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	Section II:  Problem Statement, Goals & Objectives and Scope

	Problem Statement:

	The National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) has requested that ICANN “convene a multistakeholder process to develop a plan to transition the U.S. government stewardship role” with regard to the IANA Functions and related root zone management.  In making its announcement, the NTIA specified that the transition proposal must have broad community support and meet the following principles: 
•
Support and enhance the multistakeholder model

•
Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet DNS

•
Meet the needs and expectation of the global customers and partners of the IANA services

•
Maintain the openness of the Internet.

On June 6 ICANN proposed the creation of a Coordination Group “responsible for preparing a transition proposal respective of the differing needs of the various affected parties of the IANA functions.” 
Two subsets of IANA’s global customers/partners, the addressing and Internet protocol parameter  communities led by the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and the number resource community comprising the Number Resource Organization (NRO), the Address Supporting Organization (ASO) and the Regional Internet Registries (RIRs), have responded to the NTIA’s announcement and the formation of the Coordination Group, by establishing working groups to provide input on their specific needs and expectations with respect to the IANA Stewardship Transition. It was determined that the transition proposal should be developed within the directly affected community (i.e. the IETF for development of standards for Internet Protocol Parameters; the NRO, the ASO, and the RIRs for functions related the management and distribution of numbering resources; and the GNSO and ccNSO for functions related to the Domain Name System). 
These efforts would inform the work of the Coordinating Group, whose responsibility would be to fashion an overall integrated transition proposal from these autonomously developed components.  

There is a need for the naming community to similarly come together to articulate its needs and expectations in an integrated fashion, as an integral part of this transition process, and to develop a proposal for the elements of the IANA Stewardship Transition that directly affect the naming community.
 

	Goals & Objectives:

	The primary goal of the working group will be to produce one or more specific transition proposals for the elements of the IANA Functions relating to the Domain Name System. These proposals must meet the needs of the naming community in general, including the needs of all of the CWG’s chartering organizations and direct consumers of IANA naming services including generic and country code top level domains.    In developing these proposals the CWG should:

· Draw upon the collective expertise of the participating stakeholders; 
· Seek additional expert input and advice as appropriate; 

· Follow an open, global and transparent process;
· Provide the opportunity for participation by all stakeholders and interested or affected parties; 

· Be community-led, through the process of bottom-up, consensus-based decision-making; and

· Meet the principles specified by NTIA and reiterated in the subsequent section. 

Such proposals may be partial or comprehensive, subject to the scoping description in the next section. In addition, the CWG may, without limitation: 
· Meet with the IETF and NSO working groups developing parallel transition proposals to explain the CWGs work and remain up to date on their progress
;
· Provide advice, analysis and comments to the chartering organizations, Coordinating Group, or ICANN staff on questions that are posed to it and on other transition proposals that may arise elsewhere; and
· Work with others engaged in the ICANN accountability review process (discussed below) to coordinate the approach to dependencies between the processes.
Principles

NTIA specified that the transition proposal must have broad community support and meet the following principles: 
· Support and enhance the multistakeholder model,

· Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet DNS,

· Meet the needs and expectation of the global customers and partners of the IANA services, [and]

· Maintain the openness of the Internet.

NTIA also specified that it would not accept a proposal that replaces the NTIA role with a government-led or an intergovernmental organization solution.

In order to embody the multistakeholder approach, the Cross Community Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship Transfer (CWG) should adhere to the following additional principles: openness; diversity; global participation; involvement of affected parties; and bottom-up, consensus-based decision-making.

	Scope:

	The IANA functions are currently the subject of a contract between ICANN, the IANA Functions Operator, and the NTIA. The Annex to this Charter contains a summary and description of the IANA functions drawn from the NTIA’s statement of work for that IANA contract. Based on this, IANA performs 11 individual functions. It: 
1.
Coordinates the assignment of technical protocol parameters including the management of the Address and Routing Parameter Area (ARPA) TLD; 

2.
Performs administrative functions associated with root zone management;
3.
Manages root zone file change requests;
4.
Manages “WHOIS” change requests and the WHOIS database;

5.
Implements changes in the assignment of Country Code Top Level-Domains (ccTLDs) in accordance with established policy; 
6.
Implements decisions delegating and redelegation Generic Top Level Domain (gTLD) in accordance with ICANN policy; 
7.
Undertakes projects to increase root zone automation;
8.
Manages Root Domain Name System Security Extensions (DNSSEC) keys;

9.
Provides a Customer Service Complaint Resolution Process (CSCRP);
10.
Allocates Internet numbering resources; and
11.
Performs other services (operate the .INT TLD, implement modifications in performance of the IANA functions as needed upon mutual agreement of the parties.)

The work of the CWG’s will primarily focus on functions 2 thru 9 and function 11 (the “Naming Functions”).  Function 11 is only included insofar as it relates to implementing modifications in performance of the IANA functions, to the exclusion of matters related to the operation of the .int TLD
.  Regarding function 9, the Customer Service Complaint Resolution Process (CSCRP), and the implementation of performance modifications referred to in function 11, the CWG anticipates that the NRO/ASO and IETF may also have proposals in these areas, and the CWG will exchange information, collaborate and develop joint proposals with them on these issues as appropriate. Functions 1 and 10 fall outside of the Naming Functions, but the CWG may deem it appropriate to comment on relevant aspects of these functions.
In respect of Function 2. (“Perform Administrative Functions Associated With Root Zone Management”), this process currently involves distinct roles performed by three different entities through two separate legal agreements: the Contractor as the IANA Functions Operator, NTIA as the Administrator, and VeriSign (‘or any successor entity as designated by the U.S. Department of Commerce”) as the Root Zone Maintainer. The future role of the Root Zone Maintainer and the contract under which the Root Zone Maintainer provides services are within the scope of the CWG.
Relationship to ICANN Accountability Review Process
ICANN has initiated a broad review of its overall accountability regime, in parallel with the IANA stewardship transition, to consider whether and how ICANN’s broader accountability mechanisms should be strengthened in the absence of its historical contractual relationship to the U.S. Government.  This broad accountability review (the “Accountability Review Process”) is not within the scope of this CWG. Any linkages between the work of the CWG on the IANA transition and the broader ICANN Accountability Review Process are outside the scope of this group’s work. Accountability for the administration of the IANA functions (i.e., operational accountability), however, is properly within the scope of this working group. 

	Section III:  Deliverables ,Timeframes and Reporting

	Deliverables:

	The CWG will, as a first step, establish and adopt a work plan and associated schedule. The work plan and schedule should include times and methods for public consultation
 and report revisions, and should establish an expected date for submission of a final report. This tentative schedule will be updated as needed. 

The work plan should include at the least the following action items:

1. Agreement on a clear definition of the IANA functions, summarizing the parties responsible for each of these functions and the processes used to do so;
2. Identification of issues for which sub-groups should be formed, including any uniquely effected parties and a methodology for sub-group reporting back to the CWG and CWG consideration of any sub-group documentation;

3. A process and timeline for developing a concrete proposal or proposals for the transition IANA Stewardship related to the Naming Functions;
4. A process and timeline for communicating any draft or final CWG proposal to participating chartering organizations for their review and consideration;
5. A process and timeline for resolving any input from the chartering organizations;
6. A process and timeline for communicating any CWG proposal to members of the IANA Stewardship Coordination Group representing the domain name community (e.g. GNSO, ccNSO, gTLD Registries, SSAC and ALAC)
;
7. A process and timeline for communicating with those involved in the Accountability Review Process to identify and address any potential interdependencies between the two processes;



	Reporting:

	The co-chairs of the working group will brief the chartering organizations on a regular basis.

	Section III:  Membership, Staffing and Organization

	Membership Criteria:

	Membership in the working group and in sub-working groups, should these be created, is open to members appointed by 
the chartering organizations. To facilitate scheduling meetings and to minimize workloads for individual members, it is highly recommended that individual members participate in only one sub-working group, should sub-working groups be created. Each of the chartering organizations shall appoint a minimum of 2 and a maximum of 5 members to the working group and sub-working groups in accordance with their own rules and procedures. 
Best efforts should be made to ensure that individual participants:

· Have sufficient expertise to participate in the applicable subject matter;
· Can commit the time needed; and
· Understand the views and concerns of other participants in the chartering organization that appoints them. 

Chartering organizations are encouraged to use open and inclusive processes when selecting their members for this CWG. 

Best efforts should also be made to ensure that the working group and the sub-working groups have representation from all five of ICANN’s five regions.
In addition, the CWG will be open to anyone interested as an observer. Observers will be able to participate in and attend all CWG meetings, however, any consensus calls or decisions that need to be made will be limited to CWG members appointed by the chartering organizations.
Volunteer co-chairs, selected by the working group, will preside over CWG deliberations and ensure that the process is bottom-up, consensus-based and has balanced multistakeholder participation. ICANN is expected to provide day-to-day project administration and secretariat support and, upon request of the WG chairs, professional project facilitators or expert assistance.

All working group participants are expected to be able to:

· Demonstrate knowledge or expertise of aspects of the objectives of the working group; and

· Commit to actively participate in the activities of the working group on an ongoing and long-term basis.

Participants and liaisons will be listed on the CWG’s webpage.

All participants in this process are required to submit a Statement of Interest following the procedures of the chartering organization from which they seek appointment.

	Group Formation, Dependencies, & Dissolution:

	Each of the participating SOs and ACs shall appoint participants to the WG in accordance with their own rules and procedures.

	Working relationship with NTIA IANA Functions' Stewardship Transition Coordination Group



	TBC

	Staffing & Resources

	The ICANN Staff assigned to the WG will fully support the work of the WG as requested by the Chair(s), including meeting support, document drafting, editing and distribution and other substantive contributions when deemed appropriate by the CWG.  ICANN will provide access to relevant experts and professional facilitators as requested by the CWG Chairs.
Staff assignments to the Working Group:
· TBC

Additional resources required:

· TBC

	Section IV:  Rules of Engagement

	Decision-Making Methodologies:

	In considering its work plan and reports, the working group shall seek to act by consensus. If a minority opposes a consensus position, that minority position shall be incorporated in the related report. The consensus view of the working group members and minority views, if any, shall be conveyed to the participating stakeholder organizations according to the following procedures.

The Chair(s) shall be responsible for designating each position as having one of the following designations:

· Consensus – a position where no minority disagrees; identified by an absence of objection

· Divergence - a position where a small minority disagrees but most agree

In the absence of Consensus, the Chair(s) should encourage the submission of minority viewpoint(s).

Consensus calls should always make best efforts to involve the entire group (working group or sub-working group). It is the role of the Chair(s) to identify the presence or absence of Consensus.

Any participant
 who disagrees with the consensus-level designation made by the Chair(s), or believes that his/her contributions are being systematically ignored or discounted should first discuss the circumstances with the relevant sub-group chair or the CWG chairs. In the event that the matter cannot be resolved satisfactorily, the group member should request an opportunity to discuss the situation with the Chairs of the chartering organizations or their designated representatives. 

Chartering Organization support for  any Draft Papers and the Final Paper 
Any Draft or Final Paper will be reviewed by each of the participating SOs and ACs in accordance with their own rules and procedures, and determine whether or not to adopt the recommendations contained in it, explain their rationale, and develop alternative recommendations. The Chairs of the participating SOs and ACs shall notify the Chair(s) of the WG of the result of the deliberations as soon as feasible.

Supplemental Paper 
In the event that one or more of the participating chartering organizations elects not to adopt one or more of the recommendation(s) contained in the Final Paper, the Chair(s) of the WG shall be notified accordingly. This notification shall include at a minimum the reasons for the lack of support. The CWG participants may, at their discretion, decide to reconsider the recommendations, post the recommendations for public comments and/or submit a Supplemental Paper to the chartering organizations.
Following submission of the Supplemental Paper (if any), the chartering organizations shall discuss and decide in accordance with its own rules and procedures whether to adopt the recommendations contained in the Supplemental Paper. The Chairs of the chartering organizations shall notify chair(s) of the WG of the result of the deliberations as soon as feasible

Final Report 
After receiving the notifications from all participating SOs and ACs as described above, the Chair(s) of the WG shall, within ten working days after receiving the last notification, submit the Supplemental/Final Report to the Chairs of all the chartering organizations, which shall include at a minimum:

a) The Final and Supplemental (if any) Paper(s) as adopted by the WG;
b) The result of deliberations by the organizations

In the event one or more of the chartering organizations do(es) not support (parts of) the (Supplemental) Final Paper, the Final Report should also clearly indicate the part(s) of the (Supplemental) Final Paper which are fully supported and which parts that are not, and which chartering organization dissents from the WG view, if feasible.  
In the event that no consensus is reached by the WG, the Final Report will document the process that was followed and will be submitted to the chartering organizations to request closure of the WG
.

	Modification of the Charter:

	In the event this charter does not provide guidance and/or the impact of the charter is unreasonable for conducting the business of the group, the chair(s) of the group shall decide if they think the charter needs to be modified. 

In the event it is decided that the charter needs to be modified to address the omission or unreasonable impact, the chair(s) may propose to modify the charter. A modification shall only be effective after adoption of the adjusted charter by the chartering organizations in accordance with their own rules and procedures. 

	Problem/Issue Escalation & Resolution Processes:

	All participants are expected to abide by the ICANN Expected Standards of Behavior.

The Chair(s) are empowered to restrict the participation of someone who seriously disrupts the working group. Generally, the participant should first be warned privately, and then warned publicly before such a restriction is put into place; in extreme circumstances, this requirement may be bypassed. This restriction is subject to the right of appeal as outlined above. 

	Closure & Working Group Self-Assessment:

	The working group and the sub-working groups shall be dissolved upon receipt of the notification of the Chairs of the chartering organizations or their designated representatives
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�I suggest that you submit these comments as relevant to the problem statement that Allan  sent to the DT list earlier today so that we don’t have two separate threads on this section. 


�I have suggested deleting this text because the ALAC and the GAC might see it as excluding them. 


�This is an attempt to reflect a good point that Avri made, that the 


ccWG could talk to the other WGs.


�We could consider removing this “Principles’ section simply to shorten the document as these are now a ‘given’.  


�The .int domain “is used for registering organisations established by international treaties between or among national governments “ I think that the GAC will have to have some special role in dealing with this, but may not be aware of this aspect yet.  Maybe we should inform them.   


�We should discuss putting the public consultation provisions in the charter itself rather than the work plan as there may be those in the community who would want to see this ‘up front’.


�should we also be including the development of guidelines for how members of the CG should engage with the ccWG or is this more appropriately (1) determined directly within this charter or (2) set by each community


�Should a target deadline be established for deliverables, or is this set within the work plan? If so, to what extent should the ccWG be held to the September 2015 deadline established by ICANN. 


�It seems to me that the CCWG needs to be open to  stakeholders who are not yet involved in ICANN.  See later comments in this regard.  This point was strongly made in Netmundial and again yesterday in the IFG USA meeting so we may not want to restrict this to actual members.


�Except possibly for ensuring the size of the CCWG does not become unwieldy,  if the group uses a consensus building approach in contrast to a voting approach, limits may not be needed.


�Should this be broken down more specifically? SG/Constituency level. Organization could simply imply business affiliation. 


�Should an opportunity for observer participation be provided, for the sake of openness, for interested parties that might not be able to meet this time threshold?


�Should this be through a vote?


�Would an observer have the right to formally disagree or would this be limited to those from the chartering SO/AC’s? 


�These processes seem like natural  places to involve the Coordinating Group.


�DT to discuss whether at this stage the Chair(s) would submit the Final Report also to the coordination group or whether that is done through a different mechanism.


�Consider whether to include provisional reports to inform the discussion of the Coordination Group


�It seems like closing the WG is only one option.
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