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	3.1 CCWG Initiation – Defining & Scoping Topic, including Resource Questions[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Each table corresponds to the relevant section of the CCWG-Principles’ Draft Framework.] 


	Mathieu Weill (MW)[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Each commenter’s name is spelled out in full when it first appears in this document; thereafter, initials are used for convenience. The commenters are listed in each table in the order in which their comments were received in the Public Comment Forum.] 

	Cost overrun of the IANA Stewardship Transition related CCWGs have demonstrated the need for efficient cost management within CCWGs. Although not all [CCWGs] should be as resource intensive as the IANA Stewardship Transition initiative, roles and responsibilities should be clearly defined for requesting, approving, monitoring costs and resources.
	
	

	James Gannon (JG)
	Where the CCWG is intended to create deliverables with actions for the ICANN Board it should be strongly recommended that the ICANN board be contacted in order to provide a single liaison as a point of contact. [On data for understanding the issue,] is there internal best practice that the GNSO Policy team can share on how they approach creating issues reports? SOPs, work instructions etc,?
	
	

	Carlos Raul Gutierrez (CG)
	While I think CWGs have a role to play as more informal and open place to float and exchange new ideas, it should be always “before” more formal established procedures are chosen or proposed. I see it as a fast track to move initiates forward, but not as a fast track to replace formal procedures of individual SOs/ACs. 

The proliferation of CWGs may draft resources form other weaker volunteer efforts.
	
	

	Andrew Sullivan (AS)
	Are CCWGs intended to make it possible for basic units of organization at ICANN -- the SOs and ACs -- to work together? Or instead are CCWGs intended to find a way towards a broader understanding of "community" consensus, however one defines that community? A greater focus on what would make something legitimately cross-community -- and less focus on the structural elements of ICANN, SOs, and ACs -- would help. Basic question [is] whether CCWGs are intended to get a sense of the community as a whole, or whether they are really only mechanisms for collaboration across the formal structures that already make up ICANN.
	
	

	Avri Doria (AD)
	initiation phase needs to include an outreach to other AC/SOs at various points, not only as an invitation to participate, but a check to see whether some of the issues/claims are problematic for them.  It should be open for them to join a CCWG in formation, and even one in progress.  Some process recommendations for how this happens might be useful.
	
	

	GNSO Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG)
	[On the question] “Consider if the participating organizations are able to collectively adopt the consensus output of the CCWG.” What does ‘collectively adopt’ mean? Some clarification of this would be helpful.
	
	

	International Chamber of Commerce (ICC)
	Business encourages steps to ensure conscientious considerations are vetted before initiating a CCWG to avoid overlap and duplicative efforts. It is important that there is broad community interest to engage on a topic and assurance that a broad range of stakeholders will be represented in the process. CCWGs should avoid tackling too many issues at once, as this leads to reduced constructive input from members of the community.
	
	

	ICANN Board of Directors (BD)
	The Board agrees that the scope of a CCWG must be clearly defined as to the issues addressed, and the work to be undertaken. This impacts the area of resourcing as well.  [A]s experienced with the CWG-Stewardship and the CCWG-Accountability, there are also times where a CCWG requires additional support staff or external experts. While CCWGs of this size are unlikely to be the norm moving forward, the Board suggests that the framework consider differentiating between smaller CCWGs and larger CCWGs that may be more resource intensive.

[R]ecommend incorporating in the CCWG chartering process an early identification of resources and rationale beyond the norms, such as additional staff and expert advisors, any in-person meetings, and that this be specifically identified and developed into a CCWG’s budget. The budget requirements should normally feed into the ICANN Annual Budget process. Where a significant CCWG’s budget is required outside of the normal ICANN Annual Budget process, a specific request should be generated with corresponding rationale and should require the approval of the Board. [A]dditional project cost support … specifically working with the Chairs is recommended to assist in ensuring budget and resources are managed within the scope of what is approved through the CCWG chartering and budget process.
	
	

	ICANN At Large Advisory Committee (ALAC)
	[On the question of whether Chartering Organizations can “collectively adopt” the expected CCWG output,] How can SOs and ACs collectively adopt a consensus output of the CCWG when the work of the CCWG has not yet started? Is this really saying that prior to chartering, the AC/SO must decide if they will approve the outcomes?

[P]rior to chartering a CCWG, AC/SOs should be able to request that staff create a background paper (roughly equivalent to a GNSO PDP Issue Report).
	
	





	3.2 CCWG Formation / Chartering

	JG (paraphrased)
	Even with all the mandatory Charter elements, a DT should still be formed. Amendments to the draft should be clear and unambiguous to avoid future conflicts.
	The CCWG agrees with the need for a DT for all CCWGs.
	

	Olivier Crepin-LeBlond/Rafik Dammak (OCL/RD)
	[T]oo early to think that a “one size fits all” format for all CCWGs is possible. We therefore suggest that for the time being the flexibility of CCWGs in drafting their Terms of Reference in individual Charters should be maintained and that the variety of Chartering practices be monitored for a period of two years, when a better knowledge of the needs of CCWGs will have been acquired.
	The CCWG agrees that a DT and all participating Chartering Organizations have the role and responsibility for deciding on what is necessary for inclusion in a particular CCWG’s Charter.
	

	AD
	It is important from the very first to indicate that any [Charter] template is 
just a guideline and not a mandated component of a CCWG. 

[There is] too much focus on the chartering orgs and not enough on the other SOAC.  Should a CCWG be as broad in chartering org as possible? Who are all relevant ICANN SOAC?  I think [the draft Charter] should be distribution to all SOAC.  Some to review for chartering, some to review for issues and possible chartering.  This may be implicit in the statement about including mention of SOAC not planning to join or participate.

What happens if a non -participating SOAC objects to the formation of a CCWG with the claim that the issue is within their scope and not the scope of a CCWG?
	The CCWG believes that it is for the CCWG-DT and all participating Chartering Organizations to decide on what is necessary for inclusion in a particular CCWG’s Charter.
	





	3.2 CCWG Membership / Participation /Liaisons / Experts

	MW
	[A]s a first step, … encourage each Chartering Organization to take the diversity factor into consideration. 

While some argue that skills requirements should be added for lawyers, I would strongly argue against this. While the diversity of skills, origins, and experience from the group Members are key to deliver proposals that serve the global public interest, the case where group participation would require specific skills is actually very thin.

[A] staff liaison role is particularly vague, and was particularly ambiguous in the CCWG Accountability experience. I would recommend to clarify that some members of the ICANN staff, in consideration of their role, function or skills, can participate to the debates, but avoid the notion of Staff Liaison in the future, unless the Staff Liaison is a representative of the interests of the whole staff (which could be the case in a group that would discuss staff - community relations for instance), instead of the interests of the corporation, which are obviously a focus of the Board liaison.
	The CCWG will consider more fully the issue of diversity in preparing its Final Framework.
	

	JG
	Observers should be able to observe calls; SOIs should be required.
	
	

	Jorge Cancio (JC)
	Appropriate balance in the representation of all chartering organisations has to be sought in the filling of co-chair, rapporteur and any other coordinating positions. In this regards, the different organizational cultures of all chartering organisations needs to be considered. A pure "volunteer"-approach on a first come-first served basis may not be enough.

Appropriate diversity (stakeholder-, gender-, geographical-) has to be sought in the filling of the mentioned positions as well as in the designation of members to the CCWGs. Such diversity should also be sought in the participation levels of so-called "participants".
Rotation and limits to filling multiple positions within one CCWG should also be considered in order to avoid concentration of power and in order to promote diversity.

Data on effective participation and diversity in the CCWGs had so far, or at least in the most important CCWG so far, should be gathered, prepared and published as part of the efforts to ensure meaningful effective diversity in future CCWGs.
	The CCWG will consider more fully the issue of diversity in preparing its Final Framework.
	

	AS
	[It] is not clear to me why the distinction between members and participants is strictly necessary, and it seems possible that in some cases it could be harmful.
	Noted, but on consideration the CCWG prefers to retain the distinction as there are benefits to having both types of participation.
	

	Sebastien Bachollet (SB) (translated)
	On diversity, currently only two dimensions are generally taken into account: link to a community (SO / AC essentially), and link to a region. Other considerations should include country, mother tongue, gender, age.
	The CCWG will consider more fully the issue of diversity in preparing its Final Framework.
	

	AD
	On Observers, probably worth including that they can become participants anytime they wish to commit themselves to the workload and submit an SOI. 

Do observers need an SOI?  Why?  The reason for an SOI is to know where someone's ideas and statements might be coming from. These folks are muted.

[Should Board members] be entitled to participate as regular participants or observers if they wish?
	
	

	RySG
	A maximum of 5 members may be too low for the GNSO as it is currently structured, especially in cases where it is helpful to have one representative from each constituency.

Volunteer Chairs have worked well for the most part in ICANN activities but it may not be necessary to exclude the possibility of considering a non-voluntary chair such as a chair who is compensated.

Special experts should not be limited to ‘Expert Advisors’; in some instances it may be possible to enlist
experts as members of CCWGs.
	The CCWG considers the potential problem with limiting Members to be addressed by the possibility of having many Participants in a CCWG.
	

	ICC
	To help ensure diversity and broad perspectives in CCWGs consideration should be given to the diversity within stakeholder groups. CCWG participants may need to where appropriate, solicit and communicate the views and concerns of individuals in the organization that appoints them. Therefore sensitivity should be given to the fact participants of a CCWG maybe representing diverse views of an organization or stakeholder group.
	The CCWG will consider more fully the issue of diversity in preparing its Final Framework.
	

	Government of France (FR)
	France considers that effective diversity should be the overarching principle of CCWGs and is essential to provide legitimacy to both the process and the results of CCWGs. While CCWG is a relatively new mechanism for ICANN’s community, its accepted definition is based on at least one kind of diversity: stakeholder-diversity (at least 2 AC/SO are needed to create a CCWG).

Therefore, a whole section on effective diversity should be added in both the draft framework. These sections should mention at least the three following elements:
· Definition of diversity (including gender balance, language and avoiding the concentration of power); 
· Data and tools to measure effective diversity (meaning actual involvement and influence of CCWGs’ participants and members, and not only their registration status);
· Mechanisms to implement effective diversity (e.g. draft recommendations regarding geographical and stakeholder diversity should be enhanced and replaced by stricter rules and ratios, to the extent possible.)
	The CCWG will consider more fully the issue of diversity in preparing its Final Framework. The specific suggestions made by the Government of France will be discussed by the CCWG.
	

	BD
	[C]hartering organizations be required to select members to ensure a diversity of viewpoints from stakeholder groups within the chartering organization, as well as seek to achieve some cultural, gender, and geographic diversity, while also considering competence, knowledge of the topic or the ability to work well with others. In many cases, sufficient outreach and publicity is needed to get more participants with specific expertise or specialization outside of the SOs and ACs to join a CCWG, given the rationale and purpose of the creation of a CCWG for the specific subject area.

We suggest that the composition of a CCWG includes a Board liaison and staff engagement on areas of expertise, to contribute to the discussions on substantive areas relevant to the topic as well as practicalities of operationalizing the recommendations.

in engaging external experts more effectively, we recommend setting expectations in the terms of reference so that the experts have a clear understanding of the time commitment, CCWG process, mechanisms/means of engagement and advice-provision, and specific milestones/opportunities in the process where they would be consulted for their expertise. In situations where the issues are complex (e.g., involving multiple inter-relating components) and the process is fast-moving, we recommend that working with the experts and chairs to identify additional support to the experts on the status of CCWG work.
	
	

	ALAC
	[On] guidelines as to what commitment, skills or qualities these roles might demand: It should be made clear that the description of volunteer roles is given solely as an example
	
	

	GNSO Intellectual Property Constituency (IPC)
	IPC is concerned that the proposed CCWG Framework could lead to a lack of direct representation of stakeholder organizations within the GNSO (including the IPC), which would result in muting, diluting, and marginalizing these groups as discrete entities. This is most explicit in the Draft Charter, where the suggested maximum number of members from each Chartering Organization is five. While this may fit neatly with the ALAC and any other organization that is or may be organized by the five ICANN geographic regions, this number fails to take into account the diversity of groups housed in the GNSO. 
	The CCWG considers the potential problem with limiting Members to be addressed by the possibility of having many more Participants in a CCWG.
	





	3.3 CCWG Operations – Rules of Engagement

	JG (paraphrased)
	Rotating time zones for meetings and developing a work plan should be required. 
	
	

	AS
	It is plain that there are two possible organizational extremes. One is to make the CCWG mechanisms quite a bit more formalized, and thereby restrict any new CCWG's options. This has a conspicuous advantage: it will reduce the opportunity to focus on process and formalism near the beginning of work, allowing more of the initial effort to be devoted to the substantive issue at the heart of the CCWG's creation. Similarly, specification of such rules in advance could allow tentatively-interested parties to judge reliably how much effort is to be required. An important disadvantage of this approach is that it could make the resulting CCWG mechanism too inflexible for some use cases. The second extreme is actually to leave more rules open to be determined at the time of chartering of the CCWG or else as part of the initial CCWG work. An important disadvantage of this approach is that the possible CCWG could spend an enormous amount of community energy on the organizational details, and that could sap the energy to do the actually desirable work. The arrangement proposed in "Principles", unfortunately, holds the potential for the worst of all worlds.
	
	





	3.4 CCWG Decision Making / Consensus

	MW
	While the Full Consensus and Consensus definitions provided are adequate and useful, it would be extremely useful for future chairs to benefit from more "precedent" analysis in terms of calling consensus, and what constitutes "small minority" or not.

I recommend staff to build some "case book" to … elaborate on the various tools (Online room polling, ticks and crosses, etc.), and how relevant they are in each situation.

I recommend to better define the conditions upon which Chartering Organizations feedback can be considered consensus:  - what if a Chartering Organization objects and all others support? – Is consensus to be achieved only in the absence of formal objection? - What if a Chartering Organization does not answer?
	The CCWG believes that the current Framework provides adequate guidance to future CCWG Charter DTs on the importance of defining/describing consensus in each case of a new CCWG. The guidance in the current Framework drew from the ccNSO practice of consensus which has worked well. 
	

	JG
	Need to formalize ability of members to submit dissenting opinions.
	
	

	JC
	In decision-making a substantive level of express support should be sought as part of the definitions of "full consensus" and "consensus". The mere reference to the "absence of-" or "level of objections" to define such concepts without a clear requirement and definition of positive support to a given decision entails dangers of manipulation of the decision-making process, which may be skewed by the formulation of the questions put to the group.
	The CCWG believes that the current Framework provides adequate guidance to future CCWG Charter DTs on the importance of defining/describing consensus in each case of a new CCWG. The guidance in the current Framework drew from the ccNSO practice of consensus which has worked well.
	

	AS
	[B]ecause of the strict rules both that members are appointed by the chartering ACs and SOs, and that only members are ultimately to be considered in consensus rulings, people may try to game the membership of a CCWG in order to produce a membership slanted toward some desired outcome. On the other hand, the freedom in charter-making allows CCWGs to set up a charter that can effectively exclude views undesirable to this or that interest; or that frames questions in a way that the topic appears closed without having addressed the fundamental issues. In other words, the overall danger is that the CCWG mechanism could be abused to manufacture consensus, rather than to broker it.

"Consensus" is defined as "a position where a small minority disagrees, but most agree".  In the context, it is obviously by way of contrast with the previous item, "full consensus". Unfortunately, the term consensus is sometimes defined using this meaning in running text, without the contrasting "full consensus" definition.  In such cases, it appears to require at least one person to disagree in order for something to be called "consensus" – a definition that is at least counter-intuitive.

It seems to me this could be redefined as "a position where a small minority may disagree, but most agree," in order to get around that problem. I also suggest, however, that people read the helpful 
document, RFC 7282 (https://www.rfc-editor.org/rfc/rfc7282.txt), for 
another community's view on what "consensus" means.
	On consensus - the CCWG believes that the current Framework provides adequate guidance to future CCWG Charter DTs on the importance of defining/describing consensus in each case of a new CCWG. The guidance in the current Framework drew from the ccNSO practice of consensus which has worked well.

Having (unlimited) Participants and allowing their views to be heard, with Members having "decisional" say when absolutely necessary allows for broader scope of voices, diversity of opinion and minority views to be heard. The CCWG will reinforce the concept of a Participant in the Final Framework.

	

	AD
	In terms of fundamental concepts, it should be possible for a chartering organization to attach a statement to any recommendation, even if it approves or has not-objection, on any issue that remains 
noteworthy. Also there should be a consideration of submitting a resolution from the CCWG even if it does not get all of the chartering organizations to at least no-object.  If many SOAC are engaged, one should not be able to veto. In a case where only 2 are participating, 1 chartering organization (CO) objection can be enough to kill it, but should this be 
the case when >2? What if a CO refuses to approve?

"Decisions are to be taken only after two readings" could be misread.  Also sometimes more than 2 readings are necessary.  There should be at least two readings of any decision before being it is tentatively taken … Also all decisions remain open for further consideration based on public comment.

[On] consensus of all members: This might be a good place to discuss the possibility for first trying to achieve consensus of all members and participants and only falling back to member consensus if necessary. [Agree with general principle of consensus calls among members] unless we are trying to achieve consensus of all participants
before backing down to members' consensus.

In the case where there are >2 chartering organizations, can one of the chartering organizations veto the entire proposal?
	On consensus - the CCWG believes that the current Framework provides adequate guidance to future CCWG Charter DTs on the importance of defining/describing consensus in each case of a new CCWG. The guidance in the current Framework drew from the ccNSO practice of consensus which has worked well.

The CCWG will clarify the concept of a Participant in its Final Framework.
	

	ICC
	Care should be taken when using polling mechanisms to draw consensus and assess the level of support for a particular proposal, as polls can often be problematic and draw ambiguous results. 

It is important that CCWGs continue to act transparently when reviewing comments received.
	The CCWG believes that the current Framework provides adequate guidance to future CCWG Charter DTs on the importance of defining/describing consensus in each case of a new CCWG. The guidance in the current Framework drew from the ccNSO practice of consensus which has worked well.
	

	FR
	[D]efinition of consensus is not enough and should take into account other criteria. Indeed, one can imagine a situation in which the majority of the CCWG members remains silent and does not express any position regarding a specific issue, therefore allowing a (potentially very small) minority to decide for the whole community. 

To avoid [the problem of a CCWG not always respecting the rule that consensus calls involve only members] … consensus should be defined not only i) as the absence of objection but also as ii) “broad support from the members representing the Chartering Organizations”. The definition of consensus in the draft framework and the draft charter should be modified taking into account these two criteria.

The draft framework mentions (p1) four types of Chartering Organizations’ decisions regarding the CCWGs’ deliverables: adoption, approval, support, non-objection. However, the draft CCWG charter suggests that Chartering Organizations’ decisions are limited to adoption only, or that the above-mentioned categories are actually sub-categories of adoption … It remains unclear whether the four types of Chartering Organizations’ decisions are considered equivalent or not. One can consider that different decisional categories might reflect the diversity of Chartering Organizations’ own rules and procedures … However, different decisional categories also indicate different levels of support.
	The CCWG believes that the current Framework provides adequate guidance to future CCWG Charter DTs on the importance of defining/describing consensus in each case of a new CCWG. The guidance in the current Framework drew from the ccNSO practice of consensus which has worked well.
	

	ALAC
	[The requirement] for a decision from all Chartering Organizations allows a single Chartering SO/AC to potentially block/delay the implementation of the CCWG recommendations. The ALAC recommends that the text be modified to allow each Chartering Organization to decide on the use of the outputs of the CCWG as it so desires. A CCWG should be a tool to promote better communication amongst ICANN's SOs and AC and to stimulate a faster track to achieve results than by working in silos.
	
	

	IPC
	Consensus calls [can be] a particular problem [when numerical limits on membership means the diversity of the GNSO is not reflected]. For instance, when it came time for a consensus call in the CCWG-Accountability, the “CSG member” was forced to abstain on at least one occasion because there was no common position shared among the three constituencies (although all three constituencies had positions on the matter at hand). As a result, none of the CSG constituencies were ultimately heard.
	The CCWG believes that this is addressed by having (unlimited) Participants in a CCWG and allowing their views to be heard, with Members having "decisional" say when absolutely necessary. This allows for broader scope of voices, diversity of opinion and minority views to be heard. The CCWG will reinforce the concept of a Participant in the Final Framework.

	





	3.4/3.5 - CCWG Closure / Post-Closure (Implementation of Recommendations)

	JG
	IRT can also provide oversight depending on the nature of the recommendation being implemented.
	
	

	SO
	There are instances where the charter may require monitoring of implementation of CCWG recommendations … the lifespan of the CCWG should be based on the terms of the charter and not when the recommendation is approved.

While [an IRT] may suffice i think it may be more effective to have the particular CCWG follow through with implementation. They may however form an IRT within themselves (while incorporating staff/board accordingly).

It is not clear what the default [IRT] composition distribution will look like:
· How many representatives will be required from each chartering organisations and should there be requirement that such reps be selected from CCWG members/participants from each CO?
· Should non-CO but SO/AC should be part of the IRT?
· Should there be a staff, community ratio?
· Should board be required be part of the team (Liaison role)
· Should there be a termination indicator
	If a CCWG believes an IRT is warranted, this should be part of the CCWG recommendations. 
	

	AD
	[Consider yearly review by COs.]
	
	

	OCL/RD
	By its very nature, the CCWG [on Internet Governance] does not have an inherent end point because of the ongoing nature of its work. [S]uch CCWGs should describe why this is the case in their Terms of Reference and to propose some amended language. Any guidelines should embrace CCWGs that do not have an end point.
	The likely duration of a CCWG should be discussed during drafting of its Charter and addressed in the final Charter.

There are resource costs associated with keeping a CCWG open indefinitely that should be considered at the Charter drafting stage.
	

	RySG
	Should the CCWG be formally closed before the recommendations are implemented? If so, it may be a good idea to at a minimum provide guidance as to how the CCWG or some of its members should participate in implementation efforts.

Closure of a CCWG should never be considered without first deciding how the CCWG will be involved with implementation.
	There are resource costs associated with keeping a CCWG open throughout implementation. Besides the option of forming an IRT, other mechanisms can be explored (e.g. some form of the SSAC practice of following up with relevant Work Party chairs on advice implementation, and/or keeping the CCWG mailing list open.)
	

	ALAC
	In the current CWG Stewardship & CCWG Accountability, both Cross Community Working Groups are continuing their work after their Final Reports have been approved by all Chartering SOs and ACs. The closure of a working group should therefore not be compulsory upon submission of its final report. The ALAC therefore recommends that this recommendation be scrapped as it currently stands.

Should the final recommendations of the CCWG-Principles remain that every CCWG needs to have an end point and be closed after a Final Report is produced, the ALAC makes the following recommendation: CCWG-Principles should recommend an appropriate vehicle to be created and defined to cater to a working group that requires ongoing efforts as well as SO/AC official chartering; as such, this type of Cross Community effort would be enabled to regularly make formal recommendations to its Chartering SOs & ACs instead of a final set of deliverables, which would only apply to CCWGs with finite life cycles.
	The likely duration of a CCWG should be discussed during drafting of its Charter and addressed in the final Charter.

There are resource costs associated with keeping a CCWG open indefinitely that should be considered at the Charter drafting stage. There may be other options (see above) that can address these concerns other than keeping a CCWG open through implementation.
	





	4.0 Responses to Open Questions:
Consideration of CCWG recommendations by ICANN Board?

	MW
	From [the CCWG-Accountability] experience, I suggest that a requirement for the Board to consider CCWG recommendations should be introduced, as long as the recommendations require Board consideration (some CCWGs might discuss issues that do not require Board approval). A bylaw provision similar to the provision related to review teams’ recommendations would appear appropriate.
	
	

	SO
	Considering that every CCWG will require certain resources (including financial cost) and may ultimately require implementation. My Answer will be Yes.
	
	

	CG
	No. If the conclusion is that the Board should be informed, communication should go through the formal chances of the chartering organisations. In no standard case the CWG should issue its own “recommendations”.
	
	

	AS
	The answers [to the mechanisms-oriented open questions] should naturally flow from the basic question of whether CCWGs are intended to get a sense of the community as a whole, or whether they are really only mechanisms for collaboration across the formalstructures that already make up ICANN.
	
	

	AD
	If the chartering organizations approve the recommendations and there is an implementation component, the Board should be expected to consider. This should be done based on the various procedures in existence for the
chartering organizations.  A CCWG proposal from the GNSO and the ALAC should get the treatment due to GNSO recommendations and to ALAC advice.  One of the points in a CCWG is the cumulative effect of SOACs working together.
	
	

	RySG
	It depends on the recommendations. If a CCWG wants the Board to consider any or all of its recommendations, it should state that in its report.
	
	

	BD
	While the Board may need to be aware of all CCWGs’ output, some CCWGs might discuss issues where there is no expected outcome or formal Board action needed. The Board would like to have the option to determine its involvement based on the size and scope of the issue. If there is an expectation of an outcome for the Board, there are additional considerations including, for example:
1. Board involvement/notice of the chartering effort.
2. Board engagement and contribution with regards to the development of recommendations as part of input to aid in Board’s acceptance of recommendations and ability to implement.
3. Mechanisms and opportunity for consideration of whether the CCWG is addressing an issue that is appropriately within ICANN’s narrow mission.
4. Prioritization of the CCWG recommendations.
	
	

	ALAC
	No, it should not be required unless Board action is required. Some CCWG output does not need Board action at all so it would be wrong to say that all CCWG recommendations must be considered by the ICANN Board. In cases where CCWG policy output requires Board action the ALAC believes that CCWG policy output carries at least the same weight as GNSO Policy Development Process output, subject to ratification by the CCWG’s Chartering Organizations.
	
	





	4.0 Responses to Open Questions: 
Having Formalized Operational Rules for CCWGs

	MW
	Any standardized operating procedure in place when a particular CCWG starts will help kick the project off the ground faster, avoid pointless process challenges from within the group, spare volunteer time, and enable supporting staff to focus more on project planning and research. I strongly encourage your group to lay the groundwork for operating guidelines (instead of enforceable "procedures") as a way for the incoming groups to benefit from past experience.

Such guidelines would be especially useful in terms of:
- meeting management (notice of meetings, agenda setting, note taking, follow up on actions...)
- public comment analysis
- translation
- communication tools available
- requests for support (meetings, expert advice...)
	The CCWG believes that additional and specific operating rules for a CCWG should be determined by the DT and participating COs in finalizing the CCWG Charter.
	

	JG
	No, this should be decided at the Charter drafting and review stage.
	The CCWG agrees.
	

	SO
	Not really, but for the IRT yes there should be. Although i would note that some minimum/maximum timelines should be set for CCWG formation/closure.
	
	

	CG
	YES, particularly to facilitate access to support resources from the Corporation and guarantee transparency.
	The CCWG believes that additional and specific operating rules for a CCWG should be determined by the DT and participating COs in finalizing the CCWG Charter.
	

	AD
	No.  There should be guidelines and descriptions of mechanisms that have been used successfully in the past (so-called best practices).  Each group should formalize according to the mixture of chartering organizations and the issue being considered.
	The CCWG agrees.
	

	RySG
	No. CCWGs vary too much so considerable flexibility is needed.
	The CCWG agrees.
	

	BD
	Yes. Standard operating procedures allow for most efficient workflow and clear expectations for the community, enabling all involved to focus more on the issues, and less on process. In particular, we would suggest including more consideration regarding project cost support and how responsibilities would be defined for requesting, approving, monitoring costs and resources.
	The CCWG believes that additional and specific operating rules for a CCWG should be determined by the DT and participating COs in finalizing the CCWG Charter.
	

	ALAC
	No, not at this point. The use of CCWGs is evolving and the processes by which CCWGs operate should be allowed to
evolve organically. The ALAC believes that in the long term, some formalization and optimization of procedures may be needed, without restricting flexibility that is needed in the broad range of circumstances that would necessitate the creation of a CCWG.
	The CCWG agrees.
	





	4.0 Responses to Open Questions: Need for Additional Mechanisms When COs Disagree or Wish to Discontinue Participation  

	MW
	Conditions and process for Chartering Organizations to discontinue their engagement should be clearly laid out and one condition to discontinue the group as a whole should be the withdrawal of a sufficiently high number of Chartering Organizations.
	
	

	JG
	Yes, iteratively.
	
	

	SO
	No, that should be covered in the charter.
	
	

	CG
	Such a disagreement would mean a failure of the objectives of the Group all together and it should be dissolved sooner rather than later.
	
	

	AD
	Guidelines would be useful.  It does seem that chartering organization can remove their support for a CCWG, and that if Chartering Orgs in a CCWG falls below 2 SOAC, it would cease to be a CCWG.
	
	

	RySG
	Not at this time. If situations are identified going forward that are expected to recur multiple times, it could be useful to provide some guidelines for such situations.
	
	

	BD
	Yes. Should a chartering organization wish to discontinue its engagement in the CCWG, it may be worth considering whether the CCWG needs to be re-chartered, or whether a minimum threshold of participating SOs and ACs is needed to maintain a CCWG.
	
	

	ALAC
	The current process, as described in the proposal is that if there is a disagreement between Chartering Organizations, it is mandatory to come back to the CCWG and resolve it. The ALAC disagrees with this. The CCWG should be able to, as the CCWG-Accountability almost did, forward a report to the Board even without unanimous support or unanimous non-objection by all Chartering Organizations.

If a Chartering Organization decides to withdraw, they should be allowed to withdraw.
	
	





	4.0 Responses to Open Questions: Closing a CCWG if a Final Report is Not Possible or if Circumstances Overtake the Need for the Group 

	MW
	CCWG are costly initiatives, both in terms of support and in terms of volunteer time. As such, it is critical that the conditions for discontinuing the group are identified in advance.
	
	

	JG
	Yes, as part of the Charter.
	
	

	SO
	Yes.
	
	

	CG
	YES, so as to avoid misallocation of scarce resources.
	
	

	AS
	Yes. Nothing is worse than a mechanism which survives for the sake of formality and completeness
without doing any real work, like some organizational vermiform appendix or tailbone.  I suggest the goal is easily accomplished by stating that any CCWG can close itself by determining that it cannot reach a conclusion or that its work has been overtaken by events.
	
	

	AD
	Yes.  As suggested above, the chartering organizations should be able to withdraw approval. Some CCWG have included a review of their charters and progress yearly by the chartering organizations.  This seems to be a good thing to include in these guidelines.  Such reviews could provide an opportunity for closure if necessary.
	
	

	RySG
	Yes.
	
	

	BD
	Yes. This is an important safeguard with regard to project costs expenditure.
	
	

	ALAC
	For a CCWG that has a finite life-cycle and the ultimate objective to produce final deliverables, yes, there should be a mechanism in place if its final report cannot be produced, if circumstances have overtaken the need for an output from the CCWG and especially when Chartering Organizations withdraw. This is invalid for CCWGs that do not have an end point, as the production of a final report is not possible.

Any CCWG may also be closed if less than two Chartering Organisations remain involved in the CCWG.
	
	





	4.0 Responses to Open Questions: Role of CCWG in Implementation & Post-Implementation  

	MW
	involvement of the CCWG in the implementation phase is not an option, it is a requirement. And to avoid any misunderstanding or confusion, the roles should be set out clearly in the Charter.
	If a CCWG believes that it is necessary for the CCWG to be involved in developing implementation plans or overseeing them, this should be specified in the CCWG’s final output and accepted by the COs.
	

	SO
	Yes.
	If a CCWG believes that it is necessary for the CCWG to be involved in developing implementation plans or overseeing them, this should be specified in the CCWG’s final output and accepted by the COs.
	

	CG
	[A question that should be asked as part of the community consultation process on the CCWG’s recommendations.]
	If a CCWG believes that it is necessary for the CCWG to be involved in developing implementation plans or overseeing them, this should be specified in the CCWG’s final output and accepted by the COs.
	

	AD
	Implementation review/oversight teams seem something that should be considered by every CCWG in its recommendations.  If an IRT isn't recommended, the CO should be able to understand why they weren't.
	The CCWG agrees.
	

	RySG
	Please review the GNSO Policy & Implementation WG Principles and Recommendations that were approved by the Board. We strongly recommend that the CCWG framework include similar recommendations to the extent that they are applicable.
	The CCWG will consider these in developing its Final Framework.
	

	BD
	[A] post-closure process fits well into the process envisioned for the Board Advice Register. A CCWG, however, should not be responsible for implementation, and should not expand its charter to include this work. It is important that staff be able to implement policies in the most neutral and effective way possible. To initiate the process of implementation, the Board will instruct staff to implement recommendations once they are finalized and have been considered by the Board. A CCWG can be involved in both reviewing the implementation of a policy, and acting as a sounding-board for staff to consider various options for implementation.
	If a CCWG believes that it is necessary for the CCWG to be involved in developing implementation plans or overseeing them, this should be specified in the CCWG’s final output and accepted by the COs.
	

	ALAC
	The Charter template should include options for the Implementation of CCWG output … The options could include that the members of the CCWG automatically become members of the Implementation Team, with the provision that ultimately, whether members of the CCWG are part of the Implementation Team or not will be defined by the specific needs of each CCWG.

Restricting post-implementation participation to pre-defined limits has the potential to cause barriers to participation in future cases where specific knowledge is required from CCWG participants in the implementation phase. These skills are often not known at Charter drafting stage.
	If a CCWG believes that it is necessary for the CCWG to be involved in developing implementation plans or overseeing them, this should be specified in the CCWG’s final output and accepted by the COs.
	





	4.0 Responses to Open Questions: Members – Specific Requirements / Keeping Updated on CO Appointment /Requirement of Uniform Statements of Interest 

	JG
	[Confirm membership requirements at Charter design stage.]
	
	

	SO
	Yes to SOIs.
	
	

	CG
	[For updates:] use wiki. {for SOIs}: Yes; with a specific mention of background or interest in the issue at hand.
	
	

	AD
	[Any specific membership requirements should be in the Charter.]

[For updates:] Each of the chartering organization can be asked to appoint one member as its point-person on the group.  

[For SOIs:] Yes, but as with everything else, those recommending the charter should be able to recommend changes in the content of the SOI for the CCWG.
	
	

	RySG
	[No specific requirement for members should be set.]

[For updating purposes:] Review member participation; identify repeated absences; and communicate with SOs
and ACs. 

[For SOIs:] Yes, but there is no need to be rigid in cases where there may be valid reasons why some participants may not be able to provide certain types of information. When it is not possible for someone to provide requested information, an explanation should be requested.
	
	

	BD
	The Board encourages diversity as a primary requirement for appointment of members
(for example, but not limited to, expertise, geography, gender, knowledge of the topic, or the
ability to work well with others).

Yes [to uniform SOIs], whether uniform or not, these statements should be clear in purpose and, as an
accountability mechanism for community engagement in the policymaking process, need to be
accurate and verified where possible
	
	

	ALAC
	[No specific requirement for members other than explicit agreement to ICANN’s Expected Standards of Behavior.]

[Formal notification of appointments, replacements and removal of members should be documented.]

Yes [to uniform SOIs]; should include who the participant’s employer is and whether they are paid to take part in the CCWG by anyone else than their employer.
	
	





	4.0 Responses to Open Questions: Responsibility for Launching Call for Volunteers

	JG
	Drafting Team interim chairs
	
	

	SO
	If members-based then i think each CO should make their calls independently and only send nominations to staff. If it’s an open CCWG then calls can be made by staff at a global level.
	
	

	CG
	The call for volunteers is the first effective test of the cross-relevance of the issue at hand. The call should be formally launched at least by the Chairs of the Chartering Organisations with a request of support to the Corporation for staff and resources.
	
	

	AD
	[Staff] of each of the chartering organizations [or] specific
staff appointments [where the CCWG has these] for support.
	
	

	RySG
	The CCWG in cooperation with SOs and ACs.
	
	

	BD
	[S]uggests not creating working groups that are so large such that they may be difficult or inefficient to manage. Additionally, the Board would be interested to learn more concerning how these groups can avoid capture by too many participants and observers from a certain viewpoint. In some cases, emphasis on diversity and balance could run counter to keeping a CCWG small and efficient. Unproductive behavior or behavior that otherwise violates the ICANN Expected Standards and business practices shall be moderated or contained or managed or understood and mitigated.
	
	

	ALAC
	There should be flexibility in how the call should be sent out. If the Charter Drafting Team believes that a particular method is required, it could specify it.
	
	





	Additional Comments 

	JC
	[D]ata on effective participation and diversity in the CCWGs had so far, or at least in the most important CCWG so far, should be gathered, prepared and published as part of the efforts to ensure meaningful effective diversity in future CCWGs.

A poll [should be] prepared for members and participants of recent CCWGs, including questions on effective diversity, organization of work, working group dynamics, decision-making and production of deliverables.
	
	

	AD (additional comments on Annex A)
	Annex A should have an introductions or footnote that indicates that it is just a option that may be used by the drafting team as they work on creating their charter proposal.

[Disagreeing with recommendation of participation in only one sub-group:] I think we should leave peoples' management of their work load to them. Additionally in my experience, often one needs to participate in several subgroups dealing with related aspects of an issue.

I think the idea of a Uniform Framework gives me pause.  I wonder whether it is possible to think of this work as a Guiding Framework.
	
	



GENERAL NOTES FROM THE CCWG-PRINCIPLES DISCUSSIONS OF PUBLIC COMMENTS RECEIVED:

Several major issues were highlighted in the public comments that may require more in-depth scrutiny and analysis by the CCWG-Principles – especially in relation to diversity (some concerns and responses are noted in the tabular summary, above). Other major concerns and potential CCWG-Principles responses are noted in the tabular summary (e.g. role of a CCWG in implementation; the concept of consensus).

The CCWG-Principles considered either assigning weights (indicating the relative importance of certain principles for inclusion in future CCWG Charters and operations) or specifying that certain recommendations be made mandatory for all CCWGs in the absence of a rationale in any particular case indicating otherwise. Upon further discussion, however, the CCWG-Principles concluded that this fell within the role of a CCWG’s Chartering Organizations. The onus should be on the COs to make sure that essential principles are included in the Charter and to decide, each within its own remit, what principles are fundamentally important and must be included in a Charter (e.g. a single Charter adopted by all COs, voting by Members, etc.). This will be clarified in the Final Framework.
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