ICG Guidelines for the Decision Making (Draft)
1. Purpose
The objective of this document is to assist the ICG (IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group) to optimize productivity and effectiveness in the process of making decisions.
1. Individual/Group Behavior and Norms
The ICG is expected to operate under the principles of transparency and openness, which means, inter alia, that mailing lists are publicly archived, meetings are normally recorded and/or transcribed, and SOIs are required from ICG participants and will be publicly available.

It is expected that ICG members make every effort to respect the principles outlined in the ICANN Accountability and Transparency Framework, see http://www.icann.org/transparency/acct-trans-frameworks-principles-10jan08.pdf for further details. 

If an ICG member feels that these standards are being abused, the affected party should appeal to the Chair.  It is important to emphasize that expressed disagreement is not, by itself, grounds for abusive behavior.  It should also be taken into account that as a result of cultural differences and language barriers, statements may appear disrespectful or inappropriate to some but are not necessarily intended as such.  
Members are expected to participate faithfully in the ICG’s process (e.g., attending meetings, providing input or monitoring discussions).

Public comments received as a result of a public comment forum held in relation to the activities of the ICG should be carefully considered and analyzed.  In addition, the ICG is encouraged to explain their rationale for agreeing or disagreeing with the different comments received and, if appropriate, how these will be addressed in the report of the ICG.

2. Methodology for Making Decisions
The mechanism that allows the ICG to come to a final decision is based on the following
Principles

· The aim of the discussion should be to try to find a solution where *no member of the ICG still maintains serious opposition to the outcome.*  Reasons for objections should be given, allowing the ICG wherever possible to try to address those concerns.

· *Recourse to any form of voting should be the exception.*  Its use might be fine for non-substantive issues.  For substantive issues, at least none of the “customer groups” (numbers, protocols, gTLDs or ccTLDs) of the IANA remains strongly opposed.

· Group members who still have problems with the evaluation should be invited to *identify possible ways in which the proposal could be modified to make it acceptable to them.*

· Discussions should continue until *no “IANA customer” group is firmly opposed.*  

Following these basic principles the Chair will be responsible for designating each ICG position as having one of the following designations:

· Recommendation by consensus - when no one in the group speaks against the recommendation in its last readings. 
· Recommendation - a position where only a small minority disagrees, but most agree and no IANA customer group is firmly opposed.
· 
· 
· 
An effort should be made to document the variance in viewpoint. Strong minority views deviating from the recommendation can be separately expressed in the report.
It is the agreed aim of the ICG to reach at least Recommendations in favour of the Proposal for the IANA Stewardship Transition to be forwarded to the NTIA.

The recommended method for discovering the recommendation level designation should work as follows:

i. After the group has discussed an issue long enough for all issues to have been raised, understood and discussed, the Chair, or Co-Chairs, make an evaluation of the designation and publish it for the group to review.

ii. After the group has discussed the Chair's estimation of designation, the Chair, or Co-Chairs, should reevaluate and publish an updated evaluation.

iii. Steps (i) and (ii) should continue until the Chair/Co-Chairs make an evaluation that is accepted by the group.

iv. In rare cases, a Chair may decide that the use of polls is reasonable. Some of the reasons for this might be:

· The issue is non-substantive
· A decision needs to be made within a time frame that does not allow for the natural process of iteration and settling on a designation to occur.

· It becomes obvious after several iterations that it is impossible to arrive at a designation.
Recommendation calls should always involve the entire ICG and, for this reason, should take place on the designated mailing list to ensure that all ICG members have the opportunity to fully participate in the process.  It is the role of the Chair to designate that a recommendation has been achieved and announce this designation to the ICG. Member(s) of the ICG should be able to challenge the designation of the Chair as part of the discussion.


i. 
ii. 
Any ICG member that believes that his/her contributions are being systematically ignored or discounted or wants to appeal a decision of the ICG should discuss the circumstances with the ICG Chair/Co-Chairs.
� Other best practices that can be considered include the ‘Statement on Respectful Online Communication’, see   � HYPERLINK "http://www.odr.info/comments.php?id=A1767_0_1_0_C" ��http://www.odr.info/comments.php?id=A1767_0_1_0_C.�


� You may associate the definition of ‘Consensus’ with other definitions and terms of art such as rough consensus or near consensus.
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