all existing members. The authority to adopt such proposals rests with all current RIR
members.

Pham Gia Khiem (Phat Tai Logistics)

This approach could hinder effective governance. Requiring that proposals come solely from the NRO
EC may exclude vital contributions from other stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is crucial, but it
should engage comprehensively with each RIR.

Tuan Van Tai (Thien Phuc Telecom)

This requirement seems inappropriate, particularly the provision that gives ICANN final authority over
the recognition or derecognition of RIRs following a majority vote from the NRO EC. Such a structure
undermines RIR independence and the principle of decentralization in Internet governance.

BISWAIJIT KALITA (District Institute of Education and Training)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must stem from the unanimous consent
of all current members. The final decision must be based on the agreement of all existing members.
Manas Dutta (sahanipowernenergy pvt.ltd.)

Any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR should arise from the collective agreement of all
current RIR members. The final decision to adopt the proposal must have the consent of all existing
members.

Mallika Deka (Civil Defense)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR must be initiated by the consensus of all
current members of the RIR. The final authority for decision-making relies on the agreement of all
existing members.

Abhijit Sarma (Giwahati university)

Proposals for the recognition of a Candidate RIR or for the derecognition of an RIR must come from
the unanimous consent of all current members of the RIR. The final authority to decide lies with all
existing members.
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Kwan Ke Yue (TBWA/ Kuala Lumpur)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to remove an RIR should originate from the agreement
of all current RIR members. The final authority for such proposals rests with all existing members.
Sean Carroll (The One Academy)

Proposals regarding the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR should originate
from the agreement of all current members. The authority to adopt such proposals rests with all
existing members.

NILAKSHI SHARMA (DHL)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or derecognize an RIR must result from the unanimous
consent of all current RIR members. The final decision will rely on the collective agreement of all
members.

Nilakshi sharma (TEZPUR CENTRAL UNIVERSITY)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR must originate from the full consent of all
existing members. The final authority should derive from the agreement of the entire membership.
Ashok Waswani (Wall Depot Telecom Services Ltd.)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly with the provision that grants ICANN
final authority over the recognition or derecognition of an RIR, despite the NRO EC's majority vote.
This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization that is core to the Internet
governance model. RIRs were established to operate independently and make decisions that reflect
the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions. Granting ICANN final authority over
these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could override the autonomy of the RIRs and
limit their ability to respond to regional demands effectively.

Audry MANIRAKIZA (Cbinet)

The decision to recognize or derecognize an RIR must come from the collective consent of all
current members.
Dipankar Kakoty (Pernod Ricard India)

Proposals for recognizing a Candidate RIR or for derecognizing an RIR must originate from the
agreement of all existing RIR members.
Hasib Rafi (Solutech Holdings)

Any proposal concerning the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must derive
from the agreement of all current RIR members. Final authority rests with their unanimous consent.
Fernanda Guerrero (hostdime)
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Proposals for recognizing a Candidate RIR or for derecognizing an RIR must be based on the unanimous
consent of all existing members. The authority to finalize these proposals rests with their consensus.
David Munico (Andespark)

The authority to recognize or derecognize an RIR lies with the unanimous consent of all current RIR
members.
Sirazum Munira Igra Igra (The City Bank Ltd.)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must be initiated by the consent of all
current RIR members. Final authority to adopt such proposals lies with their collective agreement.
Edgar Munico (Andespark)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must be approved by all existing
members of the RIR.
Amit Roy Avijeet (Concord Pharmaceuticals Ltd.)

Any initiative regarding the recognition or derecognition of an RIR must originate from the agreement
of all existing members. The final decision-making authority rests with their collective consent.
Javier Cento (Ufinet)

Proposals for recognizing or derecognizing an RIR must come from the unanimous consent of all
existing RIR members. The decision to adopt the proposal will ultimately require agreement from all
current members.

Md Abu Sayeem Siddique Siddique (ServicEngine Ltd)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must originate from the agreement
of all current RIR members. The final authority to decide on the proposal shall rest with all existing
members’ consent.

Ahmed Jubair (SSL Wireless)

Any proposal regarding the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR should begin
with the consent of all existing members. The final authority lies with the agreement of the entire

membership.
Thanh Giang (VTC Telecom)

Proposals to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must originate from the full agreement
of all current members. The final authority rests with their collective input.
Long Pham (VTC Telecom)

Any initiative for recognizing a Candidate RIR or derecognizing an RIR must originate from the
agreement of all existing members. The final authority should depend on this consensus.
Thong Khuat Hong (Seabank)
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Proposals regarding the recognition or derecognition of an RIR should stem from the mutual consent
of all existing members. The final authority should reflect this collective decision.
Pham Nga (Roseland travel Itd)

Any initiative to recognize a Candidate RIR or derecognize an RIR should come from the mutual consent
of all existing members. The final authority should reflect this collective consent.
David Lee (Thong Thuong Trading JSC)

Proposals for recognizing or derecognizing an RIR should be initiated by the collective consent of all
existing members. The final decision should depend on this agreement.
Trang Tran (VNPT Technologies)

Proposals for recognition or derecognition of an RIR should stem from the collective agreement of all
members. The authority to decide must reside with this unified consent.
Minh Hoang (ANSV)

Any initiative to recognize a Candidate RIR or derecognize an RIR must originate from the agreement
of all existing RIR members. The final authority should reflect this consensus.
Chi Dinh (Hai Xom LTD)

All proposals regarding the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must originate
from the consent of all current members. The final authority for adoption lies with their collective
agreement.

Koay Teng Chong (Expeditors)

Any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR must be based on the unanimous consent of all
current members. The authority for final decision-making rests with this collective agreement.
Saw Xue Jun (EBC Financial Group)

Proposals to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must be initiated with the consent of
all existing members. Final authority for adoption resides with their collective agreement.
Tan JJ (Penang Retirement Resort)

The recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must come from the collective
agreement of all current members of the RIR. Final authority rests with this consensus.
Jack Chuah (Maxcare dental)

Any proposal concerning the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must be
based on the agreement of all existing members. The authority to finalize such proposals lies with their
consent.
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Jason Ong (Crosslimit Fitness Centre Sdn Bhd)

A proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR must originate from the unanimous consent of all
current RIR members. The final authority for any decision is dependent on this collective agreement.
Steven Goh (NAGASE Malaysia)

All proposals regarding the recognition or derecognition of an RIR must be initiated through the
consent of all existing members. The final authority to adopt the proposal rests with their collective
agreement.

Jamie Chuah (Linefun Sdn Bhd)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must derive from the agreement of all
current RIR members. The final authority for any decision shall rely on their unanimous consent.
Kristal Ong (LM Estate Sdn Bhd)

Any initiative to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must come from the consensus of
all existing members. The ultimate authority to decide rests with this collective consent.
Christopher Khor (Kriamas Maju Sdn Bhd)

The process for recognizing a Candidate RIR or derecognizing an RIR requires the consent of all current
members of the RIR. Final authority for adoption is contingent upon their collective agreement.
Ryan Khaw (Alsco Textile Services Sdn Bhd)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR must stem from the unanimous agreement
of all current members. The final decision should reflect their collective will.
Kaushik Ranjan Goswami (K R GOSWAMI & ASSOCIATES, Chartered Accountants)

Any proposal regarding the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must be
based on the mutual consent of all existing members. Final authority should rest with this agreement.
SUROSMRITI HAJONG (Apnic)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR must arise from the unanimous consent of
all existing members. Final decisions should be made in accordance with their collective decision.
Naib Hossain (Royal Green Limited)

Any proposal for recognizing a Candidate RIR or derecognizing an RIR must be based on the consent of
all current members. The final authority should reflect the collective agreement of these members.
Khandaker Bedon Mia (Monseferchar Cable Network)
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Proposals regarding the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR should stem
from the agreement of all existing members. The final decision rests with the collective will of the

members.
MD YASIN (Isha Network)

Any proposal for recognizing a Candidate RIR or derecognizing an RIR must originate from the
unanimous consent of all members. The final decision shall depend on the agreement of all existing
members.

Rafiqul Islam Timil (Mirpur Tech)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR must be initiated by the consensus of all
existing members of the RIR. The final decision should reflect the agreement of all members.
Shariful Islam (Beacon Link)

| have significant concerns with the principle outlined above, particularly regarding the provision that
grants ICANN the ultimate authority to recognize or derecognize an RIR, even in cases where the NRO
EC has reached a majority decision. This structure undermines the foundational principle of
decentralization that underpins the Internet governance model. RIRs were established as independent
entities to address the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions. Allowing ICANN to
have final authority in these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could compromise the
autonomy of the RIRs and hinder their ability to effectively respond to regional demands. - The
process should prioritize a consensus-driven approach, ensuring that decisions of such magnitude are
informed by the needs and preferences of the communities directly impacted. This would better align
with the collaborative ethos of the RIR system, rather than subjecting these critical decisions to
unilateral oversight by ICANN. - Furthermore, this proposal could weaken the accountability and
transparency of RIRs within their regions. By centralizing authority, it risks creating governance
structures less responsive to local needs and concerns, undermining the trust and effectiveness of the
RIRs.

Funmilayo ADEWUNMI (First Bright Technologies)

| firmly oppose the principle giving ICANN final authority to recognize or derecognize an RIR, even after
a majority vote by the NRO EC. This undermines the decentralized governance model that underpins
the Internet. RIRs were designed to operate autonomously, addressing the specific needs of their
regions. Granting ICANN such authority risks centralizing power, reducing RIRs’ ability to respond
effectively to regional demands. Decisions on matters of this magnitude should reflect the consensus
of the RIRs and their communities, ensuring they remain accountable and transparent while prioritizing
the unique concerns of each region, rather than being subject to ICANN’s unilateral control.
Alexandre Linas (Liptinfor niger)

Here’s a more concise and audience-focused version of your text: | firmly oppose the principle giving
ICANN final authority to recognize or derecognize an RIR, even after a majority vote by the NRO EC.
This undermines the decentralized governance model that underpins the Internet. RIRs were designed
to operate autonomously, addressing the specific needs of their regions. Granting ICANN such
authority risks centralizing power, reducing RIRs ability to respond effectively to regional demands.
Decisions on matters of this magnitude should reflect the consensus of the RIRs and their communities,
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ensuring they remain accountable and transparent while prioritizing the unique concerns of each
region, rather than being subject to ICANN’s unilateral control.
Mohamed Faheem (Global data services)

Any initiative for recognizing a Candidate RIR or derecognizing an RIR must stem from the agreement
of all existing members. The final authority should rest with this collective decision.
April Xu (Newcastle University)

Representatives of the RIRs should have absolutely no power to affect outcomes that potentially affect
their or any other RIR. Such decisions should be made by an independent group of representatives
from Internet Providers with no affiliation to the RIR(s) potentially effected.

j heasley (SNI)

Any initiative to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR should come from the collective
agreement of all existing members. Final authority should rest with this consensus.
Xinyuan Lu (STO Express Co)

Proposals regarding the recognition or derecognition of an RIR should stem from the mutual consent
of all existing members. The final authority should reflect this collective decision.
Neonjyoti Mahanta (L & D Souza)

Proposals regarding the recognition of a Candidate RIR or the derecognition of an RIR must come from
the unanimous consent of all existing members of the RIR. The ultimate authority lies with the
collective agreement of the members.

Jeremy Cheong (Infineon technologies)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR should originate from the consensus of all
current members of the RIR. Final decisions must be based on the approval of all existing members.
Jiun Hao Yun (Persila sdn bhd)

Recognition of a Candidate RIR or derecognition of an RIR must originate from the agreement of all
current members. The final authority should rest with this consensus.
Johnson Hng (Fuku Eatery PLT -)

Any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR should come from the consensus of all existing
members. The final authority should depend on this collective agreement.
Richard Tay (Moonshine Bakehouse PLT -)

| express strong disagreement with the proposed principle, especially regarding ICANN's final authority
over RIR recognition or derecognition, even with a majority vote from the NRO EC. This undermines
the vital principle of decentralization in Internet governance. RIRs must operate independently to
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address the unique needs of their regions, and centralizing authority in ICANN poses risks to their
autonomy.
Sohel Kabir (Kabir Traders)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined, particularly with the provision that grants ICANN final
authority over the recognition or derecognition of RIRs, despite the NRO EC's majority vote. This
structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization that is core to the Internet
governance model. RIRs were established to operate independently and make decisions that reflect
the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions.

Osman Gane (Royal Green Limited)

Any proposal to recognize or derecognize an RIR should come from the agreement of all existing

members, with final authority resting on this collective consent.
Sara Londoiio (IGT Solutions)

Proposals for recognition or derecognition of any RIR should be based on the unified consent of all
existing members. The authority to decide should reside with this consensus.
Lyda Acosta (Eserplex)

Any initiative to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR must originate from the consensus
of all existing RIR members. The final say should belong to this collective agreement.
Catalina Cueca (Manpower)

Proposals regarding the recognition or derecognition of RIRs should be initiated by consensus among
all current members. Final authority should rest with the agreement of these members.
Camilo Riveros (Manpower)

| strongly disagree with the outlined approach, especially the notion that ICANN should have final
authority over RIR decisions after a majority NRO EC vote. This undermines the essential principle of
decentralization and poses risks to RIR autonomy.

Neha Kashyap (Green vally travels pvt Itd)

Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an RIR should originate from consensus
among all existing RIR members. The final authority for adoption should rest solely with the unified
consent of these members.

Max Liao (Bright Horizons Family Solutions)

| strongly oppose the proposal, particularly the aspect that grants ICANN final authority over RIR
recognition or derecognition after an NRO EC vote. This arrangement undermines the principle of
decentralization that is crucial for RIRs to operate independently and respond to their regional needs
effectively.

Kritika Kashyap (Kumar vaskar Varma Sanskrit and ancient University)
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The wording is circular and suggests that the NRO EC alone can create and approve a proposal to

recognise/derecognise an RIR. If my interpretation is correct then it doesn't represent bottom-up

governance as it lacks the ability for the global community to instigate the creation of a proposal.
Terry Manderson (terrym.net pty ltd)

| believe this process is overly centralized. Making the NRO EC the sole originator of proposals could
stifle the input of other stakeholders. While ICANN must have final say, broad consultation with every
RIR should be prioritized.

Penny Yuan (Sichuan University)

This approach could hinder effective governance. Requiring that proposals come solely from the NRO
EC may exclude vital contributions from other stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is crucial, but it
should engage comprehensively with each RIR.

Avery Guo (Sichuan University)

NRO & ICANN have full power to block proposals this way.
Sergey Kozhedub (IPTP Networks)

This requirement appears too limiting. By restricting proposals to those initiated by the NRO EC, we
may miss essential input from a variety of stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is necessary, but it
should facilitate comprehensive engagement with each RIR.

Phuc Vinh (Posteff)

| believe this process is overly centralized. By limiting proposals to those from the NRO EC, we risk
stifling input from other stakeholders. ICANN should have the final say but must prioritize broad
consultation with all RIRs.

Anh Dang (NASA)
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| completely disagree with the outlined principle, particularly the provision that gives ICANN final say
over RIR recognition or derecognition despite a majority vote from the NRO EC. This undermines the
independence of RIRs and poses a threat to the decentralization that is vital for effective governance.

Cuiwei Boh (Foci Creative Sdn Bhd)

| find this proposal troubling, especially the provision that allows ICANN to have final authority over
RIR decisions, even with an NRO EC majority vote. This undermines the core principle of
decentralization within Internet governance. RIRs should have the autonomy to address their unique
regional circumstances without ICANN's interference.

Andy Lai (Morpheus Restaurant)
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| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly the provision that gives ICANN final
authority over the recognition or derecognition of an RIR, despite the majority vote of the NRO
Executive Committee. This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization that is
at the heart of the Internet governance model. The RIRs were created to operate independently and
make decisions that reflect the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions. Granting
ICANN final authority over these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could override the
autonomy of the RIRs and limit their ability to effectively respond to regional demands. * The process
should emphasize the consensus-driven approach that the RIRs and their communities follow, ensuring
that decisions on such important matters reflect the needs and preferences of those directly affected,
rather than being subject to unilateral decision-making by ICANN. * The proposal also risks reducing
the accountability and transparency of RIRs in their respective regions, which could lead to governance
that is less responsive to local needs and concerns.

Guillaume Masra (Danon’s group)

| fundamentally disagree with this principle, especially the part that allows ICANN to have ultimate
authority over the recognition or derecognition of RIRs, despite a majority vote from the NRO EC. This
threatens the decentralization that is essential to effective Internet governance and undermines the
autonomy of RIRs.

Prasanta Haloi (Pwd)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly the provision that gives ICANN final
authority over the recognition or derecognition of an RIR, despite the majority vote of the NRO
Executive Committee. This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization that is
at the heart of the Internet governance model. The RIRs were created to operate independently and
make decisions that reflect the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions. Granting
ICANN final authority over these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could override the
autonomy of the RIRs and limit their ability to effectively respond to regional demands. * The process
should emphasize the consensus-driven approach that the RIRs and their communities follow, ensuring
that decisions on such important matters reflect the needs and preferences of those directly affected,
rather than being subject to unilateral decision-making by ICANN.

Georges Lallogo (ANPTIC)

This requirement appears too limiting. By restricting proposals to those initiated by the NRO EC, we
may miss essential input from a variety of stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is necessary, but it
should facilitate comprehensive engagement with each RIR.

Sokrithisak Chin (Bangkok University International University)

| completely oppose the framework outlined, particularly the aspect that allows ICANN to have final
authority regarding RIR recognition or derecognition, even after a majority vote by the NRO EC. This
undermines the principle of decentralization that is vital to Internet governance. RIRs are established
to function independently, addressing the distinct needs of their regions. Granting ICANN this level of
control risks centralizing decision-making power, which could compromise RIR autonomy.

AHMED JAHIDUL ISLAM (Global travel reservation system)
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| strongly object to the proposed principle, especially regarding ICANN's final authority over
recognizing or derecognizing RIRs, regardless of the NRO EC's majority vote. This threatens the
fundamental decentralization principle of Internet governance. RIRs must maintain their
independence to address the unique needs of their regions. Centralizing power in ICANN could
undermine RIR autonomy and their effectiveness in responding to regional demands.

K.M. KAWSIR SAJJAD SAJAL (FILL UP LTD.)

ICANN with final authority to recognise and derecognise a candidate RIR negates the 'supposed'
independence of RIR
Ubong Udofia (Skystar)

| believe this process is too centralized. By mandating that proposals originate solely from the NRO EC,
we risk stifling input from other stakeholders. While ICANN should have a final say, broad consultation
with each RIR is essential.

Mohammad Ishaq (Pacific Connect)

I am firmly against the principle as outlined, particularly the part that grants ICANN final authority over
the recognition or derecognition of RIRs, even with a majority vote from the NRO EC. This undermines
the foundational principle of decentralization in Internet governance. RIRs exist to operate
independently and reflect the unique needs of their regions. Granting ICANN final authority risks
centralizing power and limiting RIRs' ability to effectively respond to local demands.

Fuhui Zhang (University of Chinese Academy of Social Sciences)

| find the structure proposed to be fundamentally flawed, especially the provision that grants ICANN
final authority over RIR recognition or derecognition, despite the NRO EC's majority vote. This
undermines the essential principle of decentralization in Internet governance. RIRs are intended to
operate independently and to respond to the specific needs of their regions. Centralizing authority in
ICANN could compromise RIR autonomy and their effectiveness in addressing regional concerns.
Qianxue Li (Grouphorse Translations)

| find the principle outlined to be fundamentally flawed, especially the provision that grants ICANN
final authority over the recognition or derecognition of an RIR, despite a majority vote from the NRO
EC. This undermines the crucial principle of decentralization in Internet governance. RIRs are designed
to operate independently and address regional needs. Granting ICANN such authority could
compromise the ability of RIRs to respond effectively to local demands.

Tuan Nguyen (Mobifone Global)

| express strong disagreement with this principle, particularly regarding ICANN's final authority over
the recognition or derecognition of RIRs, regardless of the NRO EC's majority vote. This undermines
the essential decentralization that characterizes Internet governance. RIRs exist to operate
independently and respond to the specific needs of their regions. Allowing ICANN to have final say
risks centralizing power and limiting RIR autonomy.

Thanh Vinh (Thanh Vinh Technologies JSC)
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| fundamentally disagree with this principle, particularly the aspect that gives ICANN final authority
over RIR recognition or derecognition, despite a majority vote from the NRO EC. This structure
compromises the decentralization that is vital to Internet governance. RIRs exist to serve their regions
autonomously, and ICANN's potential to override their decisions could hinder their responsiveness to
regional circumstances.

Trabahan Pujari (Paruluniversity)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly the provision that grants ICANN final
authority over the recognition or withdrawal of recognition of an RIR, despite the majority vote of the
NRO Executive Committee. This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization
that is at the heart of the Internet governance model. The RIRs were created to operate independently
and make decisions that respond to the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions.
Granting ICANN final authority over these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could
override the autonomy of the RIRs and limit their ability to effectively respond to regional demands.
* The process should prioritize the consensus-driven approach that follows the RIRs and their
communities, ensuring that decisions on such important matters involve the needs and preferences of
those directly affected, rather than being subject to unilateral decision-making by ICANN. * The
proposal also reduces the accountability and transparency of RIRs in their respective regions, which
could lead to governance that is less responsive to local needs and concerns.

Eric Boro (North star international)

| find this stipulation to be too demanding. Designating the NRO EC as the sole proposer could hinder
broader stakeholder participation. While ICANN must have final authority, significant consultation with
all RIRs should be required.

Juan Mesa (Hispasat)

This requirement appears too limiting. By restricting proposals to those initiated by the NRO EC, we
may miss essential input from a variety of stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is necessary, but it
should facilitate comprehensive engagement with each RIR.

Daniela Guerra (Universidad Nacional De Colombia)

| strongly disagree
Umar Abdullahi (Friends Wireless Ltd)

| strongly oppose the proposal outlined above, especially the provision that allows ICANN to have the
final say on recognizing or derecognizing an RIR, even after a majority vote from the NRO EC. This
undermines the decentralization that is essential to Internet governance. RIRs were created to operate
independently and address the specific needs of their regions. Allowing ICANN to override these
decisions centralizes power and limits the RIRs' ability to respond to local demands effectively.
Prashanta Rabha (Assam Gramin Vikash Bank)

| think the status quo should remain let afrinic be as it is
Danjuma bappa ahmed (Wownetworks limited nigeria)
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This requirement appears too limiting. By restricting proposals to those initiated by the NRO EC, we
may miss essential input from a variety of stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is necessary, but it
should facilitate comprehensive engagement with each RIR.

Pornpipat Kitireanglarp (ZERIWELLPLUS Co., Ltd.)

| find this process to be too rigid. By designating the NRO EC as the only proposer for RIR recognition
or derecognition, we might reduce stakeholder engagement. While ICANN's final authority is
important, it should ensure thorough consultations with all RIRs in advance.

Jun Jie Kwan (ORA Group)

| believe this stipulation is excessively rigid. Restricting proposals to those from the NRO EC after a
majority vote may stifle essential input from various stakeholders. While ICANN should retain final

authority, it must ensure extensive consultation with all RIRs.
John Haydon (Oneschoolglobalaustralia)

| find this approach overly centralized. Making the NRO EC the exclusive source for proposals about
RIR recognition or derecognition could limit stakeholder involvement. ICANN's final authority is
necessary, but broad engagement with each RIR should be prioritized.

FEI WANG (LARUS)

Not acceptable RIR should be able to take decision by themselves as they are an entity
Rasheed Shittu (STL FIBERCO LIMITED)

Question 4 & 5 Question 1. Authority: Any proposal to recognize a Candidate RIR or to derecognize an
RIR must originate from th This requirement seems overly restrictive. By insisting that proposals
originate from the NRO EC with a majority vote, we risk missing out on valuable insights from other
stakeholders. ICANN should absolutely have the final say, but it must prioritize substantial consultation
with each RIR.

Kishor Deka (Tezpur)

This approach could be counterproductive. Requiring proposals to come solely from the NRO EC after
a majority vote might limit input from other stakeholders. ICANN'’s final authority is essential, but it
should guarantee meaningful consultations with each RIR in advance.

Azimmul Haque (Crescent Network Service (CNS))

| find this process to be overly rigid. Designating the NRO EC as the sole proposer for RIR recognition
or derecognition may reduce stakeholder engagement. While ICANN's final authority is crucial, it
should ensure thorough consultation with all RIRs beforehand.

Ashraful Alam (ASHBON LLC)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly the provision that gives ICANN final
authority over the recognition or derecognition of an RIR, despite the majority vote of the NRO
Executive Committee. This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization that is

29



at the heart of the Internet governance model. The RIRs were created to operate independently and
make decisions that reflect the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions. Granting
ICANN final authority over these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could override the
autonomy of the RIRs and limit their ability to effectively respond to regional demands. * The process
should emphasize the consensus-driven approach that the RIRs and their communities follow, ensuring
that decisions on such important matters reflect the needs and preferences of those directly affected,
rather than being subject to unilateral decision-making by ICANN. * The proposal also risks reducing
the accountability and transparency of RIRs in their respective regions, which could lead to governance
that is less responsive to local needs and concerns.

Armindo Louis (Angola telecom)

This approach seems impractical. Requiring that proposals come solely from the NRO EC after a
majority vote might limit input from various stakeholders. While ICANN's final authority is vital, it
should engage thoroughly with each RIR.

Jiaxue Gong (BTW Media)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly the provision that grants ICANN final
authority over the recognition or withdrawal of recognition of an RIR, despite the majority vote of the
NRO Executive Committee. This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization
that is at the heart of the Internet governance model. The RIRs were created to operate independently
and make decisions that respond to the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions.
Granting ICANN final authority over these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could
override the autonomy of the RIRs and limit their ability to effectively respond to regional demands.
* The process should prioritize the consensus-driven approach that follows the RIRs and their
communities, ensuring that decisions on such important matters involve the needs and preferences of
those directly affected, rather than being subject to unilateral decision-making by ICANN. * The
proposal also reduces the accountability and transparency of RIRs in their respective regions, which
could lead to governance that is less responsive to local needs and concerns.

Elizabeth Cardoso (BCl)

This requirement seems impractical. Mandating that only the NRO EC can propose recognition or
derecognition of an RIR may overlook important feedback from other stakeholders. ICANN should
maintain final authority while thoroughly engaging with each RIR before making decisions.

Camilo Castillo (Universidad El Bosque)

| find this approach overly centralized. Making the NRO EC the exclusive source for proposals regarding
RIR recognition or derecognition could limit stakeholder involvement. ICANN's final authority is
necessary, but broad engagement with each RIR should be prioritized.

Jessica Paez (El Bosque University)

This stipulation seems overly constraining. By insisting that proposals come solely from the NRO EC
with a majority vote, we risk excluding significant input from other stakeholders. While ICANN should
have the final say, meaningful engagement with all RIRs is critical.

Phuc Pham (Advanced Network Systems VietNam Company Limited)
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| believe this process is too inflexible. Requiring that the NRO EC initiate all proposals for RIR
recognition or derecognition may restrict essential contributions from other stakeholders. ICANN's
final authority is vital, but it should facilitate thorough consultation beforehand.

Pham Lan (Bipo service)

This requirement seems excessively centralized. Restricting proposals to those from the NRO EC after
a majority vote could hinder wider stakeholder participation. ICANN should keep its final authority but
prioritize significant engagement with each RIR.

Quynh Ngo (Potmasco)

| think this stipulation is too limiting. By allowing only the NRO EC to propose RIR recognition or
derecognition, we may miss important feedback from other stakeholders. ICANN should have the final
say, but it must engage all RIRs extensively in the decision-making process.

Giang Nguyen (NASA)

Je suis en profond désaccord avec le principe exposé ci-dessus, en particulier avec la disposition qui
accorde a I'lCANN ['autorité finale sur la reconnaissance ou la déconsidération d'un RIR, en dépit du
vote majoritaire du CE du NRO. Cette structure sape le principe fondamental de décentralisation qui
est au coeur du modeéle de gouvernance de I'Internet. Les RIR ont été créés pour fonctionner de
maniére indépendante et prendre des décisions qui refletent les besoins et les circonstances uniques
de leurs régions respectives. Accorder a I'lCANN ['autorité finale sur ces décisions risque de centraliser
le pouvoir d'une maniére qui pourrait outrepasser I'autonomie des RIR et limiter leur capacité a
répondre efficacement aux demandes régionales.

HERVE EGNAKOU (HOLOGRAM IDENTIFICATION SERVICES S.A.R.L)

| believe this process is overly centralized. Requiring that proposals for recognizing or derecognizing
an RIR originate exclusively from the NRO EC after a majority vote could limit input from various
stakeholders. While ICANN should have the ultimate authority, it must conduct extensive consultations
with all RIRs before making decisions.

Ashish bhagana (Radical minds technologies limited)

| strongly disagree with the principle outlined above, particularly the provision that grants ICANN final
authority over the recognition or withdrawal of recognition of an RIR, despite the majority vote of the
NRO Executive Committee. This structure undermines the fundamental principle of decentralization
that is at the heart of the Internet governance model. The RIRs were created to operate independently
and make decisions that respond to the unique needs and circumstances of their respective regions.
Granting ICANN final authority over these decisions risks centralizing power in a way that could
override the autonomy of the RIRs and limit their ability to effectively respond to regional demands.
* The process should prioritize the consensus-driven approach that follows the RIRs and their
communities, ensuring that decisions on such important matters involve the needs and preferences of
those directly affected, rather than being subject to unilateral decision-making by ICANN. * The
proposal also reduces the accountability and transparency of RIRs in their respective regions, which
could lead to governance that is less responsive to local needs and concerns.

Kamissa Toune (Datatech)
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This approach could be counterproductive. Requiring that proposals come only from the NRO EC after
a majority vote might diminish input from other stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is crucial, but it
should guarantee meaningful consultations with each RIR beforehand.

Bony Amin Mehedi (Blue Fashion Limited)

| find this process to be too rigid. Designating the NRO EC as the sole proposer for RIR recognition or
derecognition could reduce stakeholder engagement. While ICANN's final authority is essential, it
should ensure thorough consultation with all RIRs in advance.

Faisal Ahamed (Lankabangla Finance PLC)

| think this process is too centralized. Requiring that proposals for recognizing or derecognizing an RIR
must originate from the NRO EC after a majority vote could restrict input from a wide range of
stakeholders. While ICANN should have the final say, it should involve extensive consultation with all
RIRs before making decisions.

Pooja Gopi (DM Digital Marketing)

This requirement seems overly limiting. By restricting proposals to those initiated by the NRO EC, we
may overlook essential input from a range of stakeholders. ICANN’s final authority is necessary, but it
should ensure comprehensive engagement with each RIR.

Hoai Nam (Mobifone Global)

| believe this process is overly centralized. By mandating that the NRO EC be the only source of
proposals for RIR recognition or derecognition, we risk limiting stakeholder input. ICANN should retain
final say but must prioritize extensive consultation with all RIRs.

Quyn Kim (VNPAY)

| find this process overly rigid. Making the NRO EC the sole source of proposals for recognizing or
derecognizing an RIR could limit stakeholder engagement. While ICANN's final authority is necessary,
it should involve comprehensive consultation with all RIRs beforehand.

Shahedul Islam Bhuiyan (Royal Green Limited)

| completely oppose the structure proposed, especially the provision that gives ICANN final authority
over RIR recognition or derecognition, despite the NRO EC's majority vote. This undermines the
decentralization principle that is vital to Internet governance. RIRs were established to operate
independently, reflecting the needs of their regions. Granting ICANN final authority risks centralizing
control and limiting RIR autonomy and their responsiveness to regional needs.

Mrinal Deka (IMD INSURA)

| believe this process is overly centralized. Requiring that proposals to recognize or derecognize an RIR
must come from the NRO EC after a majority vote could limit input from diverse stakeholders. While
ICANN should have a final say, it should ensure broad consultation with all RIRs before
making decisions.

Ketan Parmar (Bids Info Global)
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I am firmly against the principle stated above, especially the provision that allows ICANN to have the
final decision on RIR recognition or derecognition, regardless of the NRO EC's majority vote. This
approach contradicts the essential decentralization that characterizes Internet governance. RIRs must
retain their independence to address the unique needs of their regions. ICANN's final authority could
centralize power inappropriately, diminishing RIR autonomy and responsiveness to local demands.
Jose Estrada (JotaTres)

| strongly disagree with the outlined structure, particularly the allocation of final authority to ICANN
regarding the recognition or derecognition of RIRs, despite a majority vote by the NRO EC. This
framework detracts from the core principle of decentralization that underpins Internet governance.
RIRs are designed to function independently and to adapt to the specific needs of their regions.
Granting ICANN this level of control threatens to centralize power, undermining RIR autonomy and
their ability to cater effectively to regional demands.

Nguyen Linda (VNPAY)

| fundamentally oppose the framework proposed, especially the aspect that endows ICANN with final
authority to recognize or derecognize an RIR, even after a majority vote by the NRO EC. This
undermines the decentralization principle that is essential to Internet governance. RIRs were created
to operate independently, addressing the distinct needs of their regions. Allowing ICANN to have the
final say risks centralizing decision-making power, which could compromise the autonomy of RIRs and
hinder their responsiveness to regional requirements.

Ngo Manh (Huawei Technologies)

It seems more logical if the proposal to recognize a new RIR should originate from a candidate RIR, not
the NRO NC. The NRO NC can review and vote before submitting to ICANN, but the way "Authority" is
formulated creates a situation when the status quo is impossible to break. Perhaps a better approach
is that the NRO NC reviews the proposal and passes it to ICANN along with the recommendation that
must receive a motivated response.

Andrei Robachevsky (independent)

The NRO EC is incredibly poorly equipped to determine proposals for de-registration or even
registration of RIRs. The pathetic correspondence signed by the NRO and addressed to the Mauritius
government in the face of malfeasance by the Afrinic board (as then constituted) has undermined any
credibility for the NRO EC to be entrusted with anything more than being a local dog catcher until there
is a clear review and reform of the NRO EC. Moreover the true basis upon which ICANN should
consider candidates involves proper stakeholder engagement and clear compliance checks. Both
should be satisfied. A large part of the "original sin" with Afrinic was that purported community
support was used to justify not entrenching proper governance mechanisms. Political considerations
were allowed to override good practice.

Paul Hjul (Crystal Web)

| agree that without consideration with RIRs nothing can be implemented. But, if the most of members
voted for it must be implemented sooner or later. For example ICANN can determine time of the
implementation.

Kate Petras (DCXV)
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A candidate RIR will emerge always for part(s) of any of the 5 service regions, so i see a clear conflict
of interest in the ability of RIRs voting about it.
Carlos Friagas (FCT\ | FCCN)
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2. Amendment

ICP-2 may be amended upon the agreement of ICANN and all RIRs.

2.1. Amendment - Strongly Agree (5)

If an RIR becomes unavailable as a result of any issue, then the GAC members under the RIR should be
substituted to represent the RIR.
Babagana Digima (Nigerian Communications Commission)

N/A
Colwayne Babb (Cable and Wireless)

ICP-2 affects RIRs and therefore they should have a say in their policy
Brian Longwe (Converged Technology Networks)

| agree
Aftab Siddiqui (AFTABSIDDIQUI-AU)

A clear procedure should be established for cases where a single RIR objects and all other RIRs agree
with an amendment proposal.
Cameron Smith (Bubble Cloud Mozambique S.A.)

By RIRs | am assuming that this is in consultation with their respective membership and RIR community.
At this time | agree the third party can be ICANN but that is only because | do not see another suitable
option at this time. However, if there was a more suitable option identified, this could be considered.

Paul Rendek (DSTREAM GROUP)

ICP-2 should : (1) improve effective legal contract with all the IP addresses receivers for all the RIRs(had
better to be consistent among all RIRs) (2) Improve the effective contract with all the RIRs EC or board
regarding to conflict of interest (the person with RIR and its community) (3) all the RIR policy raised,
has to have effective legal advice to prevent loopholes. Policy can’t be just technical. Has to be third
party legal notification to present wrong doing.

Kuo Wu (TWIGF)

Yes the responsabilities on internet are share
Fabrice TEUGUIA (PCP-ACEFA)

This is the best way to go
Emmanuel Kitcher (University of Environment and Sustainable Development)
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pas de commentaires
Nico Tshintu bakajika (ISPA-DRC)

It's good for the two bodies to work hand in hand
Rita Kumi (Ghana Telecommuncation Company)
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Agreed
Raymond Mamattah (EGIGFA)

Every entity must be recognised
Emmanuel Egbe (Nigeria)

Taye Oyebola (Aso Savings and Loans Plc)

| completely disagree with this condition. Requiring agreement from ICANN and every RIR could
complicate timely updates to ICP-2, even when there is majority support. This arrangement allows
ICANN to effectively delay needed changes.

Woranittha Hongprayoon (Self employed)

j'adhere
FARADJ MAHAMAT DJADDA (ministry of ICT)

Again, ICANN should be deferential to RIRs to the extent there is consensus amongst the RIRs.
Jeff Neuman (JJN Soluions, LLC)

Yes
Vanessa Phong (Keysight Technologies Malaysia Sdn Bhd)

Je suis tout a fait en désaccord avec cette disposition. Imposer un délai de grace fixe aux RIR pour
aligner leurs politiques sur I'lCP-2 risque de compromettre I'autonomie et la flexibilité régionales. Les
RIR devraient avoir la possibilité de s’adapter a leur propre rythme, en fonction de leur situation
particuliére, plutét que d’étre contraints de se conformer a des délais arbitraires. Cette approche
pourrait entrainer des pressions inutiles et une perturbation potentielle des processus de gouvernance
locale.

Filston SIBOMANA (Onatel)
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This invites consensus.
Luis Caceres (Corporacion Redexcom C.A.)

We are evolving in a dynamic environment, and it is just common sense to make sur the ICP-2 is a living
document.
Musa Stephen HONLUE (AFRINIC)

there needs to be an amendement process, but it can't be blocked by an RIR - the word "all" could be
an issue.
Saul Stein (eNetworks)

It should be unanimous.
Brian Jones (Virginia Tech)

If the RIRs are unanimous it's okay
Mike Burns (IPTrading)

| don't think Internet Coordination Policy document has not been defined as a series of authoritative
policies. Therefore there will be needed very clear provision of powers of the respective stakeholders
to handle with (amend or even remove) it.

Akinori MAEMURA (JPNIC - Japan Network Information Center)

Not sure if ICANN agreement is needed. Also what happens if an RIR is missbehaving and doesn't
support the amendments ...
Jordi Palet Martinez (The IPv6 Company)

2.2. Amendment - Somewhat Agree (4)

Should involve consultation with all members, if that isn't covered by the phrase "all RIRs"
Darrell Budic (OHG Networks, LLC)

In agreement
Mandisa Gama (IANET (PTY) LTD)

A small risk re unanimity, esp if an RIR is in a situation like AFRINIC - is non-participation counted as a
no, or is it OK?
Jordan Carter (auDA)
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| agree that IPC-2 can be amended with the approval of ICANN and the RIRs because being disjointed
it is still based on the existing model
Thierry Nagau (Dauphin Telecom)

agree
Mohammad Mubarak Alfalasi (Telecommunication and Digital government Regulatory Authority)

No comment
Kelvin Horng Woei Ong (Propnex)

While | support this principle, | am assuming a level of process associated with it for consultation,
comment and review.
Narelle Clark (Internet Association of Australia)

Happy with this, but should it not be other RiRs. The RIR in question should be excused from voting.
Warwick Ward-Cox (Network Platforms)

It also ensures that the interests of all stakeholders are considered and protected.
Faisal Abdu Juma (National Communication Authority NCA, Republic of South Sudan)

The provision for amending ICP-2 through mutual agreement between ICANN and all RIRs ensures
collaborative decision-making; however, it would be beneficial to outline a clear process for reaching
consensus to avoid potential stalemates

Uwimana Jean Lambert (MINEDUC)

it must involve as many as RIRs possible to ensure inparcial decision
Filipe Coelho (TVCABO Angola)

No comments
Pacharaporn Wangwinyoo (ZIM (Thailand) Co., LTD.)

Agreed. RIR and ICANN at the AGM
Russell Woruba (PNG Department of ICT)

No comment
John Haydon (Education)

| agree
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Umar Abdullahi (Friends Wireless Ltd)

respects the autonomy and insights of each RIR, ensuring any changes reflect the collective will of all
stakeholders involved. However, it may be helpful to have a structured mechanism for negotiating
Andres Murcia (Xiaomi)

unanimity also has drawbacks, cfr. EU
Joerg Dorchain (private)

| agree
Erika del carmen Garay Obando (IBW)

There must be clarity of interpretation in the modifications.
Lia Solis (personal)

What if an existing RIR is insolvent or unable to participate in the decision for some reason? How do
you still make the decision without 100% of RIRs participating?
Ron da Silva (Network Technologies Globl)

Sounds right, but a distressed RIR may be unable to contribute. How is agreement determined--a
statement from the CEO, a vote of the members, a show of support from the communities? | suggest
it follow the Global Policy process.

Lee Howard (IPv4.Global by Hilco Streambank)

Amendments may be necessary to handle future situations, but should be rare and require strong
agreement by all parties.
Richard Greenwood (Shasta County Office of Education)

2.3. Amendment - Neutral (3)

This gives every RIR and ICANN a veto. This is obviously good for stability when everything is working
well, but if one of these bodies is seriously "off the rails" and the others want to impose some kind of
new consensus, there appears to be no way to do so under this principle.

Andrew Sullivan (N/A)

ICP-2 may only be amended upon the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs, reflecting a
commitment to collective governance.
Pantipa Traikityanukul (Self Employed)
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Requiring agreement from ICANN and all RIRs promotes inclusivity but this could lead to gridlocks. It
will be helpful to consider a fallback mechanism for critical amendments in case of disagreement
Lucas Chigabatia (Ghanaian Academic and Research Network (GARNET))

| find this approach impractical. Requiring approval from ICANN and all RIRs could complicate essential
updates to ICP-2, even when there is broad agreement. This structure permits ICANN to halt necessary

changes, obstructing progress.
Alex Kwan (Wiplus Malaysia)

| find this requirement too rigid. Mandating that ICANN and all RIRs must agree could hinder timely
updates to ICP-2, even if there is significant support. This condition allows ICANN to block needed

changes, delaying essential improvements.
Wirakarn Angumnuaychock (TRA Development Co., Ltd)

This requirement seems overly restrictive. Requiring consensus from ICANN and all RIRs could impede
necessary updates to ICP-2, even if there is majority support. This arrangement allows ICANN to block

essential changes, slowing progress.
Jun Wen (one futures technology sdn bhd)

This approach is flawed. Requiring broad support from Resource Holders could unnecessarily delay the
recognition of an RIR and create obstacles for emerging regions. The priority should be the RIR's

capacity to serve the region's needs, not consensus from all stakeholders.
Rapeepan Yuenyong (ZeriWellPlus)

Yes
Pedro Matos (The AM Lawyer)

While agreement between ICANN and the RIRs is a necessary condition for ICP-2 amendment it is not
sufficient. The IETF must have a veto right and there must be broad consensus for amendment at both

the global IGF and amongst members of the respective RIRs
Paul Hjul (Crystal Web)

What are the meaning of ICANN and RIRs here ? these entities have many decision making bodies
Adeola Alain P. AINA (Digital Intelligence Services, Sarl)

A majority vote of the existing RIRs should suffice. Any RIR that would have a conflict of interest should
refrain.
Elvis Velea (V4Escrow LLC)

| am not quite aware and have a strong opinion on this one
Kate Petras (DCXV)
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ARIN, RIPE, and APNIC are the only three that should need to agree.
Joseph Moran (Fiserv)

ICP-2 should be amendable through the wider ICANN multi-stakeholder process in certain
circumstances.
Kevin Meynell (Individual)

2.4. Amendment - Somewhat Disagree (2)

Totally disagreed. Requiring unanimous agreement makes updates impractical and gives ICANN too
much power.
Noel OUPOH (DATACONNECT AFRICA)

Any changes to ICP-2 must be agreed upon by all current members of the RIRs, ensuring
comprehensive representation.
Neonjyoti Mahanta (L & D Souza)

Agreement of all RIRs is enough and more democratic
Tahar Schaa (Neuland@Homeland)

Input from the Member entities SHOULD/MUST(?) be actively sought before such Amending .
James Laferriere (n/a)

While ICP-2 (Internet Coordination Policy 2) can be amended upon agreement between ICANN and all
RIRs, it would likely benefit from incorporating input from other stakeholders or a public comment
period. Here are some reasons why broader stakeholder involvement is advantageous: Inclusivity and
Transparency: The internet’s infrastructure affects a wide range of stakeholders beyond ICANN and
RIRs, including internet service providers, technical communities, governments, and end-users.
Allowing other stakeholders to provide input or public comments ensures a transparent process where
allimpacted parties can voice their concerns or support, fostering trust in the decision-making process.
Broader Perspective and Expertise: The global nature of the internet means that technical, regulatory,
and economic considerations from various regions should be considered. Opening up the amendment
process to more stakeholders can introduce diverse perspectives and expertise, helping ensure the
policy is comprehensive and robust. Consensus-Based Governance: ICANN follows a multi-stakeholder
model, which has proven effective for addressing complex internet governance issues. Engaging
additional stakeholders or opening a public comment period aligns with this model, reinforcing
ICANN’s commitment to inclusive and consensus-based decision-making. Mitigating Unintended
Consequences: Amendments to ICP-2 could have far-reaching implications, including unforeseen
impacts on internet operations, governance, and stability. Broader input allows potential issues to be
identified early, reducing the risk of unintended consequences that may arise if the policy were only
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reviewed by ICANN and the RIRs. Accountability to the Internet Community: Given that ICP-2 plays a
role in the foundational governance of IP address allocation and related matters, amendments affect
all who rely on a stable, open internet. Inviting public comment shows accountability to the entire
internet community, not just ICANN and the RIRs. Global Policy Implications: ICP-2 amendments could
influence policies worldwide. By including public input, especially from governments, civil society, and
businesses, any amendments to ICP-2 would better reflect the diverse interests affected by IP address
policies globally.

Dave Kissoondoyal (Internet Governance Forum Mauritius)

| find this requirement overly restrictive. Mandating that all parties must agree could impede essential
updates to ICP-2, even if there is significant backing. This arrangement gives ICANN the authority to
block changes, which is counterproductive.

Mohammad Ishaq (Pacific Connect)

Neutral
Kamissa Toune (Datatech)

| suggest the majority of the RIRs
Marco Marzetti (Consolle Connect)

2.5. Amendment - Strongly Disagree (1)

It is unclear how ICANN would come to its conclusion and whether it would judge on substance or on
process
Peter Koch (Individual)

Again, this is not a proposed principle, but rather a proposal for a particular implementation of a
presumed principle, with that unwritten principle being something like “ICP-2 must be amendable by
agreement of ”. To address what was written directly, the “agreement of ICANN and all RIRs” implies
any single RIR or ICANN (presumably ICANN’s Board, although it may be referring to the ICANN
empowered community) would have an effective veto on any amendment of ICP-2. This would risk
making it very difficult if not impossible to modify ICP-2 in order to adapt to the changing Internet.
Given the proposed principles of auditability and service conformance, it must be assumed that ICP-2
modifications will be far more likely than has been the case to date. As an implementation suggestion,
instead of using unanimity, use a super majority of 2/3rds of the voting parties, i.e., ICANN (as
represented by the ICANN Board of Directors, perhaps excluding the two RIR designated Board
members to avoid the “multiple bites of the apple”/conflict of interest problem or perhaps using
ICANN’s Empowered Community) and all (currently five) of the RIRs, voting in the affirmative to decide
whether a proposed amendment to ICP-2 should be accepted.

David Conrad (Layer 9 Technologies)

The amendment of ICP-2 requires collective agreement from all current RIR members and ICANN.
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Suman Kumar Saha (SAS Enterprise)

Any amendment to ICP-2 must be approved by ICANN and all existing RIR members.
MD HANNAN DEWAN (UTSHAP HK TRADE CO.LTD)

The process to amend ICP-2 necessitates the agreement of all existing members and ICANN.
Tipu Khan (Zx Online Ltd)

All current RIR members must consent for ICP-2 to be amended.
Khasru Alam (Alam Enterprise)

The amendment of ICP-2 is contingent upon the agreement of all current RIR members and ICANN.
Md. Al Mamun (Artist Gallery)

Changes to ICP-2 can only proceed with the consent of all existing members of the RIRs and ICANN.
Mahbub Alam Khan (Net Matrix)

The agreement of ICANN and all current RIR members is necessary to amend ICP-2.
KM Rafiur Rahman (Adventure Dhaka limited)

Amendments to ICP-2 require the approval of all existing RIR members and ICANN.
Md. Manzurul Haque Khan (The Net Heads)

| disagree entirely with this requirement. The need for agreement from both ICANN and all RIRs could
make it challenging to implement important updates to ICP-2, even if most parties are in favor. This
condition could enable ICANN to stall crucial improvements.

Md. Tawfiqul Bari (InfoSonik Systems Limited)

The amendment of ICP-2 requires the consent of all existing RIRs and ICANN.
Hu Justin (KingStar(HK)limited)

Changes to ICP-2 require the consensus of all existing RIRs and ICANN.
Chin Teik Wen (Blue Warmth Photography)

The process for amending ICP-2 must include the agreement of ICANN and all current RIR members.
Felicia Tan (taska twinkle tots)
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| strongly disagree with this approach. Requiring that all parties—including ICANN and every RIR—
must consent could complicate important updates to ICP-2, even with majority backing. This structure

could enable ICANN to obstruct necessary changes.
Abdullah Al Hasib Al Hasib (Front Desk Bangladesh Limited)

| consider this requirement too rigid. Mandating that ICANN and all RIRs must agree could hinder timely
updates to ICP-2, even in the presence of significant support. This condition allows ICANN to block
necessary changes, delaying essential improvements.

Md. Feroz Alam (Coloasia Ltd)

All existing members of the RIRs must agree to any amendments to ICP-2, fostering a collaborative
environment for decision-making.
Taslima Akter (Sky Net@Home)

Changes to ICP-2 may be made only with the agreement of all current RIR members, ensuring that
amendments reflect a collective consensus.
MD AL EMRAN EMRAN (Net@Home)

ICP-2 may be revised upon the unanimous agreement of all current RIR members.
Rafiqul Islam (Bhuiyan Metal Works)

The amendment of ICP-2 can only happen with the consent of all existing members of the RIRs.
SHEIKH MIRAZUL ISLAM MIRAZUL ISLAM (NAJOWA FASHION)

ICP-2 may be amended only with the consent of all current RIR members, emphasizing the importance
of inclusivity in decision-making.
Pallab Das (Progressive Enterprises)

Any amendments to ICP-2 must be agreed upon by all existing members of the RIRs, ensuring that all
voices are represented in the process.
KUNALJIT GOSWAMI (Assam Electricity Grid Corporation Ltd.)

Any amendments to ICP-2 must be agreed upon by all existing members of the RIRs, ensuring that all
voices are represented in the process.
Aritra Chatterjee (Unacademy)

To revise ICP-2, the consent of all existing RIR members together with ICANN is essential.
Nam Van Thanh (Thanh Cong Group)

The process for amending ICP-2 requires the agreement of ICANN and all current RIR members.
Ba Van Dao (Posteff)
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Any amendments to ICP-2 must be approved by all existing RIR members and ICANN.
Nam Van Cuong (Tinh Than JSC)

ICP-2 may be amended only with the agreement of all current members and ICANN.
Tom Duong (Hong Phat Logistics)

Any proposal to amend ICP-2 must receive the agreement of all existing RIR members, emphasizing
the importance of member collaboration.
vilas jadhav (omsai internet and cable service)

The amendment process for ICP-2 necessitates the consent of all existing RIR members and ICANN.
Pham Gia Khiem (Phat Tai Logistics)

This requirement appears overly limiting. Needing consensus from ICANN and all RIRs could obstruct
vital updates to ICP-2, even if most groups support them. This structure enables ICANN to block
essential changes, slowing necessary advancements.

Tuan Van Tai (Thien Phuc Telecom)

| find this requirement problematic. Requiring unanimous consent from ICANN and all RIRs could
create unnecessary barriers to making important updates to ICP-2, allowing ICANN to obstruct

progress.
BISWAIJIT KALITA (District Institute of Education and Training)

Changes to ICP-2 can only occur with the collective agreement of all current members of the RIRs,
promoting a collaborative decision-making process.
Manas Dutta (sahanipowernenergy pvt.ltd.)

The amendment process for ICP-2 relies on the agreement of all existing RIR members and ICANN.
Mallika Deka (Civil Defense)

To modify ICP-2, the agreement of ICANN and all current RIR members is required.
Abhijit Sarma (Giwahati university)

Any changes to ICP-2 must be agreed upon by all current RIR members and ICANN.
Kwan Ke Yue (TBWA/ Kuala Lumpur)

The amendment of ICP-2 can only happen with the consent of all existing RIR members and ICANN.
Sean Carroll (The One Academy)
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may be revised upon the agreement of all current RIR members and ICANN.
NILAKSHI SHARMA (DHL)

The amendment of ICP-2 requires consensus from all existing members and ICANN.
Nilakshi sharma (TEZPUR CENTRAL UNIVERSITY)

Any proposed changes to ICP-2 must be agreed upon by all existing members of the RIRs, ensuring that
the amendment process is inclusive.
Ashok Waswani (Wall Depot Telecom Services Ltd.)

| firmly oppose the principle giving ICANN final authority to recognize or derecognize an RIR, even after
a majority vote by the NRO EC. This undermines the decentralized governance model that underpins
the Internet. RIRs were designed to operate autonomously, addressing the specific needs of their
regions. Granting ICANN such authority risks centralizing power, reducing RIRs’ ability to respond
effectively to regional demands.

Audry MANIRAKIZA (Cbinet)

The amendment of ICP-2 should be based on the collective agreement of all existing members,

ensuring that all interests are considered.
Dipankar Kakoty (Pernod Ricard India)

Any amendments to ICP-2 must be approved by all existing RIR members and ICANN.
Hasib Rafi (Solutech Holdings)

ICP-2 may be revised with the consent of all existing members of the RIRs and ICANN.
Fernanda Guerrero (hostdime)

The amendment of ICP-2 hinges on the mutual agreement of ICANN and all current RIRs.
David Munico (Andespark)

The amendment process for ICP-2 requires the consensus of all current RIR members along with

ICANN.
Sirazum Munira Igra Iqra (The City Bank Ltd.)

Any changes to ICP-2 need the approval of both ICANN and all existing RIRs.
Edgar Munico (Andespark)

ICP-2 may be amended with the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs and ICANN.
Amit Roy Avijeet (Concord Pharmaceuticals Ltd.)
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ICP-2 can only be amended through the consensus of all current RIR members and ICANN.
Javier Cento (Ufinet)

ICP-2 may be revised upon the consent of all current RIR members.
Md Abu Sayeem Siddique Siddique (ServicEngine Ltd)

Amendment of ICP-2 may occur with the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs.
Ahmed Jubair (SSL Wireless)

Any changes to ICP-2 require the approval of all current members of the RIRs, fostering inclusivity in
the amendment process.
Thanh Giang (VTC Telecom)

ICP-2 may only be amended with the consent of all existing members of the RIRs, guaranteeing that all
interests are represented.
Long Pham (VTC Telecom)

Any changes to ICP-2 must be agreed upon by all current members of the RIRs, ensuring
comprehensive representation.
Thong Khuat Hong (Seabank)

Changes to ICP-2 should occur only with the agreement of all existing RIR members to reflect a unified
governance approach.
Pham Nga (Roseland travel Itd)

Any proposed amendments to ICP-2 require the consent of all current RIR members to reflect their
collective agreement.
David Lee (Thong Thuong Trading JSC)

Changes to ICP-2 may occur only with the agreement of all existing RIR members, emphasizing a
collaborative approach.
Trang Tran (VNPT Technologies)

Amendments to ICP-2 require the consensus of all current RIR members, ensuring that all stakeholders
have input.
Minh Hoang (ANSV)

ICP-2 may only be amended upon the collective agreement of all existing members of the RIRs,
reflecting their shared governance.
Chi Dinh (Hai Xom LTD)
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The collective consent of ICANN and all existing RIRs is essential for amending ICP-2.
Koay Teng Chong (Expeditors)

Any revision to ICP-2 requires the agreement of all current RIRs and ICANN.
Saw Xue Jun (EBC Financial Group)

The amendment of ICP-2 can proceed only with the consent of all existing RIRs and ICANN.
Tan JJ (Penang Retirement Resort)

Any changes to ICP-2 must be agreed upon by all current RIR members and ICANN.
Jack Chuah (Maxcare dental)

The process for amending ICP-2 requires the collective agreement of ICANN and all existing RIRs.
Jason Ong (Crosslimit Fitness Centre Sdn Bhd)

For ICP-2 to be amended, both ICANN and all current RIR members must reach an agreement.
Steven Goh (NAGASE Malaysia)

ICP-2 may be revised only with the unanimous consent of all RIRs and ICANN.
Jamie Chuah (Linefun Sdn Bhd)

The amendment of ICP-2 is contingent upon the agreement of ICANN and all existing RIRs.
Kristal Ong (LM Estate Sdn Bhd)

Any modifications to ICP-2 must be approved by both ICANN and all current RIR members.
Christopher Khor (Kriamas Maju Sdn Bhd)

Changes to ICP-2 can only occur with the agreement of all existing RIRs alongside ICANN.
Ryan Khaw (Alsco Textile Services Sdn Bhd)

The amendment of ICP-2 shall only occur with the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs,
ensuring that changes reflect community consensus.
Kaushik Ranjan Goswami (K R GOSWAMI & ASSOCIATES, Chartered Accountants)

Amendements to the ICP-2 can **ONLY** be done by ICANN.
Emma Perrier (AFRINIC Ltd)

48



The amendment process for ICP-2 requires the agreement of all existing RIR members to guarantee
that all voices are represented.
SUROSMRITI HAJONG (Aphnic)

The process to amend ICP-2 necessitates the agreement of all current members of the RIRs, reinforcing

the importance of shared decision-making.
Naib Hossain (Royal Green Limited)

Changes to ICP-2 can only take place with the consensus of all existing members of the RIRs, ensuring
a collective approach to governance.
Khandaker Bedon Mia (Monseferchar Cable Network)

Any proposed amendments to ICP-2 must receive the consent of all current members of the RIRs,
fostering a collaborative atmosphere.
MD YASIN (Isha Network)

All existing members of the RIRs must agree to any amendments to ICP-2, fostering a collaborative
environment for decision-making.
Rafiqul Islam Timil (Mirpur Tech)

Changes to ICP-2 may be made only with the agreement of all current RIR members, ensuring that
amendments reflect a collective consensus.
Shariful Islam (Beacon Link)

| disagree with this principle. Requiring ICP-2 amendments to be based on the agreement of ICANN
and all RIRs could jeopardize the balance of power and compromise regional autonomy. Such a
structure risks creating undue pressure on RIRs to conform to broader agreements, potentially at the
expense of addressing their unique regional needs. RIRs should retain the flexibility to operate
independently and prioritize their local communities without being bound by a rigid, universal
agreement framework.

Funmilayo ADEWUNMI (First Bright Technologies)

| strongly oppose this provision. Forcing RIRs to comply with ICP-2 within a fixed grace period
undermines their regional autonomy and flexibility. Each RIR should adapt policies at a pace that
respects its unique circumstances, rather than conforming to rigid deadlines that could disrupt local

governance and create unnecessary pressure.
Alexandre Linas (Liptinfor niger)

| strongly oppose this provision. Forcing RIRs to comply with ICP-2 within a fixed grace period
undermines their regional autonomy and flexibility. Each RIR should adapt policies at a pace that
respects its unique circumstances, rather than conforming to rigid deadlines that could disrupt local
governance and create unnecessary pressure.

Mohamed Faheem (Global data services)

49



The amendment process for ICP-2 must be based on the agreement of all existing RIR members,
emphasizing collaborative decision-making.
April Xu (Newcastle University)

The RIRs should not be in control of the ICP-2 in any manner. The RIRs can not be trusted to act for
the benefit of the public.
j heasley (SNI)

The amendment process for ICP-2 requires the agreement of all existing RIR members, reflecting a
collaborative governance model.
Xinyuan Lu (STO Express Co)

Changes to ICP-2 can be made upon the consensus of all current members of the RIRs, fostering a
unified decision-making process.
Jeremy Cheong (Infineon technologies)

The amendment of ICP-2 requires the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs, ensuring that all
voices are heard in the process.
Jiun Hao Yun (Persila sdn bhd)

The amendment of ICP-2 must be based on the consensus of all current members, ensuring that all
interests are represented.
Johnson Hng (Fuku Eatery PLT -)

Any changes to ICP-2 should be made with the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs to
maintain collective integrity.
Richard Tay (Moonshine Bakehouse PLT -)

This approach is flawed. Mandating broad support from Resource Holders could unnecessarily delay
the recognition of an RIR and hinder progress in emerging regions. The focus should be on the RIR's
capacity to meet regional needs.

Sohel Kabir (Kabir Traders)

This stipulation seems illogical. Requiring broad support from Resource Holders could hinder the timely
recognition of an RIR and create obstacles for emerging regions. The emphasis should be on the RIR's
capacity to serve the region's needs.

Osman Gane (Royal Green Limited)

ICP-2 may only be amended through the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs, emphasizing
a collective decision-making process.
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Sara Londoiio (IGT Solutions)

Any proposed amendments to ICP-2 must originate from the consent of all current RIR members to
ensure broad support.
Lyda Acosta (Eserplex)

The amendment of ICP-2 should require the agreement of all existing RIR members, ensuring that all
perspectives are included.
Catalina Cueca (Manpower)

Changes to ICP-2 must be based on the mutual consent of all current RIR members, reflecting a
collective agreement.
Camilo Riveros (Manpower)

| strongly disagree with this provision. Mandating agreement from ICANN and every RIR could
complicate the process of amending ICP-2, allowing ICANN to block necessary changes that many
stakeholders may support.

Neha Kashyap (Green vally travels pvt Itd)

Amendment of ICP-2 may occur upon the agreement of all existing members of the RIRs, ensuring that
all voices are heard.
Max Liao (Bright Horizons Family Solutions)

| completely disagree with this requirement. The need for consensus from all parties, including ICANN,
makes it difficult to implement crucial updates to ICP-2, allowing ICANN to block changes that might

benefit the community.
Kritika Kashyap (Kumar vaskar Varma Sanskrit and ancient University)

| believe this stipulation is counterproductive. The need for agreement from ICANN and all RIRs could
create obstacles to updating ICP-2, even with broad backing. This setup allows ICANN to hinder
progress, which is detrimental.

Penny Yuan (Sichuan University)

This requirement appears overly limiting. Needing consensus from ICANN and all RIRs could impede
vital updates to ICP-2, even if most groups support them. This structure enables ICANN to block
essential changes, slowing necessary advancements.

Avery Guo (Sichuan University)

| find this approach counterproductive. The need for agreement from ICANN and all RIRs could create
obstacles to updating ICP-2, even when there’s broad consensus. This structure allows ICANN to block
changes, which is detrimental to progress.

Phuc Vinh (Posteff)
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| believe this stipulation is too restrictive. Mandating that all parties—ICANN and all RIRs—must agree
could hinder crucial updates to ICP-2, even with significant support. This setup enables ICANN to stall
necessary changes, slowing progress.

Anh Dang (NASA)

| strongly oppose this stipulation. Making amendments to ICP-2 contingent on the agreement of ICANN
and all RIRs could create significant obstacles, enabling ICANN to block important changes even if there

is widespread support.
Cuiwei Boh (Foci Creative Sdn Bhd)

| find this approach overly cumbersome. Requiring unanimous agreement from ICANN and all RIRs
could delay the amendment process for ICP-2, even when most stakeholders are in favor. This setup
could allow ICANN to obstruct necessary improvements.

Andy Lai (Morpheus Restaurant)

| strongly disagree with this provision. Imposing a fixed grace period on RIRs to align their policies with
ICP-2 risks undermining regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be given the opportunity to
adapt at their own pace, based on their particular circumstances, rather than being forced to comply
with arbitrary deadlines. This approach could lead to unnecessary pressure and potential disruption to
local governance processes.

Guillaume Masra (Danon’s group)

This proposal raises significant concerns. Requiring agreement from ICANN and every RIR could hinder
the ability to make timely amendments to ICP-2, allowing ICANN to potentially obstruct necessary

updates.
Prasanta Haloi (Pwd)

| strongly disagree with this provision. Imposing a fixed grace period on RIRs to align their policies with
ICP-2 risks undermining regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be given the opportunity to
adapt at their own pace, based on their particular circumstances, rather than being forced to comply
with arbitrary deadlines. This approach could lead to unnecessary pressure and potential disruption to
local governance processes.

Georges Lallogo (ANPTIC)

This requirement seems overly limiting. Needing consensus from ICANN and all RIRs could obstruct
vital updates to ICP-2, even if most groups agree. This structure allows ICANN to block essential
changes, stalling necessary advancements.

Sokrithisak Chin (Bangkok University International University)

| believe this requirement is impractical. It risks delaying the recognition of an RIR and establishing
barriers for developing regions. The focus should be on the RIR's capability to meet the region's needs,
not on gaining consensus from all stakeholders.
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AHMED JAHIDUL ISLAM (Global travel reservation system)

This approach is counterproductive. Requiring support from all Resource Holders could postpone the
recognition of an RIR and create barriers for regions in need. We should prioritize the RIR's ability to
serve the region rather than seeking approval from every stakeholder.

K.M. KAWSIR SAJJAD SAJAL (FILL UP LTD.)

Autonomy of RIRs should not be circumvented
Ubong Udofia (Skystar)

| find this stipulation unreasonable. Requiring broad support from Resource Holders could hinder the
timely recognition of an RIR and create obstacles for developing regions. The focus should be on the
RIR’s capacity to meet local needs.

Fuhui Zhang (University of Chinese Academy of Social Sciences)

This requirement seems illogical. It risks delaying the recognition of an RIR and creates unnecessary
hurdles for emerging regions. We should concentrate on the RIR's ability to serve the region instead
of requiring broad support from all Resource Holders.

Qianxue Li (Grouphorse Translations)

| believe this requirement is counterproductive. It could delay the recognition of an RIR and create
barriers for developing regions. The emphasis should be on the RIR’s capacity to meet local needs
instead of obtaining approval from all stakeholders.

Tuan Nguyen (Mobifone Global)

This approach seems unreasonable. It risks delaying the recognition process for an RIR and creates
unnecessary obstacles for regions that need support. The focus should be on the RIR's ability to fulfill
the region's needs rather than on gaining broad approval.

Thanh Vinh (Thanh Vinh Technologies JSC)

| strongly oppose this stipulation. Mandating that all parties—including ICANN and every RIR—must
agree could create significant obstacles to making timely updates to ICP-2. This arrangement risks
allowing ICANN to stifle improvements that many stakeholders may support.

Trabahan Pujari (Paruluniversity)

| strongly disagree with this provision. Imposing a fixed grace period for RIRs to align their policies with
ICP-2 risks undermining regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be given the opportunity to
adapt at their own pace, based on their particular circumstances, rather than being forced to comply
with arbitrary deadlines. This approach could lead to unnecessary pressure and potential disruption to
local governance processes.

Eric Boro (North star international)
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| completely disagree with this requirement. Requiring unanimous agreement from ICANN and all RIRs
could complicate vital updates to ICP-2, even with substantial backing. This condition allows ICANN to
prevent necessary improvements.

Juan Mesa (Hispasat)

| find this approach counterproductive. The need for agreement from ICANN and all RIRs could create
obstacles to updating ICP-2, even when there is broad consensus. This structure allows ICANN to block
changes, which is detrimental to progress.

Daniela Guerra (Universidad Nacional De Colombia)

| completely disagree with this proposal. Requiring unanimous agreement from ICANN and all RIRs
could hinder essential updates to ICP-2, even if there is widespread support. This structure allows
ICANN to block changes, which could impede necessary progress.

Prashanta Rabha (Assam Gramin Vikash Bank)

No comment
Danjuma bappa ahmed (Wownetworks limited nigeria)

This requirement seems overly limiting. Needing consensus from ICANN and all RIRs could obstruct
vital updates to ICP-2, even if most groups agree. This structure allows ICANN to block essential
changes, stalling necessary advancements.

Pornpipat Kitireanglarp (ZERIWELLPLUS Co., Ltd.)

| find this approach impractical. Requiring approval from both ICANN and all RIRs could complicate
essential updates to ICP-2, even when there is broad agreement. This structure allows ICANN to halt
necessary changes, obstructing progress.

Jun Jie Kwan (ORA Group)

| completely disagree with this condition. Requiring agreement from ICANN and every RIR could
complicate timely updates to ICP-2, even with majority support. This arrangement allows ICANN to
effectively delay needed changes.

John Haydon (Oneschoolglobalaustralia)

| find this approach overly centralized. Making the NRO EC the exclusive source for proposals about
RIR recognition or derecognition could limit stakeholder involvement. ICANN's final authority is
necessary, but broad engagement with each RIR should be prioritized.

FEI WANG (LARUS)

RIRs should be able to do things in line with their needs and wants
Rasheed Shittu (STL FIBERCO LIMITED)

54



| firmly disagree with this stipulation. Requiring unanimous consent from ICANN and all RIRs could
create substantial obstacles to updating ICP-2. This condition gives ICANN the power to prevent vital
changes, potentially postponing critical advancements.

Kishor Deka (Tezpur)

| completely oppose this requirement. The need for consensus from both ICANN and all RIRs could
pose challenges in implementing important updates to ICP-2, even if there is substantial support. This
condition may allow ICANN to delay crucial improvements.

Azimmul Haque (Crescent Network Service (CNS))

| find this approach impractical. Requiring approval from ICANN and all RIRs could complicate essential
updates to ICP-2, even when there is broad agreement. This structure permits ICANN to halt necessary

changes, obstructing progress.
Ashraful Alam (ASHBON LLC)

Strongly disagree
Armindo Louis (Angola telecom)

This requirement seems impractical. Mandating that ICANN and all RIRs must agree could hinder timely
updates to ICP-2, even when most parties support them. This arrangement allows ICANN to block
essential changes, delaying necessary progress.

Jiaxue Gong (BTW Media)

| strongly disagree with this provision. Imposing a fixed grace period for RIRs to align their policies with
ICP-2 risks compromising regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be given the opportunity to
adapt at their own pace, based on their particular circumstances, rather than being forced to comply
with arbitrary deadlines. This approach could lead to unnecessary pressure and potential disruption to
local governance processes.

Elizabeth Cardoso (BCl)

| firmly oppose this requirement. Mandating consent from both ICANN and all RIRs could slow down
important updates to ICP-2, even if there is overall consensus. This setup enables ICANN to block

changes, which hampers necessary improvements.
Camilo Castillo (Universidad El Bosque)

| find this stipulation impractical. Needing unanimous agreement from ICANN and all RIRs could
present barriers to essential updates to ICP-2, even with widespread support. This arrangement allows
ICANN to impede progress, which is detrimental.

Jessica Paez (El Bosque University)

| strongly disagree with this approach. Requiring that all parties—including ICANN and every RIR—
must consent could complicate important updates to ICP-2, even if there is majority backing. This
structure could enable ICANN to obstruct necessary changes.
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Phuc Pham (Advanced Network Systems VietNam Company Limited)

| consider this requirement to be too rigid. Mandating that ICANN and all RIRs must agree could hinder
timely updates to ICP-2, even if there is substantial support. This condition allows ICANN to block
necessary changes, delaying essential improvements.

Pham Lan (Bipo service)

| believe this stipulation is counterproductive. Requiring agreement from ICANN and all RIRs could
complicate critical updates to ICP-2, even with widespread backing. This arrangement gives ICANN the
ability to suppress changes, impeding important advancements.

Quynh Ngo (Potmasco)

This requirement appears excessively restrictive. Mandating consensus from ICANN and all RIRs could
obstruct necessary updates to ICP-2, even with majority support. This setup empowers ICANN to block
important changes, hindering progress.

Giang Nguyen (NASA)

Je ne suis pas du tout d'accord avec cette disposition. Imposer un délai de grace fixe aux RIR pour
aligner leurs politiques sur le PCI-2 risque de porter atteinte a I'autonomie et a la flexibilité régionales.
Les RIR devraient avoir la possibilité de s'adapter a leur propre rythme, en tenant compte de leur
situation particuliere, plutét que d'étre contraints de se mettre en conformité dans des délais
arbitraires. Cette approche pourrait entrainer des pressions inutiles et une perturbation potentielle
des processus de gouvernance locale.

HERVE EGNAKOU (HOLOGRAM IDENTIFICATION SERVICES S.A.R.L)

| strongly oppose this requirement. Mandating that ICANN and all RIRs must be in agreement could
hinder necessary updates to ICP-2, even if there is significant support. This condition allows ICANN to
effectively block changes, delaying critical improvements. | strongly oppose this requirement.
Mandating that ICANN and all RIRs must be in agreement could hinder necessary updates to ICP-2,
even if there is significant support. This condition allows ICANN to effectively block changes, delaying
critical improvements.

Ashish bhagana (Radical minds technologies limited)

| completely disagree with this requirement. The necessity for consensus from both ICANN and all RIRs
could make it challenging to implement important updates to ICP-2, even if most parties are
supportive. This condition could allow ICANN to delay crucial improvements.

Bony Amin Mehedi (Blue Fashion Limited)

| find this approach impractical. Needing the approval of ICANN and all RIRs could complicate essential
updates to ICP-2, even when there’s wide agreement. This structure permits ICANN to halt changes,
hindering necessary progress.

Faisal Ahamed (Lankabangla Finance PLC)
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| strongly disagree with this requirement. Mandating that every party—ICANN and all RIRs—must be
in agreement could obstruct necessary updates to ICP-2, even if there is considerable support. This
arrangement allows ICANN to effectively prevent changes, slowing down critical improvements.

Pooja Gopi (DM Digital Marketing)

| find this approach counterproductive. The need for agreement from ICANN and all RIRs could create
obstacles to updating ICP-2, even when there’s broad consensus. This structure allows ICANN to block
changes, which is detrimental to progress.

Hoai Nam (Mobifone Global)

| believe this stipulation is too restrictive. Requiring that all parties—ICANN and all RIRs—must agree
could hinder essential updates to ICP-2, even with substantial support. This setup enables ICANN to
stall necessary changes, slowing progress.

Quyn Kim (VNPAY)

| find this approach impractical. Needing the consent of ICANN and all RIRs could complicate vital
updates to ICP-2, even when there’s widespread agreement. This structure allows ICANN to prevent
changes, hindering necessary progress.

Shahedul Islam Bhuiyan (Royal Green Limited)

| completely disagree with this approach. Requiring that all parties—including ICANN and every RIR—
must agree could complicate important updates to ICP-2, even if there is a majority in favor. This
structure could enable ICANN to obstruct necessary changes.

Sidonie Hacking ('-)

This stipulation seems unreasonable. It would only serve to postpone the recognition of an RIR and
hinder progress in emerging regions. The focus should be on the capacity of the RIR to address the
region's needs, not on securing broad support from all stakeholders.

Mrinal Deka (IMD INSURA)

Question 6&7 Amendmentl Question 6-7 # CP-2 may be amended upon the agreement of ICANN and
all RIRs. 1- Strongly Disagree Answer | completely disagree with this requirement. Mandating that all
parties—ICANN and every RIR—must agree could hinder necessary updates to ICP-2, even if there is
broad support. This setup allows ICANN to effectively block changes, slowing down crucial
improvements.

Anjan Deka (HDFC)

| completely disagree with this requirement. Mandating that all parties—ICANN and every RIR—must
agree could hinder necessary updates to ICP-2, even if there is broad support. This setup allows ICANN
to effectively block changes, slowing down crucial improvements.

Ketan Parmar (Bids Info Global)
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This approach does not make sense. Requiring broad support from Resource Holders could hinder the
timely recognition of an RIR and create obstacles for developing regions. The focus should be on the
RIR's capacity to serve the region, not on gaining consensus from every stakeholder.

Jose Estrada (JotaTres)

| find this requirement illogical. It would only delay the recognition of an RIR and create unnecessary
barriers for emerging regions. The emphasis should be on the RIR's ability to meet the region's needs
rather than obtaining approval from all stakeholders.

Nguyen Linda (VNPAY)

| completely disagree with this provision. Mandating that both ICANN and all RIRs must agree before
any amendments to ICP-2 can be made risks creating significant obstacles to necessary updates, even
when there is broad support. This arrangement gives ICANN the power to block essential changes,
which could hinder progress.

Ngo Manh (Huawei Technologies)

IMO, the ICP-2 updates should follow the global policy development process.
Andrei Robachevsky (independent)

ALL will never work.
Andrew Cohen (Farelanes LLC)
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3. Rectification

If an amendment to ICP-2 conflicts with an RIR’s existing policies, practices, or bylaws, the amendment
shall prescribe a reasonable but specific grace period for the RIR to bring its conflicting policies,
practices, or bylaws into conformity with ICP-2 before the RIR may be considered non-compliant.

3.1.Rectification - Strongly Agree (5)

The grace period shall not be less than 4 months.
Babagana Digima (Nigerian Communications Commission)

Harmonization of policies between RIRs will not only only contribute towards a healthy Internet but
also ensure best practices
Brian Longwe (Converged Technology Networks)

| agree
Aftab Siddiqui (AFTABSIDDIQUI-AU)

Fair policy
Tahar Schaa (Neuland@Homeland)

To be consistent as possible among RIRs, and improve legal advice between IP addresses receivers. All
RIRs EC or Board member has to sign effective conflict of interest with RIRs and its communities.
Kuo Wu (TWIGF)

agree
Filipe Coelho (TVCABO Angola)

The rules should be the same for everyone
Fabrice TEUGUIA (PCP-ACEFA)

Prescribing a grace period for compliance is fair, but | suggest we consider explicitly stating a
collaborative approach to help RIRs during this period.
Lucas Chigabatia (Ghanaian Academic and Research Network (GARNET))

It's the right thing to do
Emmanuel Kitcher (University of Environment and Sustainable Development)

rien comme commentaire

59



Nico Tshintu bakajika (ISPA-DRC)

It's good to be given fair hearing
Rita Kumi (Ghana Telecommuncation Company)

What if due to certain factors the RIR cannot function, hench they are not in a position to comply.
Example is how at the moment AFRINIC doesn't have a board and CEO. In this case they are not able
to do a lot of things.

Raymond Mamattah (EGIGFA)

Taye Oyebola (Aso Savings and Loans Plc)

This requirement seems impractical. Imposing a set grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 could limit
their autonomy and flexibility. Each RIR should have the opportunity to adapt at its own pace,
considering its unique circumstances, rather than being forced into compliance within arbitrary
timeframes that could create unnecessary pressure.

Woranittha Hongprayoon (Self employed)

c'est realiste
FARADJ MAHAMAT DJADDA (ministry of ICT)

Je suis tout a fait en désaccord avec cette disposition. Imposer un délai de grace fixe aux RIR pour
aligner leurs politiques sur I'lCP-2 risque de compromettre I'autonomie et la flexibilité régionales. Les
RIR devraient avoir la possibilité de s’adapter a leur propre rythme, en fonction de leur situation
particuliére, plutét que d’étre contraints de se conformer a des délais arbitraires. Cette approche
pourrait entrainer des pressions inutiles et une perturbation potentielle des processus de gouvernance
locale.

Filston SIBOMANA (Onatel)

Maybe a time should be specified
Randy Bush (1lJ Research Lab & Arrcus Inc)

This is the usual.
Luis Caceres (Corporacion Redexcom C.A.)

| fully agree and a maximum of 6 months should be given to the RIR.
Musa Stephen HONLUE (AFRINIC)

The grace period sounds reasonable. RIRs distribute the same time of resources, so the differences
within their rulesets is not really something beneficial, moreover in a globalized world.
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Carlos Friagas (FCT\ | FCCN)

If the conflict is with an RIR’s bylaws, which can involved an extend process and significant legal review
to amend should allow for a minimum of 1 year.
David Farmer (University of Minnesota)

Good attention to the case the amendment brings such conflicts.
Akinori MAEMURA (JPNIC - Japan Network Information Center)

As the RIR already has agreed to the amendment (otherwise | can't be accepted) | don't foresee any
problems here
Sander Steffann (SJM Steffann Consultancy)

3.2. Rectification - Somewhat Agree (4)

It seems a reasonable principle, but the devil will obviously be in working out the enforcement
mechanism.
Andrew Sullivan (N/A)

Agree
Mandisa Gama (IANET (PTY) LTD)

Practical and sensible as long as the period isn't overly long.
Jordan Carter (auDA)

"Reasonable" time should be specified.
Colwayne Babb (Cable and Wireless)

Yes, because it will take time to adapt because we must not forget the primary meaning of the project.
Thierry Nagau (Dauphin Telecom)

agree
Mohammad Mubarak Alfalasi (Telecommunication and Digital government Regulatory Authority)

No comment
Kelvin Horng Woei Ong (Propnex)
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While | agree with this principle, there is a level of process assumed to be the case in determining that
a principle should be adopted that may be in conflict with one or more RIR policies. Not the least of
which being the identification of such potential conflicts.

Narelle Clark (Internet Association of Australia)

it allows RIRs sufficient time to make necessary adjustments without immediate repercussions. This
approach promotes flexibility and ensures a smooth transition to any new requirements imposed by
ICP-2 amendments.

Faisal Abdu Juma (National Communication Authority NCA, Republic of South Sudan)

This approach is fair and practical, giving RIRs time to adjust their policies to align with ICP-2 before
facing penalties for non-compliance.
Uwimana Jean Lambert (MINEDUC)

The word "reasonable" is a difficult one as it is rather subjective. | think it would be useful if this grace
period was enshrined as something negotiated/agreed between the RIR and ICANN.
Brian Nisbet (HEAnet CLG)

Exclude IPv4, and | don't believe the bylaws would be a "thing"... include IPv4, and it's a money/greed
game
Hendrik Visage (HeViS.Co Systems Pty Ltd)

I'm not aware of any conflicts
Mark Elkins (Posix Systems)

No comments
Pacharaporn Wangwinyoo (ZIM (Thailand) Co., LTD.)

Rather than setting a fixed grace period for all amendments, allow for variable grace periods based on
the complexity and impact of the changes required. For example, minor adjustments might have a
shorter grace period, while more complex adjustments would allow additional time for compliance,
enabling RIRs to align at a manageable pace. Permit each RIR to create a customized compliance plan,
detailing the steps they’ll take to align their policies and practices with the amended ICP-2 within the
given grace period. This would allow RIRs to address conflicts in a way that minimizes disruption to
their operations and member services. Offer transitional support, such as advisory resources or
periodic check-ins from ICANN, to assist RIRs in making necessary adjustments. This could include
workshops, technical support, or access to policy experts who can provide guidance on aligning
practices efficiently with ICP-2. Before proposing an amendment, conduct a thorough impact
assessment with each RIR to understand potential areas of conflict and estimate the resources and
time needed for compliance. These assessments could guide the amendment drafting process and
ensure that amendments are practical and achievable within reasonable timelines. If full compliance
within the grace period is not feasible for an RIR, consider allowing “progress-based” compliance
metrics, where incremental steps or milestones are acknowledged as compliance efforts. This would
recognize the complexity of some adjustments while ensuring that RIRs work continuously toward full
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conformity. Once an amendment takes effect, introduce a review mechanism to assess its impact on
RIRs periodically. This would help ICANN and RIRs make timely adjustments to the amendment itself if
unforeseen issues arise, preventing unnecessary penalization or disruption for the RIRs involved.
Include a mechanism for conflict resolution where RIRs can raise specific concerns about
implementation challenges during the grace period. This mechanism could offer a formal avenue for
RIRs to request additional support or adjustments to the timeline if justified, fostering collaboration
and mitigating any adverse impacts on RIR operations.

Dave Kissoondoyal (Internet Governance Forum Mauritius)

Agreed. However, sufficient time and audience must be afforded the RIR for context in implementation
of an (existing) policy.
Russell Woruba (PNG Department of ICT)

Grace time must be provided
John Haydon (Education)

Enough room and consideration should be giving before a decision should be made
Rasheed Shittu (STL FIBERCO LIMITED)

The grace period offers flexibility and minimizes potential disruption to RIR operations. It may be
beneficial.
Andres Murcia (Xiaomi)

Based on the previous principle, an RIR will already have supported the amendment, which they
wouldn't do if they couldn't change their policy/practice/bylaw.
Lee Howard (IPv4.Global by Hilco Streambank)

| agree with this. In case of any conflict it should be considered non-complaint. Moreover | believe any
amendment should be consulted with law department in advance.
Kate Petras (DCXV)

Reasonable approach
Andrew Cohen (Farelanes LLC)

Any conflicts should be found before the amendment is ratified and any remediation should be part
of the amendment.
Richard Greenwood (Shasta County Office of Education)

3.3. Rectification - Neutral (3)
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| strongly oppose the idea of a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 changes. This could
restrict their ability to respond to specific regional circumstances.
Pantipa Traikityanukul (Self Employed)

"Reasonable" should have a time limit in the document. Less than 1 year.
j heasley (SNI)

| strongly oppose this requirement. A fixed grace period for RIRs to adjust their policies to comply with
ICP-2 could negatively impact their autonomy and flexibility. It is essential for RIRs to adapt at their
own pace, taking into account their distinct circumstances, rather than being forced to meet arbitrary
deadlines that may disrupt local governance.

Alex Kwan (Wiplus Malaysia)

Acceptable
Hann Jye Ng (MyTeksi Sdn Bhd)

This requirement seems overly restrictive. Imposing a fixed grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2
may undermine their regional autonomy. Each RIR should be able to adapt at its own pace, considering
its specific context, rather than being forced to comply within arbitrary deadlines, which could create
unnecessary pressure and disrupt governance.

Jun Wen (one futures technology sdn bhd)

| find this provision problematic. Imposing a specific grace period for RIRs to conform their policies to
ICP-2 could jeopardize their regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be allowed to adapt based
on their unique needs, rather than being pressured into compliance by arbitrary deadlines, which could
disrupt local governance processes.

Rapeepan Yuenyong (ZeriWellPlus)

Fundamentally, RIRs are accountable to their constituents, not ICANN or the other RIRs. However, this
is a context that requires cooperation and cross-oversight. The approach here seems a reasonable
compromise.

David Lamparter (Westnetz w.V.)

| agree
Erika del carmen Garay Obando (IBW)

I'm trying to think of a situation where this would come into play. I'm concerned if there was a conflict
which required an RIR to change a policy, there might be downstream impacts (meaning, with
customers). I'm generally in favor of the idea.

Andrew Gallo (The George Washington University)
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Both ICP-1 and ICP-2 are quite simple documents and it's difficult to see where there might be conflicts.
RIR disfunction is a bigger issue that has failed to be addressed anyway.
Kevin Meynell (Individual)

The devil is in the details concerning grace period. It needs to be defined and a mechanism in place to

assess and arbitrate in the case of exceptional circumstances
Matthew Cowen (dgtlfutures)

3.4. Rectification - Somewhat Disagree (2)

A running RIR should ensure that it's policies and practices are ALWAYS up to date. Frequent audits
(every quarter) are mandatory.
Emma Perrier (AFRINIC Ltd)

| believe that a specific grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments is unwarranted. It could

hinder RIRs' responsiveness to their unique regional contexts.
Neonjyoti Mahanta (L & D Souza)

Since the RIR's are VOTING Members, Why would a RIR vote to make itself non-compliant ?
James Laferriere (n/a)

| strongly disagree with this approach. Setting a fixed grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 risks
undermining their autonomy. RIRs should have the flexibility to adapt at their own pace, taking into
account their specific situations, rather than being forced into compliance within arbitrary timeframes

that could disrupt governance processes.
Mohammad Ishaq (Pacific Connect)

| find this approach to be overly rigid. Imposing a specific grace period for RIRs to conform to ICP-2
could compromise their regional autonomy. Each RIR should be allowed to adapt according to its own
unique context, rather than being pressured into compliance by arbitrary deadlines that may interfere

with local governance.
Sidonie Hacking ('-)

“...RIR may be considered non-compliant.” Seems to be very specific. It should probably read “If an
amendment to ICP-2 makes an RIR non-compliant, the amendment shall prescribe a reasonable but
specific grace period...”

Andrei Robachevsky (independent)

Grandfather clauses must protect existing members of RIRs. RIRs are not entities unto their own with
legitimate commercial interests outside of performing the RIR function on behalf of their members
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and in accordance with global Internet norms. Amendments to ICP-2 are to bring the RIRs into line
with global Internet norms. RIRs should immediately be considered non-compliant if they are but
derecognition should only commence after a grace period.

Paul Hjul (Crystal Web)

This clause seems to require a grace period to be specificed only if there is known to be a conflict;
however in case ther is a conflict which is not identified at the time of writing the amendment, it is still
important that a grace period be available. Regardless of any grace period specified by an amendment,
there should be a default grace period for any and allamendments. There should also be consideration
of emergency situations (existential threats etc) in which an RIR may be required to take more urgent
action.

PAUL WILSON (private individual)

The policy is made by the community. The "grace period" should consider the period of community
discussion in physical or virtual meetings.
YingChu Chen (Taiwan Institute of Economic Research)

3.5. Rectification - Strongly Disagree (1)

The principle makes little sense given that the RIR (the org or its policy makling body?) would have to
agree to the "amendmend" in the first place. The RIR could agree to have an amendmend override its
own policies and thereby conflict with the priveleges of its policy settiung body.

Peter Koch (Individual)

At a high level, the principle of rectification is, conceptually, hard to argue against. The challenge
resides in how it will be implemented. As above, if an amendment requires unanimity, an RIR
uninterested in modifying their policies, practices, or bylaws, can simply veto the amendment, so
rectification becomes moot. If non-unanimity decides on acceptance of an amendment, the questions
then becomes what is “reasonable” and “who decides what is reasonable and/or compliant”.

David Conrad (Layer 9 Technologies)

| strongly believe that imposing a fixed grace period for RIRs to adjust to ICP-2 amendments is unwise,
as it fails to accommodate local variations.
Suman Kumar Saha (SAS Enterprise)

A specified grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments could restrict RIRs' ability to respond
to regional needs, which | find concerning.
MD HANNAN DEWAN (UTSHAP HK TRADE CO.LTD)

| oppose the concept of a fixed grace period for RIRs under ICP-2 amendments, as it may impose
unnecessary limits on their local adaptability.
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Tipu Khan (Zx Online Ltd)

The idea of a designated grace period for RIRs regarding ICP-2 amendments is impractical; it does not
consider regional differences effectively.
Khasru Alam (Alam Enterprise)

The proposal for a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments is not practical; it
overlooks the diverse conditions in different regions.
Md. Al Mamun (Artist Gallery)

| strongly contest the idea of a set grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments, as it could
impose undue constraints on RIRs’ operations.
Mahbub Alam Khan (Net Matrix)

The implementation of a strict grace period for RIRs to conform to ICP-2 amendments could be
detrimental, limiting their adaptability to regional needs.
KM Rafiur Rahman (Adventure Dhaka limited)

| believe that establishing a rigid grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments is unwise, as
it does not account for varying regional contexts.
Md. Manzurul Haque Khan (The Net Heads)

| completely disagree with this approach. Mandating a specific grace period for RIRs to rectify their
policies in line with ICP-2 could hinder regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be permitted to
adapt according to their own unique situations, rather than being pressured into compliance by
arbitrary timeframes, which could disrupt their local governance processes.

Md. Tawfiqul Bari (InfoSonik Systems Limited)

A mandatory grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments could be detrimental, failing to
account for the diverse operational realities.
Hu Justin (KingStar(HK)limited)

The introduction of a fixed grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 amendments could impose
unnecessary constraints on their regional operations.
Chin Teik Wen (Blue Warmth Photography)

| am opposed to the notion of a specific grace period for RIRs regarding compliance with ICP-2
amendments; each region has its own complexities.
Felicia Tan (taska twinkle tots)
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| find this approach excessively rigid. Imposing a specific grace period for RIRs to conform to ICP-2
could compromise their regional autonomy. Each RIR should be allowed to adapt based on its unique
context rather than facing pressure to comply with arbitrary deadlines that may interfere with local
governance.

Abdullah Al Hasib Al Hasib (Front Desk Bangladesh Limited)

| strongly disagree with this stipulation. Setting a fixed grace period for RIRs to align their policies with
ICP-2 risks undermining their autonomy. RIRs should have the flexibility to adapt at their own pace,
considering their specific situations, rather than being compelled to comply within arbitrary
timeframes that could disrupt governance.

Md. Feroz Alam (Coloasia Ltd)

| believe that a set grace period for RIRs to achieve compliance with ICP-2 amendments is unwise, as
it does not accommodate the varying circumstances of different regions.
Taslima Akter (Sky Net@Home)

Setting a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments undermines the adaptability
necessary for RIRs to address regional differences effectively.
MD AL EMRAN EMRAN (Net@Home)

| do not support a mandatory grace period for RIRs concerning ICP-2 amendments, as it may hinder
their ability to adapt to evolving local conditions.
Rafiqul Islam (Bhuiyan Metal Works)

Instituting a specified grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments can be detrimental; it
does not cater to the unique needs of different RIRs.
SHEIKH MIRAZUL ISLAM MIRAZUL ISLAM (NAJOWA FASHION)

Instituting a mandatory grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments may limit RIRs' ability to
adapt to their specific regional contexts. Ph
Pallab Das (Progressive Enterprises)

| disagree with the implementation of a predetermined grace period for RIRs regarding ICP-2
amendments, as this could hinder their responsiveness to local needs.
KUNALJIT GOSWAMI (Assam Electricity Grid Corporation Ltd.)

| disagree with the implementation of a predetermined grace period for RIRs regarding ICP-2
amendments, as this could hinder their responsiveness to local needs.
Aritra Chatterjee (Unacademy)

A fixed grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 amendments may hinder their ability to adapt to unique
challenges and circumstances.

68



Nam Van Thanh (Thanh Cong Group)

| strongly disagree with imposing a specific grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments,
as it could limit their regional flexibility.
Ba Van Dao (Posteff)

The concept of a standard grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments is unwise; it fails to
address the diverse operational needs of different regions.
Nam Van Cuong (Tinh Than JSC)

| oppose the idea of a fixed compliance grace period for RIRs, as it may not allow for the necessary
adjustments based on regional realities.
Tom Duong (Hong Phat Logistics)

| strongly reject the idea of a defined grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments, as this

fails to recognize the importance of regional adaptation.
vilas jadhav (omsai internet and cable service)

A predetermined grace period for RIRs to conform to ICP-2 amendments could be detrimental, as it
overlooks the unique challenges of each region.
Pham Gia Khiem (Phat Tai Logistics)

This requirement appears too limiting. Requiring that RIRs conform their policies to ICP-2 within a set
grace period could jeopardize their flexibility. Each RIR should be allowed to adapt at its own pace,
considering its distinct circumstances, rather than being forced into compliance.

Tuan Van Tai (Thien Phuc Telecom)

| find this provision excessive. Imposing a specific timeframe for RIRs to align their policies with ICP-2
limits their ability to respond effectively to local contexts. RIRs should have the autonomy to manage
compliance timelines based on their unique needs.

BISWAJIT KALITA (District Institute of Education and Training)

A fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments overlooks the importance of regional
flexibility, which is critical for effective governance.
Manas Dutta (sahanipowernenergy pvt.ltd.)

The concept of a uniform grace period for RIRs to conform to ICP-2 amendments is flawed; it does not
account for the diverse operational environments of RIRs.
Mallika Deka (Civil Defense)
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| reject the idea of a uniform compliance grace period for RIRs, as it could restrict their ability to adjust
to changing regional requirements.
Abhijit Sarma (Giwahati university)

| do not agree with a specific grace period for RIRs to align with amendments to ICP-2, as it could hinder
their adaptability to local conditions.
Kwan Ke Yue (TBWA/ Kuala Lumpur)

The proposal for a fixed grace period for RIRs is not viable, as it does not reflect the varied
circumstances that each RIR must navigate.
Sean Carroll (The One Academy)

| oppose the notion of a fixed grace period for RIRs to adjust to amendments of ICP-2, as it does not
account for the complexities of regional governance.
NILAKSHI SHARMA (DHL)

The idea of enforcing a uniform grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments is concerning,
as it could stifle regional adaptability.
Nilakshi sharma (TEZPUR CENTRAL UNIVERSITY)

| oppose the notion of a mandatory grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments. Each RIR
must have the flexibility to adapt based on its unique situation.
Ashok Waswani (Wall Depot Telecom Services Ltd.)

Decisions on matters of this magnitude should reflect the consensus of the RIRs and their communities,
ensuring they remain accountable and transparent while prioritizing the unique concerns of each
region, rather than being subject to ICANN’s unilateral control.

Audry MANIRAKIZA (Cbinet)

| am against implementing a set grace period for RIRs to comply with amendments to ICP-2. This could
undermine their flexibility in responding to regional needs.
Dipankar Kakoty (Pernod Ricard India)

| oppose the concept of a mandatory grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments, as it
may not accommodate regional differences effectively.
Hasib Rafi (Solutech Holdings)

A predetermined grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments is not advisable, as it fails
to consider the diverse needs of different regions.
Fernanda Guerrero (hostdime)
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| oppose the idea of a fixed grace period for RIRs regarding compliance with ICP-2 amendments, as it
could limit their ability to respond to regional needs.
David Munico (Andespark)

The idea of a designated grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments is problematic; it fails
to consider the unique circumstances of each region.
Sirazum Munira Igra Igra (The City Bank Ltd.)

The concept of a defined grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments is concerning, as it
undermines their flexibility in addressing regional issues.
Edgar Munico (Andespark)

| firmly disagree with the notion of imposing a fixed grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2
amendments, as this could restrict their flexibility to adapt to local needs.
Amit Roy Avijeet (Concord Pharmaceuticals Ltd.)

| find the suggestion of a fixed grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments troubling, as it
may restrict their ability to adapt effectively.
Javier Cento (Ufinet)

The proposal for a designated grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments is impractical.
It fails to consider the diverse circumstances faced by different regions.
Md Abu Sayeem Siddique Siddique (ServicEngine Ltd)

| firmly oppose the idea of imposing a fixed grace period for RIRs to adapt to ICP-2 amendments, as it
restricts their ability to respond to unique regional needs.
Ahmed Jubair (SSL Wireless)

The imposition of a predetermined grace period for RIRs to adapt to ICP-2 amendments is
counterproductive. Compliance should be context-sensitive.
Thanh Giang (VTC Telecom)

| believe a standard grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments is unrealistic. Each RIR
should have the flexibility to respond to its own challenges.
Long Pham (VTC Telecom)

| do not agree with the proposal of a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments.
This could limit their ability to adapt effectively to local contexts.
Thong Khuat Hong (Seabank)
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| strongly disagree with the establishment of a defined grace period for RIRs. This may not consider
the diverse needs and challenges within various regions.
Pham Nga (Roseland travel Itd)

| do not support establishing a set grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 changes. It could hinder
their ability to respond to the specific needs of their communities.
David Lee (Thong Thuong Trading JSC)

| strongly disagree with the imposition of a fixed grace period for RIRs regarding ICP-2 amendments.
This undermines their ability to operate effectively within their regional contexts.
Trang Tran (VNPT Technologies)

| am against a defined grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments. Such a requirement
may not reflect the diverse operational environments of each RIR.
Minh Hoang (ANSV)

| do not agree with implementing a fixed grace period for RIRs regarding ICP-2 amendments. This could
restrict their flexibility to address unique regional challenges.
Chi Dinh (Hai Xom LTD)

| do not support the idea of a rigid grace period for RIRs in relation to compliance with ICP-2
amendments, as this could hinder their responsiveness.
Koay Teng Chong (Expeditors)

| strongly disagree with the notion of a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments,
as it fails to recognize regional variations.
Saw Xue Jun (EBC Financial Group)

| am against the establishment of a fixed grace period for RIRs regarding compliance with ICP-2
amendments, as it could impede their ability to adapt to local conditions.
Tan JJ (Penang Retirement Resort)

The idea of a fixed grace period for RIRs to conform to ICP-2 amendments is ill-advised, as it does not
account for the complexities of regional governance.
Jack Chuah (Maxcare dental)

| strongly oppose the implementation of a predetermined grace period for RIRs to comply with
amendments to ICP-2, as this undermines their regional flexibility.
Jason Ong (Crosslimit Fitness Centre Sdn Bhd)
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| oppose the concept of a fixed grace period for RIRs to adapt to ICP-2 amendments, as it may not
accommodate regional variations effectively.
Steven Goh (NAGASE Malaysia)

| believe that a rigid grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments is counterproductive, as

it fails to consider varying regional dynamics.
Jamie Chuah (Linefun Sdn Bhd)

| do not support the idea of a set grace period for RIRs regarding compliance with ICP-2 amendments,
as it may restrict their responsiveness to unique regional challenges.
Kristal Ong (LM Estate Sdn Bhd)

The notion of a fixed grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 amendments is problematic, as it
undermines their ability to adjust based on local contexts.
Christopher Khor (Kriamas Maju Sdn Bhd)

| strongly disagree with the idea of a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments, as
it limits their capacity to respond to regional circumstances.
Ryan Khaw (Alsco Textile Services Sdn Bhd)

The deadlines set should take into account the needs of local governance
Noel OUPOH (DATACONNECT AFRICA)

| oppose the idea of a fixed grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments. Such a
requirement fails to recognize the operational diversity among RIRs.
Kaushik Ranjan Goswami (K R GOSWAMI & ASSOCIATES, Chartered Accountants)

| disagree with the establishment of a fixed grace period for RIRs to bring their policies in line with ICP-
2 amendments. This does not accommodate the diverse needs of various regions.
SUROSMRITI HAJONG (Apnic)

The concept of a fixed grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments is not suitable. RIRs need
the autonomy to navigate their operational realities.
Naib Hossain (Royal Green Limited)

| strongly oppose the idea of a mandatory grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 amendments.
Adaptation should be tailored to each RIR's specific situation.
Khandaker Bedon Mia (Monseferchar Cable Network)

The proposal for a predetermined grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments is
impractical. Each RIR's individual context should guide its adaptation.
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MD YASIN (Isha Network)

| believe that a set grace period for RIRs to achieve compliance with ICP-2 amendments is unwise, as
it does not accommodate the varying circumstances of different regions.
Rafiqul Islam Timil (Mirpur Tech)

Setting a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments undermines the adaptability
necessary for RIRs to address regional differences effectively.
Shariful Islam (Beacon Link)

| strongly oppose this provision. Requiring RIRs to comply with ICP-2 within a fixed grace period risks
compromising their regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should have the freedom to adapt their
policies at a pace that aligns with their unique circumstances, rather than adhering to rigid timelines.
Such an approach could impose unnecessary pressure and disrupt local governance processes.
Funmilayo ADEWUNMI (First Bright Technologies)

| disagree with this principle to a significant extent. Prescribing a grace period for RIRs to align their
policies with amendments to ICP-2 risks undermining their autonomy and ability to address regional
needs. RIRs operate under diverse legal, cultural, and operational frameworks, and rigid deadlines may
disrupt their governance structures. Instead, any amendments should allow for a collaborative and
flexible process, ensuring that alignment occurs without compromising the unique practices and

accountability of each RIR.
Alexandre Linas (Liptinfor niger)

| disagree with this principle to a significant extent. Prescribing a grace period for RIRs to align their
policies with amendments to ICP-2 risks undermining their autonomy and ability to address regional
needs. RIRs operate under diverse legal, cultural, and operational frameworks, and rigid deadlines may
disrupt their governance structures. Instead, any amendments should allow for a collaborative and
flexible process, ensuring that alignment occurs without compromising the unique practices and

accountability of each RIR.
Mohamed Faheem (Global data services)

| believe that establishing a fixed grace period for RIRs regarding ICP-2 compliance is inappropriate. It
fails to recognize the unique contexts of different regions.
April Xu (Newcastle University)

| strongly disagree with the notion of implementing a set grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2

amendments. This could restrict their ability to adapt based on regional needs.
Xinyuan Lu (STO Express Co)

A predetermined grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 amendments is unfeasible. It does not
account for the diverse operational realities faced by different RIRs.
Jeremy Cheong (Infineon technologies)
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| firmly believe that enforcing a specific grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments is
impractical. RIRs should be allowed flexibility based on their local circumstances.
Jiun Hao Yun (Persila sdn bhd)

| believe that a specific grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments is not appropriate. It does
not take into account the varied circumstances of different RIRs.
Johnson Hng (Fuku Eatery PLT -)

| oppose the proposal of a fixed grace period for RIRs to comply with amendments to ICP-2. This could
negatively impact their ability to adapt to regional needs.
Richard Tay (Moonshine Bakehouse PLT -)

| completely disagree with the requirement for a specific grace period for RIRs to bring their policies
into conformity with ICP-2. This could undermine their regional flexibility, forcing them to comply
within arbitrary timeframes rather than allowing for a more measured response that suits their unique
contexts.

Sohel Kabir (Kabir Traders)

| fundamentally disagree with the idea of requiring RIRs to conform to ICP-2 within a specific grace
period. This risks undermining their regional autonomy and flexibility, compelling them to adapt under
pressure rather than allowing for adjustments that reflect their unique situation

Osman Gane (Royal Green Limited)

| believe a fixed grace period for RIR compliance with ICP-2 amendments is unnecessary. It may hinder
their ability to adapt based on regional and operational needs.
Sara Londoiio (IGT Solutions)

| am against establishing a defined grace period for compliance with ICP-2 amendments. Such a
requirement may not consider the operational realities faced by different RIRs.
Lyda Acosta (Eserplex)

| do not support the imposition of a fixed grace period for RIRs to comply with amendments to ICP-2.
It undermines their capacity to respond to regional variations and specific challenges.
Catalina Cueca (Manpower)

| strongly oppose the idea of mandating a specific grace period for RIRs. This could limit their ability to
adapt policies based on the distinct needs of their communities.
Camilo Riveros (Manpower)
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| strongly oppose this requirement. Setting a fixed grace period for RIR compliance undermines the
flexibility of RIRs. Each RIR should be allowed to adapt its policies at its own pace, reflecting local needs
without arbitrary pressures.

Neha Kashyap (Green vally travels pvt Itd)

| firmly oppose a fixed grace period for RIRs to comply with ICP-2 amendments. Such a requirement
does not account for the diverse regional contexts and challenges that each RIR faces.
Max Liao (Bright Horizons Family Solutions)

This stipulation appears overly burdensome. Requiring RIRs to comply with ICP-2 within a fixed grace
period threatens their flexibility. Each RIR should be able to adapt its policies based on local needs,
rather than being forced to meet arbitrary deadlines.

Kritika Kashyap (Kumar vaskar Varma Sanskrit and ancient University)

| think this stipulation is too rigid. Imposing a specific grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 risks
undermining their autonomy. RIRs should have the freedom to adapt based on their unique contexts
instead of being pressured into compliance by arbitrary timelines.

Penny Yuan (Sichuan University)

This requirement appears overly limiting. Requiring that RIRs conform their policies to ICP-2 within a
set grace period could jeopardize their flexibility. Each RIR should be allowed to adapt at its own pace,
considering its distinct circumstances, rather than being forced into compliance.

Avery Guo (Sichuan University)

| find this provision concerning. Setting a specific grace period for RIRs to conform their policies to ICP-
2 could undermine their autonomy. Each RIR should be able to adapt based on its unique situation
rather than being pushed into compliance by arbitrary timelines, which could lead to disruptions in
governance.

Phuc Vinh (Posteff)

| completely disagree with this approach. Requiring a fixed grace period for RIRs to align their policies
with ICP-2 could hinder their flexibility and autonomy. RIRs should have the freedom to adapt at their
own pace, considering their specific circumstances, rather than being compelled to comply within
arbitrary timeframes that could disrupt governance processes.

Anh Dang (NASA)

| find this approach problematic. Setting a fixed grace period for compliance with ICP-2 undermines
the independence of RIRs. Each RIR should have the flexibility to adapt its policies as necessary, without

the pressure of arbitrary time constraints.
Cuiwei Boh (Foci Creative Sdn Bhd)
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| strongly oppose this requirement. Imposing a specific grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 could
disrupt their local governance processes. RIRs must have the autonomy to determine their own

timelines for compliance, reflecting their unique contexts.
Andy Lai (Morpheus Restaurant)

| strongly disagree with this provision. Imposing a fixed grace period on RIRs to align their policies with
ICP-2 risks undermining regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be given the opportunity to
adapt at their own pace, based on their particular circumstances, rather than being forced to comply
with arbitrary deadlines. This approach could lead to unnecessary pressure and potential disruption to
local governance processes.

Guillaume Masra (Danon’s group)

| completely disagree with this provision. Mandating a specific timeframe for RIRs to align their policies
with ICP-2 undermines their autonomy. RIRs should be allowed to adapt at their own pace, considering
their unique regional circumstances without the risk of unnecessary pressure.

Prasanta Haloi (Pwd)

| strongly disagree with this provision. Imposing a fixed grace period on RIRs to align their policies with
ICP-2 risks undermining regional autonomy and flexibility. RIRs should be given the opportunity to
adapt at their own pace, based on their particular circumstances, rather than being forced to comply
with arbitrary deadlines. This approach could lead to unnecessary pressure and potential disruption to

local governance processes.
Georges Lallogo (ANPTIC)

| find this provision concerning. Setting a specific grace period for RIRs to conform their policies to ICP-
2 could undermine their autonomy. Each RIR should be able to adapt based on its unique situation
rather than being pushed into compliance by arbitrary timelines, which could lead to disruptions in

governance.
Sokrithisak Chin (Bangkok University International University)

| strongly oppose this stipulation. Mandating a fixed grace period for RIRs to align with ICP-2 could
undermine their autonomy and flexibility. Each RIR should be allowed to adapt based on its unique
context, rather than being forced into compliance by arbitrary deadlines that could disrupt local
governance.

AHMED JAHIDUL ISLAM (Global travel reservation system)

| completely disagree with the provision requiring RIRs to conform to ICP-2 within a specific grace

period. This could undermine their regional autonomy and flexibility, compelling them to adapt under

pressure rather than allowing for a more gradual adjustment that suits their unique circumstances.
K.M. KAWSIR SAJJAD SAJAL (FILL UP LTD.)

| am against the idea of imposing a fixed grace period for RIRs to align their policies with ICP-2. This
could threaten their autonomy and flexibility, forcing RIRs to adapt under pressure rather than
allowing them to respond at their own pace, which could disrupt local governance processes.
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Fuhui Zhang (University of Chinese Academy of Social Sciences)

| find this requirement problematic. A specific grace period for RIRs to conform to ICP-2 could
undermine their regional flexibility and autonomy. RIRs should be able to adapt at their own pace
without being pressured into compliance within arbitrary ti