ccNSO Resolutions on ccPDP

Background
At its meeting on 10 December 2015 the ccNSO Council discussed the launch of the formal ccNSO Policy Development Processes to address the lack of policy with respect to retirement of ccTLDs and the absence of a review mechanism on issues of delegation, revocation and retirement of ccTLDs. 

In 2011 the ccNSO Delegation and Redelegation Working Group (DRDWG) noted the need for ccNSO policy development on ccTLD retirement to increase predictability and legitimacy in this area,[footnoteRef:1] but recommended that such a ccNSO PDP should be launched following the development of a Framework of Interpretation of RFC 1591. [1:  See DRD WG Final Report, page 19, http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/drd-wg-final-report-07mar11-en.pdf and Council Decision 16 March 2011, http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/minutes-council-16mar11-en.pdf ] 


In addition, as called for in RFC 1591, a Review Mechanism is needed to resolve disputes regarding the most critical decisions pertaining to  ccTLDs: delegation, revocation, transfer and retirement of a ccTLD. Until such time a policy this has been developed and is implemented, such a mechanism remains unavailable, whilst comparable decisions or similar decisions affecting gTLDs are subject to review and redress.

Following the initial discussions of Council, input and feed-back was sought from the community at the Marrakesh meeting. The community present was of the view that the initial focus needs to be on developing a Review Mechanism, which is considered to be of highest priority, in particular in light of the IANA Stewardship transition. Only then the focus should on retirement, and, if needed, revisit the Review Mechanism to include decisions relating to the retirement of ccTLDs.

Further, the view of the community was to do as many things in parallel as feasible. The preference was to conduct one (1) PDP, although implications were not very clear.  To provide greater clarity, the Council asked the secretariat to an overview of the different alternatives and associated timelines, taking into account the feed-back and input received at the Marrakesh meeting.  These alternatives were presented to Council at its meeting on 12 May 2016:  

1. The two PDPs (Review Mechanism and Retirement) run sequentially
2. One PDP two sequential WG (Review Mechanism, Retirement)
3. One PDP two Parallel WG (effectively the same as one PDPD with one WG)

Initial analysis suggested that the major differences between the alternatives are:
· Availability of community members/ Workload for the community. 
· Moment in time Review Mechanism is available to the community. 
Further analysis has shown that the choice for one (1) or two (2) PDP’s may be deferred until Council decides to initiate the PDP(s).

Draft Decisions
1. In accordance with Annex B section 1 of the ICANN Bylaws the ccNSO Council requests an Issue Report, which should address the following topics:
a. Whether or not the ccNSO should initiate the ccNSO Policy Development Process on the retirement of ccTLDs and review mechanism for decision pertaining to the delegation, transfer, revocation and retirement of ccTLDs. 
b. Whether or not to initiate a ccPDP to develop a policy on Review Mechanism first and defer the decision on the Retirement to a later stage, and if so, when the decision should be taken; and
c. Whether or not to convene a Taskforce or use other method to address these issues.  
In addition, if the conclusion of the Issue Report is to initiate a ccNSO Policy Development Process, the ccNSO Council requests that the Issue Report include a proposed time line for conducting each of the stages of PDP outlined herein (PDP Time Line).

2. In preparing the Issue Report, and, in proposing a time line for conducting each stage of the ccPDP the Issue Manager should take into consideration and be guided by the following documents:
· The ccNSO Delegation and Redelegation working group Final report on retirement of ccTLDs, 07 march 2011 (http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/drd-wg-retirement-report-07mar11-en.pdf) 
· The ccNSO Framework of Interpretation working group Final Report, (http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/foi-final-07oct14-en.pdf )
· RFC 1591 (https://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc1591.txt )
· ISO 3166 standard (http://www.iso.org/iso/country_codes) 
· CWG-Stewardship Final Report, Annex O: ccTLD Appeals Mechanism Background and supporting Findings Sections 1414- 1428.
· and any other matters that the Issues Manager considers to be of relevance.

3. In accordance with Annex B section 2 of the ICANN Bylaws the ccNSO Council appoints Bart Boswinkel, ccNSO senior policy advisor as Issue Manager.

4. [bookmark: _GoBack]To establish a Council sub-committee to act as a steering group for the PDP, and to liaise with and assist the Issue Manager on behalf of the Council, up and until the Council decides whether or not to initiate a ccPDP on review mechanism and retirement of ccTLDs (foreseen to take place at the Hyderabad face-to face meeting). The sub-committee will have 6 members consisting of one (1) Councillor from each of ICANN geographic regions, including the vice-chair overseeing the policy and policy related activities, and one (1) NomCom appointed Councilor. The Issue Manager will issue a call for volunteers shortly, and the members of the committee will be appointed by email vote by Council.

5. The secretariat is requested is publish this resolution as soon as possible and upon publication it becomes effective.
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