Triage Exercise
Case 1

Topic: 34 – 2016: IANA Naming Function Agreement 
Originator: ICANN
Summary of request: 
This public comment proceeding seeks community input on the proposed IANA Naming Function Agreement. In order to reflect the recommendations contained in the proposals by the IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) as provided to the ICANN Board and transmitted to NTIA on 10 March 2016, ICANN must incorporate an affiliate referred to as PTI, and put in place an agreement between ICANN and PTI granting PTI the right to perform the IANA naming function.
https://www.icann.org/public-comments/iana-naming-function-agreement-2016-08-10-en
Date received: 11 August 2016
Recommended action, if any: send to cctldworld@
Expertise needed, if any:  managerial, operational, legal, regulatory
Impact on ccNSO/ccTLDs: middle


	
Questions:
· Do you agree with the recommended action(s)? What other actions would you suggest?
· Do you agree with the assessment of the impact on ccNSO/ccTLDs? What criteria did you use?







Triage Exercise
Case 2


Topic:   23-2018: Long-Term Options to Adjust the Timeline of Reviews

Summary of request:  
This public comment proceeding invites feedback on long-term options to provide more reasonable scheduling across ICANN reviews (Specific and Organizational), with the goal of meeting ICANN's accountability and transparency obligations in a more practical and sustainable manner. The proposal provides details on the challenges with the existing schedule of Specific and Organizational Reviews. This includes the constraints under which ICANN organization must conduct these reviews in line with the mandate from the Bylaws and a discussion on the principles and related options that the community may wish to consider. The goal is to develop a more realistic and sustainable review schedule for the future.
Read more:  https://www.icann.org/news/announcement-3-2018-05-14-en [icann.org]
Recommended action, if any: share with ccnso-council@icann.org; ccnso-members@icann.org; ccTLDcommunity@cctld-managers.org  and on the ccNSO social media channels. Webinar details have been shared with the aforementioned list, and the GRC mailing list. GRC will prepare a draft council statement.
Expertise needed, if any:  Reviews/Improvements, Accountability/Transparency, Bylaws
Impact on ccNSO/ccTLDs: middle



	
Questions:
· Do you agree with the recommended action(s)? What other actions would you suggest?
· Do you agree with the assessment of the impact on ccNSO/ccTLDs? What criteria did you use?






Triage Exercise
Case 3

Topic:   36-2018: Recommendations for Managing IDN Variant Top-Level Domains
Summary of request:  
Recommendations for managing Internationalized Domain Name (IDN) variant labels for top level domains (TLDs) have been developed by ICANN organization. The relevant materials along with these proposed recommendations are being published to seek community feedback.
Read more: https://www.icann.org/news/announcement-2018-07-25-en [icann.org]
Recommended action, if any: share with ccnso-council@icann.org,  ccnso-members@icann.org; ccTLDcommunity@cctld-managers.org  and on the ccNSO social media channels.
Expertise needed, if any:  IDN, TLDs, Variant labels
Impact on ccNSO/ccTLDs: Low
[bookmark: _GoBack]
	Specific feedback was sought on the following questions, which directly refer to ccTLDs and the ccNSO. Was the triage recommendation the right one?

1. The rationale for the RZ-LGR requires strictly adhering to the IDN variant label sets defined by the community through the RZ-LGR. Is this a reasonable pre-requisite for implementing IDN Variant TLDs?
2. Do the proposed recommendations appropriately address the management and implementation of the IDN Variant TLDs?
a. Do any suggested recommendations need to be changed? Why?
b. Are any additional recommendations needed?
3. Does the analysis suitably cover the impact of the recommendations on existing procedures for IDN ccTLDs and IDN gTLDs? Is there alternate analysis for certain cases? Are there any additional impacts on the procedures not identified?
4. Which (if any) of the recommendations require policy consideration by GNSO and ccNSO, whereas the remaining would only have an impact on procedures?
5. To prevent the permutation issue which can be introduced by using variant labels, as identified by SSAC, how may the allocated IDN Variant TLD labels be limited? Are the mechanisms suggested in Appendix C appropriate? What other factors may also be relevant?
Are the risks and their mitigation measures sufficiently comprehensive? Are there any additional risks? Should there be different or additional mitigation measures?


Questions:
· Do you agree with the recommended action(s)? What other actions would you suggest?
· Do you agree with the assessment of the impact on ccNSO/ccTLDs? What criteria did you use?




