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Advice 2020.02.13-01
ISOC Proposed Sale of PIR/.ORG To Ethos
Capital
Preamble
ISOC has recently announced that it has “reached an agreement with Ethos Capital,
under which Ethos Capital will acquire PIR and all of its assets from the Internet
Society”.1 Ethos Capital is a newly created, privately owned investment firm. It was
subsequently announced that the price of the transaction was US $ 1.135 billion to
Ethos Capital.
The announcement came as a surprise to most of the Internet community. Many were
concerned about the details of the deal, and – perhaps more importantly – about the
process in which the deal was made. The lack of prior consultation has created
significant concerns both within the ISOC community and in the broader community of
civil society and government. In particular a broad coalition of civil society
organizations has publicly registered opposition to the deal2 and questions have also
been raised by four members of the US Congress3. Ethos, ISOC, and PIR have replied to
the members of the US Congress, stating that the registry transfer request submitted
to ICANN, and future public court filings, would be publicly posted.4

1

https://www.internetsociety.org/news/press-releases/2019/ethos-capital-to-acquire-public-interest-registry-from-theinternet-society/
2

https://savedotorg.org/

3

https://www.wyden.senate.gov/imo/media/doc/122319%20RW%20Letter%20to%20PIR%20ISOC%20Ethos.pdf

4 https://www.keypointsabout.org/s/ISOC_PIR_Ethos_Letter_Response_06Jan2020.pdf
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ISOC Chapter Delegates and leaders have been asking for more information and
transparency, for commitments in the sale that would protect the .ORG registrant
community, and for improvements in the involvement and relationship of the Chapters
with the ISOC Board of Trustees (BoT). Six ISOC Chapters5 have formally taken a public
position on the matter, expressing concerns in particular with respect to the lack of
prior consultation with the community and the lack of transparency apparently being
due to the fact that the Board of Trustees signed non-disclosure agreements, and are
now unable to provide additional information.
There is a feeling amongst chapters that ISOC seems to have disregarded community
participation, failed to properly account for the potential community impact, and
misread the community mindset around the .ORG TLD.
The matter was discussed during the 17 December 2019 Full Chapters Advisory Council
(ChAC) meeting6, and it was agreed to develop ChAC advice to the Board of Trustees,
concerning both the proposed sale of PIR and the role of Chapters.
This document contains the advice regarding the proposed sale of PIR, together with
material providing the background and rationale for the advice.

5 Catalonia, France, Indonesia, Portugal, Netherlands, Switzerland
6 This meeting was 210% quorate (40/19).
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Advice
ADVICE
“The sale of PIR to Ethos Capital should not proceed6a
until, unless proscribed by law, the following conditions
are met, and the ISOC Board has taken into account the
comments received after the information requested
below is made public”
We recognize that some of the requests would require ISOC and/or PIR to renegotiate
the terms of non-disclosure agreements, and some may require waiver of attorneyclient privilege which may not be advisable.
1. Ethos agrees to make public, and to submit for public comment, the proposed
articles of incorporation and bylaws of the future for-profit PIR. Those bylaws
must include considerations for binding commitments on future price increases
for .ORG registrations, protection of freedom of speech above and beyond a
typical for-profit entity, continuation of operations in the global public interest
and in the interest of non-profit corporations, and set restrictions on a
subsequent sale of PIR in the near future unless equivalent measures are
enforced upon the new owner. They must ensure that its operation of the .ORG
domain continues to conform to the criteria with which the original award of
ORG was evaluated7.

6a: The word “should” is used here in recognition of the fact that ChAC advice is not binding on the Board, so the Board
may choose not to accept some of the specific recommendations set forth in the sub-bullets below. However, the ChAC
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2. Ethos agrees to make public, and to submit for public comment, the proposed
rules/bylaws for the Stewardship Council, and the method by which members
will be identified and selected.
3. ISOC, PIR and Ethos agree to make public8 the offer, and all associated
documentation (including all 3rd party professional advice received), that Ethos
submitted to ISOC and that was approved by the ISOC Board.
4. ISOC agrees to make public all formal and informal advice that the Board of
Trustees received prior to taking the decision to sell .ORG, in particular the
expert advice that they received, at least to the extent not covered by attorneyclient privilege.
5. Ethos agrees to make public9 relevant portions of its financial plan regarding PIR
and the information it provided to its investors regarding that financial plan.
6. ISOC, PIR and Ethos have made public10 all letters, documents, and information
submitted to ICANN by these entities regarding the proposed sale.
7. ISOC, PIR and Ethos have made readily accessible, by posting on a web site, all
motions, petitions, filings, etc. in any courts related to the proposed sale, in
particular in the Pennsylvania Orphans Court. 11

trusts that the Board would satisfy the principles of transparency and consultation that underlie the specific
recommendations.
7

Specifically:
https://archive.icann.org/en/tlds/org/criteria.htm
And:
https://www.icann.org/resources/unthemed-pages/registry-agmt-appw-2002-10-24-en
And
https://www.icann.org/news/icann-pr-2001-03-01-en
8

Except for personally identifiable information and corporate/ trade secrets.

9

Except for personally identifiable information and corporate/ trade secrets.

10 ISOC, PIR and Ethos have published a portion of the documents in question, see:

https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/pir-isoc-ethos-capital-10jan20-en.pdf
However, most of what some people would consider to be essential information has not been published. As stated on
page 1 of the cited PDF file, "the following information is not included: the underlying equity purchase agreement,
sensitive financial information, corporate organizational information, draft organizational documents, documentation
provided to governmental entities and certain supporting contractual documents."
11 We understand that it has been agreed to make these documents public.
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8. A communication plan, developed in consultation with the ChAC, is agreed in
order to address possible reputational damage arising from the proposed sale.

1. Background
1.1 Background regarding .ORG and its proposed sale
1.1.1 Historical Background of .ORG
The .ORG gTLD was originally created, as were the other historical gTLDs, by RFC
159112, according to which “This domain is intended as the miscellaneous TLD for
organizations that didn't fit anywhere else. Some non- government organizations may
fit here.” Since the .com gTLD “is intended for commercial entities, that is companies”,
it appears that .ORG was not originally intended to be used by commercial entities.
However, there were never any restrictions on registrations under .ORG, and in fact
many registrants are commercial entities. Nevertheless, when ISOC decided to bid to
become the registry for .ORG, following ICANN’s decision to oblige Verisign to divest
itself from being the registry for .ORG, ISOC replied to a Request for Proposals that
contained the following criteria for assessing proposals13:
● “A key objective is differentiation of the .ORG TLD from TLDs intended for
commercial purposes”
● “The successor operator's policies and practices should strive to be responsive
to and supportive of the noncommercial Internet user community”
● “Where representative governing or advisory groups are proposed, the proposal
should ensure a mechanism for providing all .ORG registrants with the

12

https://tools.ietf.org/html/rfc1591

13 https://archive.icann.org/en/tlds/org/criteria.htm
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opportunity to participate in that mechanism, either through the selection of
members, or through some other means. The bylaws or other documents
establishing the groups should provide explicitly for an open, transparent, and
participatory process by which .ORG operating policies are initiated, reviewed,
and revised in a manner that reflects the interests of .ORG domain name
holders and is consistent with the terms of its registry agreement with ICANN”
● “Demonstrated support among registrants in the .ORG TLD, particularly those
actually using .ORG domain names for noncommercial purposes, will be a factor
in evaluation of the proposals”
Further, in anticipation of the divestiture, ICANN and VeriSign agreed that14:
● “VeriSign would establish an endowment of $5 million for the purpose of
funding the reasonable operating expenses of a global registry for the specific
use of non-profit organizations”
● In ICANN’s announcement of the proposed revisions to the ICANN-VeriSign
Agreements (including .ORG), it said of the revisions that15: “The net result of
this would be a .ORG registry returned, after some appropriate transition period,
to its originally intended function as a registry operated by and for non-profit
organizations”
ISOC won the bid16 and created a new non-profit entity, the Public Interest Registry
(PIR), to be the registry for .ORG. PIR is controlled by ISOC, in the sense that ISOC is the
sole member of PIR.

14

https://archive.icann.org/en/nsi/proposed-org-registry-agmt-01mar01.htm

15 https://www.icann.org/news/icann-pr-2001-03-01-en
16 ICANN’s evaluation of the proposals submitted is at:

https://archive.icann.org/en/tlds/org/preliminary-evaluation-report-19aug02.htm
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1.1.2 Background of the proposed sale of .ORG
For some time, the ISOC Board and management have been concerned that essentially
all of ISOC’s funding was coming from a single source, PIR. It was felt that
diversification of revenues was necessary, and various avenues were explored to
achieve that goal. The unsolicited offer from Ethos to buy PIR was seen as an excellent
opportunity to achieve that goal and to ensure stable, essentially perpetual, funding
for ISOC.
Most aspects of the domain name system have been privatized. However, much – if
not all – of that privatization took place after extensive public consultations17.
The principle of selling PIR to a for-profit entity was not put forward for public
consultation –nor for consultation with the ISOC constituencies. Many aspects of the
proposed deal have not been made public, drawing a request from ICANN that the
documents regarding the Request to ICANN be published in the interest of
transparency.18 As the Association for Progressive Computing (APC) puts the matter19:
“The lack of transparency, consultation and accountability around the proposed sale of
.ORG is in stark contrast to the principles of multistakeholder governance that ISOC
promotes in other areas of its work and operations.”
ICANN's Address Support Organization (ASO, comprising the Regional Internet
Registries), in their role as a member of ICANN’s Empowered Community, has formally
requested “to inspect any ICANN records20 which pertain to or provide relevant insight

17

See in particular the consultations resulting in the creation of ICANN, at:
https://www.ntia.doc.gov/federal-register-notice/1998/statement-policy-management-internet-names-and-addresses
And the consultations leading to the full privatization of ICANN (the IANA Transition):
https://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/iana_stewardship_transition_assessment_report.pdf
18

https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/correspondence/jeffrey-to-sullivan-nevett-09dec19-en.pdf

19 https://www.apc.org/en/pubs/apc-statement-proposed-sale-public-interest-registryorg-domain
20 It should be noted that the ICANN Bylaws 22.7 limit such requests to “accounting books and records … and the minutes

of the Board or any Board Committee.” It is unclear why the ASO request is phrased more broadly. It should also be noted
that ICANN has refused the request, arguing precisely that it is too broad.
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to the process by which ICANN will consider (and potentially approve) the assignment
of the .ORG Registry Agreement, including the process by which input from the
affected community will be obtained prior to ICANN’s consideration and potential
approval of the assignment.”21/22
While ISOC, PIR, and Ethos have held webinars and published information regarding
the deal23, many questions asked by concerned stakeholders remain unanswered.
While the ISOC and PIR Board of Trustees maintain that they are acting in the best
interests of ISOC and of the .ORG registrants, they have failed to allay the concerns of
many parties, in particular because of the lack of transparency, and the fact that Ethos
Capital has no track record and apparently was created in large part in order to do this
deal.
1.1.3 Summary of discussions on the Internet policy mailing list24
Note: This section attempts to summarize the individual positions put forward on the
list. It does not represent a consensus view of the ChAC regarding the issues discussed.
The discussion on the list was dominated by a few people with strongly held views.
Regrettably, some of the posts used intemperate language, and this may have
discouraged others from posting. Consequently, it is difficult to tell from discussion on
the list what the positions are of most of the Chapters, particularly since many
participants were speaking on their own behalf and may not even be involved in a
Chapter.

21

https://www.nro.net/aso-issues-inspection-request-to-icann/

22

It should be noted that this request was solicited by NTEN, one of the organizations behind savedot.org.

23 https://www.keypointsabout.org/
24 The archive of posts is at:

https://elists.isoc.org/mailman/private/internetpolicy
This summary of the posts of November-December 2019 is based on a message posted to by Brandt Dainow
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The discussion on the list was highly polarized, with some extreme positions being hotly
contested and defended. Consequently, the summary below may appear to turn both
sides into caricatures and reflects the lack of neutrality of some of the discussion on the
list.
There are deeply held and complex disagreements concerning this matter. People who
posted to the list are divided over the philosophical/ethical principle as to whether
not-for-profit and profit-orientation make for different types of organizations
deserving different types of governance.
In essence, some people feel that .ORG is “just a business” and that there are no issues
in selling it to a privately-held company, even if that might result in reduction in
transparency. Others feel that, while .ORG may be “just a business”, the transparency
rules of publicly held corporations and non-profit organizations should continue to
apply. Still others feel that .ORG should be treated as if it were a public utility.
While many concerns reflected a middle ground, less nuanced positions were also
expressed. Among those, hose in favour of the sale do not consider not-for-profit
status a gating requirement for the .ORG registry operator, and feel that too much
significance is being assigned to it for the purposes of this discussion. Those opposing
the sale consider not-for-profit status to be important due to the perceived nature of
the .ORG domain.
Some people who posted to the list stated that, in their opinions, the proposed sale
violates ISOC’s formal charter25 or mission26 (as they understand them), and/or the
initial ISOC undertaking to ICANN27. The relevant texts (including those cited above) are
ambiguous and people are honestly interpreting them differently.

25

https://www.internetsociety.org/about-internet-society/governance-policies/by-laws/

26

https://www.internetsociety.org/mission/

27https://archive.icann.org/en/tlds/org/criteria.htm
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Some of the postings on the list concerned the potential future impact of this sale on
the .ORG registrants and the potential future impact on the wider Internet. People in
favor of the sale either do not think the impact will be significant, that the statements
about future impact are wildly exaggerated, overblown and engage in fearmongering,
and/or that it is in ICANN’s purview to ensure, through contractual agreements, that
.ORG registrants are not unfavorably impacted. People opposing the sale raise
questions regarding potential future price increases, and a potential subsequent
change in the ownership of the .ORG registry that might result in it becoming
susceptible to repressive regimes that could suppress freedom of speech from nonprofit organizations and rights activists utilizing the .ORG domain. Some of those with
a more nuanced or measured view state that there is insufficient public information at
this time to allow drawing conclusions on these issues.
Some of the postings related to whether the sale proceeded in a legitimate and ethical
manner. Here opponents of the sale are concerned with the personnel involved, the
lack of transparency (which they cast as “secrecy”), or the valuation (which is variously
characterized as too low or too high). Those in favor of the sale meanwhile explain
that it is understandable that business deals of this nature are made privately and are
not conducive to widely publicized consultations. Those with a more nuanced view
acknowledge this, but believe that this transaction should not be run like a “typical”
private equity deal.
Some of the postings indicate disagreement regarding whether some or all of the
criteria originally specified by ICANN in 200228 for the reassignment of .ORG were or
are still binding, the extent to which they may be relevant, and regarding whether or
not the proposed sale to Ethos meets those criteria (or should meet those criteria).
Some members of the community believe that the best course of action is to treat the
sale as a ¨fait accompli¨ and believe that the focus should instead be on making the

28 https://archive.icann.org/en/tlds/org/criteria-20may02.htm
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ICANN approval subject to community review and possibly imposing conditions on the
transfer to maintain the initial spirit of PIR for active registrants over a prolonged
period of time.29
Finally, and most importantly, people who posted to the list are divided as to how to
proceed. The diverging views do not fall into neat categories, but perhaps can be
summarized as follows:
a) Stop the sale: ISOC should retain .ORG as at present.30
b) The sale should not take place until all relevant documents and information have
been made public, and the ISOC Board of Trustees has taken into account the
comments made by the ISOC constituencies.
c) The sale should take place, but Ethos and the new PIR should be bound to
respect either the initial conditions31 under which .ORG was delegated to ISOC,
or some other set of conditions designed to protect the public interest nature of
.ORG.
d) The sale should proceed as proposed.
e)
1.1.4 Summary of discussions during the 17 December 2019 ChAC meeting
The discussions in the 17 December 2019 ChAC meeting largely reflected the
discussions on the mailing list, and the divided views of the participants. The ISOC

29 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/correspondence/ncsg-to-botterman-09dec19-en.pdf
30 It should be noted that that some believe that .ORG should be taken away from ISOC. There is even a self-styled

“coalition” that believes it should be given to them, see:
https://associationsnow.com/2020/01/new-co-op-aims-to-take-over-org-registry-operations/
31 Specifically:

https://archive.icann.org/en/tlds/org/criteria.htm
And:
https://www.icann.org/resources/unthemed-pages/registry-agmt-appw-2002-10-24-en
And
https://www.icann.org/news/icann-pr-2001-03-01-en
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Trustees elected by the Chapters defended the sale, whereas other participants voiced
additional concerns. Furthermore, questions were raised regarding the role of
Chapters, the fair and transparent representation of their interest, and the role of the
Trustees elected by the Chapters. Suggestions were also made regarding other
measures to consider if the sale is consummated (such other measures included using
a portion of the funds received from the sale to create independent sources of funding
for the Chapters, and a communication plan to address potential reputational
damage).
In particular, and as far as the members of the Board elected by the Chapters are
concerned, there are still substantial questions regarding the circumstances in which
the board members agreed to sign Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs) and the content
and presentation of so-far unpublished studies and advice by external experts that
allowed them to make a decision of this scope and impact. While those conditions are
usual for private business deals, some consider that they are incompatible with the
bottom-up multistakeholder model that ISOC has long promoted for the management
of Internet naming and addressing resources.
During the meeting, it was agreed to draft formal advice to the ISOC Board.

2. The PIR sale and Chapters’ concerns regarding it
Many of the concerns raised by Chapters (and others) regarding the proposed sale of
.ORG are reflected in a letter to ICANN signed by five members of the US Congress32.

32 https://www.warren.senate.gov/oversight/letters/lawmakers-urge-internet-governing-body-to-block-private-equity-

firm-ethos-capital-from-taking-over-the-org-internet-domain-name-registry
The actual letter is here:
http://ct.symplicity.com/t/wrn/3bfc61ae375008a05d25042cd29240e4/4262265609/realurl=https:/www.warren.senate.g
ov/download/20200116-letter-to-icann-about-sale-of-org-registry
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A number of Chapter members have expressed concerns regarding the potential
reputational damage to ISOC, and consequently to the Chapters, if the deal goes
through. For example, the Swiss Chapter has indicated that non-profit or academic
organizations that would normally be pleased to conduct a project jointly with that
Chapter might be reluctant to engage with the Chapter following the public outcry
regarding the sale of PIR.

2.1 Process
One of the sources of the backlash against the deal appears to be considerable anxiety,
or even consternation, regarding the manner in which the deal was negotiated– which,
for some, engendered a sense of betrayal. It appears that ISOC has had a long-standing
interest in diversifying its revenue sources, since it was overly reliant on the revenues
from PIR. When Ethos Capital made an unsolicited offer, the Trustees were obliged to
consider it seriously.
Ethos made the offer only on condition that it be kept confidential. While Ethos
apparently did not prevent ISOC from seeking other offers, including through a public
request for proposals, the Board apparently felt that19 open consultations would take
too long, could cause Ethos to withdraw its offer, and – having taken expert advice –
concluded that no other offer would likely be as advantageous as that of Ethos33.
The Board did solicit other offers privately, but none came close, in financial terms, to
Ethos’ offer. Thus, the Board unanimously34 decided to accept Ethos’s offer.
This process has drawn criticism for the following reasons:

33 Some people stated that it is not clear whether the expert advice in question considered the non-profit and volunteer

nature of ISOC’s Chapters.

34 One Board member recused himself from the discussions and decisions on all matters related to PIR.
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1. It does not appear to be consistent with the principles of openness and
transparency that ISOC has long advocated35.
2. There is no guarantee that an open bidding process would not have resulted in a
better offer.
3. The decision appears to have been taken prior to Ethos making any legallybinding commitments regarding future price increases for .ORG registrations or
to the exact nature of PIR’s future corporate status (for example, registration as
a Benefit Corporation in a jurisdiction that provides for that status).
4. It appears to have been run confidentially and under time pressure, in response
to the unsolicited confidential offer by Ethos.
5. The Board apparently did not push back on Ethos’ non-disclosure requirements
and demand that they be lifted.
6. Although the names of ISOC’s external advisors have been disclosed, we have no
insight into the quality, depth and breadth of the professional advice made
available to the Trustees for their final decision and when (or if) those
documents will be made public.
7. The Board did not consult with ISOC Chapters and/or members before making
the decision.
8. The financial interests of ISOC the organization appear to be the sole or most
prioritized consideration without sufficient regard to ISOC’s custodianship of
.ORG as a public Internet resource that is relied upon by non-profit
organizations.

2.2 Principles
During the discussions, it has been stated that deals of this nature are always
negotiated in private.

35 For example, ISOC’s mission statement says that “Our work aligns with our goals for the Internet to be open, …” and it

focuses, inter alia, on “Advocating for policy that is consistent with our view of the Internet”. See:
https://www.internetsociety.org/mission/
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It is true that many business deals are negotiated in private, and that Ethos, as a
privately-held company, has no obligation to make anything public, and might even
have an obligation to keep everything confidential.
But the deal in question is not an ordinary deal. It is a deal to sell (and to transform
into a for-profit entity) an organization, PIR, that was created to manage .ORG in the
public interest (as its name says) and as the “net result” of a process intended to
ensure that the “.ORG registry returned, after some appropriate transition period, to
its originally intended function as a registry operated by non-profit organizations for
non-profit organizations”.36
There is a proposed significant shift in the nature of PIR's ownership: from a wellestablished Internet community non-profit organization – ISOC – to a new, untested,
private investment firm – Ethos. While Ethos has issued statements to the effect that
their name does reflect their intentions – namely to act ethically – and that under their
ownership PIR will continue to manage .ORG in the public interest, they have not, to
date, provided any convincing, detailed information to support their claims. For
example, they have not provided the future B-Corporation bylaws of PIR for public
comment37, they have not made binding commitments to cap future price increases38,
etc.
We have no detailed answers to questions that are legitimate from the point of view of
people who are seeking not just reassurance, but actual evidence, that .ORG will
continue to be operated in the public interest, and in particular in the interest of nonprofit organizations.

36

https://www.icann.org/news/icann-pr-2001-03-01-en

37 But they have indicated an intent to make certain commitments, see:

https://www.keypointsabout.org/blog/commitments-in-certificate-of-formation

38 They have however stated publicly that price increases would be limited to an average of 10% per year, which is the

limit that had previously been imposed by ICANN.
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More importantly, what PIR and Ethos Capital propose does not address what some
people consider to be a fundamental objection: the shift from non-for-profit to forprofit39. They object on principle: the fear of unknown consequences, and/or a belief
that a society is a better one if there are parts of it which are not run for profit.

2.3 The .ORG sale itself
Subsequent to comments from the ISOC and .ORG constituencies, Ethos agreed to
disclose the price of the transaction: US $1.135 billion, and that that money is coming
primarily from three investment firms tied to the families of individual billionaires,40
but also from one or more loans. That information has led some people to express
further concern regarding the deal, because they don't understand the strategy of
these investment firms, i.e., why would they invest that sort of money in an entity with
what these individuals estimate to be an approximately4%41 return on investment42.
These individuals further speculate that a prudent investor would seek a significantly
higher rate of return for an investment with a comparable risk profile43. Thus, say these

39 The US National Association of State Charities Officials has voiced concerns in that respect regarding the proposed sale,

see:
https://www.nasconet.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/NASCO-ltr-011720.pdf

40 FMR Capital (better known as Fidelity Investments), Perot Holdings, and Solamere Capital (co-founded by Mitt

Romney’s son).

41 Actually significantly lower, due to the service on the loan. While we don’t know the conditions of the loan,

ISOC/PIR/Ethos have indicated that servicing the loan would require slightly less than half of the historical PIR payments
to ISOC. So, according to one estimate, the RoI might be as low as 2.6%, see:
https://elists.isoc.org/mailman/private/internetpolicy/2020-January/015575.html
42 Higher returns have historically been achieved in the US stock and bond markets, see for example:

https://investor.vanguard.com/mutual-funds/profile/performance/vfinx
https://investor.vanguard.com/mutual-funds/profile/performance/vbltx

43 According to Bain & Company, annual returns from "[p ]ublicly traded PE firms like Apollo, KKR and Blackstone"

averaged "in the mid to high single digits over the past five years. See:
https:/ /www .bain.com/contentassets/87 5a49e26e9c4 77 5942ec5b86084dillalbain report private equity report
2019.pdf
However, this may not be relevant or significant in this context, because cited returns are overall returns from very large
investment firms: these tend to be driven by a few superstar investments, a larger number of solid but unspectacular
performers, and then a bunch of dogs.
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individuals, Ethos should be motivated to seek a significant increase in PIR’s revenue. It
is not clear how that could be achieved. Others note that it is perfectly normal for
investment funds to seek diversification and to pursue different long-term strategies,
so the proposed deal would make sense from their point of view; consequently, they
say it is not clear that any of the speculation about the return on investment or shortterm revenue is significant, apart from not necessarily being accurate – or even
particularly well-founded.
ISOC has stated that revenues from PIR are stagnant and might decline in the future.
Different marketing of .ORG and the offering of additional services might reverse that
trend and increase revenues, perhaps even without price increases. But Ethos has not
provided any indication of what those marketing and development plans might be.
And Ethos has refused to provide information on its financial plans.
Another concern that has been raised it that apparently PIR will be saddled with
servicing the loans (that is, paying principal and interest), which might potentially be
problematic in the future.
Furthermore, concerns have been raised regarding the protection of freedom of
speech after the change in the ownership of PIR. Others have pointed out that, as
compared to registrars, registries have very little to do with actions relating to freedom
of speech. Ethos has promised that there will be no changes regarding PIR’s policies
and practices in this respect, and it has promised to create an advisory Stewardship
Council. Its members will be initially appointed by PIR. The Stewardship Council will
subsequently appoint new members itself as the terms of old members expire.
The Council will take input from the .ORG community. How, is yet to be determined. It
is unclear whether the Council will “interpret” or poll .ORG registrants and/or the
public for opinions or pass them on unmodified or simply use them, in a manner
determined by them, to formulate their own opinions.

18

3.0 Final Note
This advice is verbatim and based on Version 5.4 of the document generated by the
ChAC Drafting Group on the PIR sale issue. The Group was created by full consensus of
the full ChAC during its 17 December 2019 meeting. Its membership consisted of the
following Chapters/Delegates:
1. Alexander Blom, Netherlands Chapter
2. Edmon Chung, Hong Kong Chapter
3. Joao Luis Silva Damas, Spain Chapter
4. Richard Hill, Swiss Chapter (Editor)
5. Jacqueline Morris, Trinidad and Tobago Chapter
6. Carlos Raúl, Costa Rica Chapter
7. Greg Shatan, New York Chapter
8. Winthrop Yu, Philippines Chapter
9. John More, US Washington D.C. Chapter
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4 January 2020: Version 1.0 posted
10 January 2020: Editing group discusses draft, Version 1.1 posted
12 January 2020: Version 2.0 posted
21 January 2020: Editing group discusses draft, Version 3.0 posted
24 January 2020: Final output of editing group posted as Version 4.0
30- January-7 February 2020: Version 4.0 posted to ChAC list for comments
9 February 2020: Version 5.0 posted for discussion to editing group
10 February 2020: Version 5.1, 5.2, 5.3 & 5.4 posted
13 February 2020: Advice created

●
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16 February 2020: Full ChAC Consensus Call

23 February 2020: Approved by unanimous consensus by the full ChAC
● 23 February 2020: Transmitted to ISOC Board of Directors Chair & Secretary
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