Eighteen of the 157 contributions directly referred to jurisdiction.  Of these, six (mainly from individuals) opposed the proposal for giving up US Government control and six opposed on because they argued that ICANN and IANA should be subject to international law and jurisdiction.  Five agreed that the approach proposed by the CCWG-Accountability, that jurisdiction should be discussed further under Work Stream 2, looking at the implications of a transfer of jurisdiction following transition, while one supported maintaining the jurisdiction unchanged.
The ICG recognised that there was no clear consensus from the comments opposing the proposal on the grounds of jurisdiction.  This reflected the discussion in the CWG-Stewardship, where the discussion identified that significant and detailed analysis would be needed to assess objectively the implications and benefits of a transfer of jurisdiction.  The ICG also noted that the additional complication of a change in jurisdiction at the time of transition of stewardship – given the implications on ICANN and PTI accountability – would increase the complexity of the proposal and add an additional risk in the transition.
Accordingly, the ICG notes that the CCWG-Accountability has identified ICANN’s jurisdiction as a topic for further work in Work Stream 2 (post transition).  It believes that this recognises that a change of jurisdiction before or during the IANA transition would introduce unpredictability (in particular in accountability) and complexity at a time when NTIA is seeking predictability and stability.  It recognises that jurisdiction remains an important, but complex, issue that needs to be addressed based on a clear assessment of the implications of different options.  The ICG agrees that the approach identified by CCWG-Accountability is an appropriate way of continuing this work.
