Additional issues identified by the Election Process Review Group

During the analysis of the current issues with the election/voting process the Group identified several issues which are closely related to election/voting process and which would require an in-depth study. 
1 ccNSO Regions and Representation
When establishing the ccNSO 10 years ago, it was agreed that a key component would be the geographic diversity of ccTLD members, and that 4 ccTLDs from each of the 5 regions were required as the threshold to initially form the ccNSO. For the election of the ccNSO Council, a certain number of seats are attributed to each region, and ccTLD members within the region vote for Councillors for their respective regional seats. 

But is the current division fair? For example, there are only 4 members in the NA region but more than 40 members in the AP region. There are proposals to change geographical division. As the result the number of ccTLDs in the NA region will grow up to 20 members, and AP will reduce. This seems a more reasonable approach, however, it must be stressed that just because an individual is elected from a particular region, they may not represent their regions views. In fact, they should act on behalf of the entire community, not just a particular region or their own ccTLD. There do not appear to be examples of Council members giving responses based on them having lobbied a region.

An issue for debate is therefore whether or not the archaic regional apportionment for elections to Council is still relevant? Would it not be better for an open global election of candidates, to ensure that the entire ccTLD community can select the best possible candidates for their governing Council?

Furthermore, since the inception of the ccNSO, the ICANN Nominating Committee has been given the task of filling some seats on the ccNSO Council, and that part of the process is for the NomCom to ensure geographic and cultural diversity and balance.

Given that the ccNSO recognises the regional ccTLD organisations that exist in 4 of the 5 regions, and those regional organisations appoint observers to the ccNSO Council, it can be argued that a more comprehensive regional perspective arises from the regional organisations participation than from any individual Councillor.
Could we abandon the division into regions and become a ccTLD community at large? How will that influence the future of ccNSO? What would be the benefits of such an approach?
2 The ccNSO Council

At the moment there are 18 Councillors. However, for the group of people to be efficient this number seems too high.  Would a smaller Council of 7-9 people be more productive and efficient? 

3 Members’ activity

The growing number of the ccNSO members poses some other threats to the efficiency of the ccNSO as organisation. It is becoming obvious that not all ccNSO members are equally active. This can be observed, for example, during elections when it is getting more and more complicated to reach the required minimum of the votes. 

At some point the passivity of the members and inability to take decisions might lead to a stagnation of the organisation. Can we address this threat by replacing the quorum requirement with a simple majority?

4 Size vs Votes

Is it feasible that the vote of one member, representing several millions of domain names, has the same weight as the one from a small registry? What are the threats and opportunities if the system is changed?
5 Conclusions of the Group
To study and, if deemed necessary, to address the issues described above, the Election Process Review Group recommends the Council:

1. To widen the scope of the Group in order to conduct a thorough analysis of the aforementioned issues
2. To make a call for additional volunteers to join the Group.

