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A ¢ Background andntroduction
Background

This public consultation is part of the process associated with the March 14, 2(8.4,
Department of Commerce announcemeéuwnf its intent to transition key Internet domain name
functions(or the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IAMIAunctions}o the gbbal
multistakeholder community. This document is the result of work by the Domain Name System
(DNS) community (the names community) to meet the requirements associated with this
transition as defined by thBANAStewardship Transition Coordinatioma@p (ICG) For

additional information on the transition process please see
https://www.icann.org/stewardshigaccountability.

IANAIs currentlya department othe Internet Corporation foAssigned Names and Numbers
(ICANN), a nonprofit private American corporation, which oversees global IP address
allocation, autonomous system number allocation, root zone management in the Domain
Name System (DNS), media types, and other Internet Protetatkd symbols and numbers.

Prior to the establishment of ICANN, IANA was administered principally by Jon Postel at the
Information Sciences Institute (ISI) of the University of Southern California (USC) situated at
Marina Del Rey (Los Angeles), undeortiact USC/ISI had with the United States Department
of Defense, until ICAN&ssumel the responsibility under a United States Department of
Commerce contraét

Mosto f | C A N Ncorsernedvithkhe internet's global Domain Name System, including
policy development for internationalization of the DNS system, introduction of new generic
top-level domains (TLDs), and the operation of root name servers. The numbering facilities
ICANN manages include the Internet Protocol address spaces for IPv4 arahtPagsignment
of address blocks to regional Internet registries. ICANN also maintains registries of Internet
protocol identifiers.

1 http://www.ntia.doc.gov/pressrelease/2014/ntiaannouncesintent-transition-key-internet-domainname-
functions

2 http://www.iana.org/

3 http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Domain_Name_System

4 https://www.icann.org/stewadship/coordinatiorgroup

5 https://www.icann.org/

5 http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/ianacontract.pdf
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Introduction

This document is a draft proposal from tBeoss Community Working Group (CWG) on Naming
Related Function®ne of the three groups submitting a proposal to tANAStewardship
Transition Coordination Group (IGGJs part of the overalANAStewardship

Transitionprocess. As noted in the CWBharter the IANASewardshipTransition process is
taking place alongside a parallel and related process onrarihgthe accountabilityof ICANN

The CWG’ s (toweveldp a pansition proposal foramesrelated functiongincludes
the requirement for a public consultation on its draft proposal as padusfcommitment to
openness andhe inclusivity of theentire internet community.The publication of this draft
proposal is for the purposes of communicating the draft proposal in its current form and
seeking input on further development of the draft proposal.

The CWG is looking forward to the results o§thublic consultation on any elements of the
current proposal in order to aid it in finalizing the key aspects of its transition proposal and, to
this end, somespecific open issues are highlighted asgdecificquestions asked later in this
introduction. However, in presenting this draft proposal in its current form, the CWG is mindful
that there are some who are of the view that alternatives to (rather than refinements of) this
proposal should still be considered. The CWG remains open to hearing these view

The key dates of the CWG work plan include:

6 Octobe: First meeting of the CWG

1 December: Publication datd the Draft Proposal for Public Comment

19 JanuarySubmission othe CWG Final Proposal to chartering organizations
31 JanuaryPlanned submision ofthe FinalCWGProposal tdCG

= =4 -4

The CWG consists of 119 people, organized as 19 members, appointed by and accountable to
chartering organizations, and 100+ participants who do so as individithls CWG is an open
group. Anyone interested in the wioof the CWG can join as a participant. Participants may be
individuals offrom a chartering organization, a stakeholder group or an organization not
represented in the CWG or currently active withBANN.

The CWG has structured its work into seven-guupsbased on sections of tH€GRequest
for Proposal§RFP)These are:

1 Description of Community’s Use of

2.1 Existing, Prdransition Arrangements Policy Sources (section 2A of the ICG
RFP)

2.2 Existing, Prd@ransition Arrangements Oversight and Accountability (section z

7 Annex 2 of tté document
8 Annex 3 of this document
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of the ICG RFP)

Proposed Postransition Oversight and Accountability Arrangements
Transition Implications

NTIA Requirements

Community Process

(o2 J6) RSN F)

Final drafts okections 1, 2 and 22 which describe the current situation were completed at
the Frankfurt meeting 019 November 2014

Section Jthe Proposed Postransition Arrangemenjswhich is the heart of the transition
proposal, is still a work in progress at all details have been ironed oat the dateof
publication of thigdraft. Although lackingn somesuchdetails, the information provided in this
section should be sufficiently detailed facilitate communitycomment on all key components.

Sectionst, 5 and 6 are currently in development and are directly dependent on the final
choices that will be made for section 3.

Annex 6 of this pr OpbhdRrinciplesaadsCeitaria that Ehoudd CWG’' s

Underpin Decisions on the Transition of NTév&dship Although still not finalized these
principles should provide the reader with some context as to how the CWG is looking to
properly meet all its objectives.

Key areas for additional work

The CWG is aware that the following points and questieed to be analysed and will
continue with its work on these and other matters during the public consultation:

1 Regarding the cordination with the related Cross Community Working Groap
Enhancing ICANN Accountabili§lCWGAccountability)
0 The cechairsof the CWG issued an update statementa8November2014
which addressed this poifit

X2 S faz2 y24S GKIFG | LI NG AOdzZ F NI F NS
effective coordination with the parallel and related process on enhancing ICANN

accountabiliyy. To that end, the CWG-cbairs met on 28 November 2014 with
the cochairs of the drafting team on Cross Community Working Group (CCWG)

on Enhancing ICANN Accountability, at least one of whom (Thomas Rickert) we

understand will remain as a ahair of te CCWG on Enhancing ICANN

Accountability. Recognising that the two cross community groups are at different
points in their work, it was discussed that the CWG on Naming Related Functions

could make a contribution to the CCWG on Accountability by assistidgntify
accountability mechanisms that are necessary conditions for the stewardship

9 https://www.icann.org/news/announcemenf01411-28-en
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transition. To this end, we (the -©hairs of the CWG) plan to work with our CWG
to identify such necessary conditions for transmission to the CCWG on
Accountability irorder to assist their work and moreover, to coordinate with the
co-chairs of the CCWG on Accountability on an ongoing basis.

0 Section 3.1 of this document also addresses this point:

It is important to note that many elements of this proposal are interezland
interdependent with the ICANN Accountability Process and thus are subject to
the results ofCCWGAccountability It is generally agreed that the transition

must not take place until:

1 The requisite accountability mechanisms have been identifiedeby th
CCWG@Accountability

1 Accountability mechanisms and other improvements that the community
determines are necessary pir@ansition have been put in place,

1 Agreements and other guarantees are in place to ensure timely
implementation of mechanisms that tf@&WGAccountability decides
may be implemented podtansition.

1 Regarding the ogoing work of the CWG
o This will include:

» Obtaining legal advice regarding Contract Co. and further refining the
details of this entity

» Considering the scope and compositiorntwb key entities in the
proposed structure; the Customer Standing Committee and
Multistakeholder Review Team

» Considering funding issues

» Considering if the approval function currently performed by the NTIA
should continue postransition and if so, how?

» Corsideringif IANA should be required to legally certify, for the
delegation and redelegation of ccTLDs, that it has followed policy

» Considering details pertaining to the Appeals mechanisms for IANA
actions or inactions

* Completing sections 4, 5 and 6 of &G RFP



Specific areas for input during the public comment period

The CWG is actively seeking indubm respondentson its proposal overall as well as the
following specificoptions andquestions

(0]

Input on possible modifications to tHadependentReview of Board Actions

(section 3.3 of this documenyThis arrangement is independent of the NTIA

functions and can continue without NTIA involvement in IANA Functions. The
independent review of Board actions is applicable to all ICANN Board actions

which include norDNS decisions and as such may be beyond the scope of this
CWG’'s charter. However, in the absence
the CWG is considering whether this review should be binding with regard to
delegation/redelegation decisns, and possibly with regard to other decisions

directly affecting IANA or the IANAnctions. The CWG will propose
arrangements to ensure that all of the
to TLDs are subject to a similar process.

Inputonposdil e modi fication to the NTIA s re:¢
Zone Management Process Administrator (section 3.4.3 of this document)

Currently IANA must submit a request for all changes to the Root Zone or Root

Zone WHOIS database to the NTIA. Né&lfies the request and then

authorizes the Root Zone Maintainer to make the change. The CWG is

considering whether to replace this this process with the following:

* Public posting of all IANA change requessNA will be required to
publicly post altequests for changes to the Root Zone File or the Root
Zone WHOIS database as a notification that a change is being made. IANA
will also continue to be required to produce and publish Delegation and
Redelegation Reports.

* Independent certification for degation and redelegation request3he
CWG is considering replacing the authorization role, at least with regard
to ccTLDs, with a written opinion from counsel (independent of ICANN)
that each delegation and redelegation request meets the policy
requirements cited in the publicly posted reports. The CWG is still in the
process of discussing whether and how to replace the authorization role
currently played by the NTIA with respect to delegation and redelegation
requests, especially those for gTLDs.

Whoshould have standing with thentlependent Appeals Panel? (section 3.4.3.2
of this document)- The CWG recommends that all decisions and actions
(including deliberate inaction) of the IANA Functions Operator that affect the
Root Zone or Root Zone WHOIS datsbhe subject to an independent and
binding appeals panel. The Appeals Mechanism should also cover any policy

9



implementation actions that affect the execution of changes to the Root Zone
File or Root Zone WHOIS and how relevant policies are applied. \Misprees
arise as to the implementation of “1 ANA

0 Key contracting provisionsthe chart at the end of &tion 3 presents key
provisions which would be required to be in the first contract between ICANN
and the new contraacctti nCp .€nt iAt yn u“mboerr of t
come from the current IANA Functions Contract and are proposed to be retained
in the new contract, either in original or modified form. Several of these
provisions include options or questions on which the CWG walsld appreciate
receiving input.

Input on a specific (ICANN) alternative solution

The CWG is also seeking input on a specific alternative option which has been raised within the
CWG which envisages all NTIA responsibilities being transferred to ICA8Ibpfidn would

require an increase in ICANN accountability to its constituent communities and require the
adoption of binding arbitration mechanisms (such recommendations may be beyond the scope
of the CWG and probably rest with the CCAWEountability oother groups)Note that this
integrated option would impact the future ease or ability to tender for another IANA Functions
Operator (other than ICANNj)owever, to ensure there has been a proper consideration of this
option, the CWG, would appreciate impirom the community regarding support, or not, for

this concept.

The CWG would ask all interested parties to comment on this dréiiecember2014 at
23:59 UTC, through the public comment heixich can be found at
https://www.icann.org/publiccomments

Jonathan Robinson and Lise Fuhr

Cochairsof the Cross Community Working Group (CWG) on Naming Related Functions
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B - Cross Community Working Group (CWG) on Naming Related
FunctionsDraft Transition ProposalSructured per ICQequirements

Introduction

Although just one of three operational communities served by the IARN#ctions @ntract, the
Names communitgncompassethe most complex set of issues and requirements.

A large, and growing, number of companies and organizations are reliant on services provided
by the IANA Functions Operator for their very presence on the Internet. To the individual
organization, these services are critical yet infrequemntthe whole, tiey represent the single

most significant connection between the global network and Internet users.

In large part the IANA Functions Operator performs a checking function to the Names
community. Much of the work igro forma Howeverdue to the inherentomplexities of
names, which have diverse and culturally specific meanings, those functions do not lend
themselves well to general set of rules or rigigrocesses.

Within the Names community are a number of sgitoups thatsharethe same broad
requirements and relationship to the IANA Functions Operator (currently ICANN). However
these groups have marked differences between thdime subgroups are described in Section
1 below.

It is important for the overall stability of the Internet that eagloup, regardless of its size, is

able to approach and use the IANA functions on its own teAasuch, the Names community

has developed proposal forthe r ansi ti on of t IANMA FNnCtlon®bngractr o | e
that recognizes the varied needstbese groups

11
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1. CommunityUse of IANARUNctions

TheNamescommunity incorporates a number of different groups, each with its own needs and
requirements. These differences are significant enough that within the Domain Name System
industry, they have theiown representatives, organizations, meetingadpolicy processes

and are almost always referred to with different prefixes.

The mossignificant divisiocomes in the form of "country code" televel domains (ccTLDs)
and "generic" toplevel domains (gTLDs).

In large part, the ccTLDs, which as the "country code" name implies are representative of
individual countries and territories, are autonomous bothhiit global Internet bodies and

their own group. Each ccTLD is in a position to develop its own policies and as a result, many of
the decisions made about the functioninga€cTLD are culturally specifitis a requirement

t hat a c¢c TL D Cantraét deside mithe countxytor terréory associated with that
CCTLEL.

That is not to say all ccTLDs are different: in many cases, information sharing between them has
led to large numbers adopting similar approaches to a multitude of different isswsge\r,
each ccTLD will insist on its right to decide upon and develop its own approach.

The situation is very different withTLDsThe operators of gTLDs are, almost without
exception, bound by a single set of policies that are developed collectivelyghICANN

policy development processeAn operator's rights to a specific gTLD are also designated by
ICANN.

These fundamental differences between ccTLDs and gTLDs impact not only the use of IANA
functions but also the relationship and underlying undensling of the role of IANA and its
contractor, ICANN. Where there may be opportunities to simplify processes for gTLDs given the
tight relationship between a gTLD operator, the IANA functions and ICANN; such simplification
would be anathema to a ccTLD conmity that has consistently rejected a contractual
relationshis with ICANN.

Within the ccTLD and gTLD groupings, there are a number of significagt@auys whose main
characteristics are unlikely to change and so must be considered equally.

While theccTLDs were originally developed with referencénternational Organization for
StandardizationI§Q international standard for twdetter representations for countriés, in
recent years a number of new tdpvel domains have been introduced that repeas|ocat

101t should be noted that this requirement cannot be applied consistently in all casesu@hexample is the
Antarctica ccTLD given that there are no permanent residents for this territory.

111S0O 3166.. Examples being "DE" for Germany (Deutschland) and "US" for United States. Note: there are also a
number of exceptions and historical oddities such as the use of "UK" for United Kingdom, rather than "GB" for
Great Britain (UK was reserved fareuby Great Britain by 1ISO3166 and the choice to use .UK vs .GB was made
prior to IANA standardizing on the use of ISO3156
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language versions of a country's online namespacdenese "internationalized" names or 'IDN
ccTLDs' have broadly adopted the same legal and philosophical approach as other ccTLDs
(particularly in terms of autonomy from the IANA Functions Operatar ICANN). However
they can also present unique issues due to their-hatincharactersature.

Within the ccTLDs, there are also two broad groups of operatbesewho, for cultural or
historical reasons, participate the ICANN Country Code Nan&sgpporting Organization
(cANSO)activities (as memhs or not) and those who do nbt

Regardless of this distinctipmost ccTLD managers will not accept changes to the current IANA
arrangements without adequate consultation and appropriate safeguards.

Within the gTLD community, there are subtle differences that may need to be accounted for.

For example, in the first round of new gTLDs in 2P0Q2, there were two kinds of strings
introduced, " sponsor-kldonming and aach sgifierens kindseod ” t o p
contractual agreements with ICANN as well as some variations in policy implementation
processesLikewise, in the current wave of gTLD additions undeNé&e gTLOProgram, there

are a number of subtly different categories, from commutiaised applications, to "brand"

applications that will exert greater control over their domains, to applications that have agreed

to stricter registration requirements either after pressure from governments or in order to

differentiate themselves in the arket'4.

While many of these variations are unlikely to impact-tlaylay IANA functiongjue tothe
fact that the IANA Functions Operator is often required to check changes against specifically
agreed policies, any transitional arrangements would needctmant for such complexities.

12 Examples beingy T p @ARSawdRh' in Arabic, for Saudi Arabia)and ( * Zhonggué’, the most c.
for China)

13 For example, while there are 248 ccTLDs (not including IDN ccTLDs), the main organizing body for ccTLDs within
ICANN, the country code Names Supporting Organizations (ccNSO), has 152 members (just under 60 percent of all
cCTLDs). [Information accurate on 24 (xetn2014]

¥ For a complete listing segww.iana.org/help/eligibletlds
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1.1.

IANAFRunctionsUsed bythe Names Communities

The table below uses a key part of the existing IANActionsContract® to identify functions
and direct customers, split between ccTLD and gTLD opetators

1.1.1. List ofANAFunctions Used by the Na@s Communities

Table 1 (T1hist oflANA Functions Used by tiégames Communities

NTIA Function Used by | Used by
ccTLDs | gTLDs
Contract
Reference

T1-1 C.2.9.2 | Perform Administrative Functions Yes Yes
Associated With Root Zone
Management

T1-2 C.2.9.2.a| Root Zone File Change Request Yes Yes
Management

T1-3 C292b|Root Zone “WHOI S|Yes Yes
and Database Management

T1-4 C.2.9.2.c | Delegation and Redelegation of a Yes No
Country Code Top Lew®omain
(ccTLD)

T15 C.2.9.2.d | Delegation and Redelegation of a | No Yes
Generic Top Level Domain (gTLD)

T1-6 C.2.9.2.e| Root Zone Automation Yes Yes

T1-7 C.2.9.2.f | Root Domain Name System Security Yes Yes
Extensions (DNSSEC) Key
Management

T1-8 C.2.9.2.g| Customer ServicEomplaint Yes Yes
Resolution Process (CSCRP)

15The IANA Functions Contract between the NTIA and ICANN can be found at:
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf 26 pg -P-final award and sacs.pdf

181t is fully recognized that indirect customers of the IANA functions are very important but they are not listed in

the table to conserve space.
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Note: the key aspect in terms of use in this taldethat there are separate processes for
selecting or changing the operator of a ccTLD or gTLD, developed due to the fundamental
differences between the two, as noted earlier.

There argwo additional functions and services that are not listed in FABIAFunctions
Contractbut which are used by the Names communiti€ee table below outlines them:

Table 2 (T2) Functions not in the IANAInctionsContract

Function ccTLDs gTLDs
T2:1 Repository of IDN Practicés Yes Yes
T2-2 Retirement of the delegationf deallocated ISO | Yes No
31661 ccTLD codes

1.2. Description of Functions

1.2.1. Perform Administrative Functions Associated With Root Zone Managen{€h2.9.2)

The "root zone" is the highest level of tBemainName System(DNS)ynNd lists all of the top
level domans available under that system, complete with associated technical details.

There are a range of different details that each operator can provide with respect to their top
level domain (TLE) althoughat a bare minimum they must provide two name ser¢diS)
addresses, which provide details to all the domains underneath thatelgDexample.com’,

and a glue record (&r AAAA that provides a machireeadable IP address for the same
servers.

In addition, TLD operators provide detaiggjardingwho to contact if there are any issues;

these include security details such as "signing keys" that are used to verify that the data is
coming from the right person, and the name(s) of those authorized to make changes to these
details.

The IANA Functions Operatsrresponsible (among other root zone taSk$or keeping this
data up to date and making the relevant parts of it available continuously.

The process by which nell.Dsare added to the root zone and changes are made to existing
TLDs is a threstage process, with each stage currently operated by a different entity. If a TLD
operator wishes to make a change, this is the process folléived

17 Seehttps://www.iana.org/domains/idntables

8 See a list of DNS record typesh#tp://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of DNS record_types
9 The three key public files can be foundhétips://www.iana.org/domains/root/files

20The NTIA's official graphic for this process can be found at
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/legacy/DNS/CurrentProcessFlow.pdf
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i. Itis sentto the IANAunctionsOperator (ICANN). The request is validated (does it come
from the right person?) and checked (does it fit with the TLD's policy?). If all is fine, the
request is sent on to the root zone Administrator

ii.  The Administrator (US government/NTIA) reviews theues to make sure the IANA
Functions Operator has done its job properly and then authorizes it. The request is then
sent to the root zone Maintainer

iii.  The Maintainer (Vesign) checks the request is technically correct, for example that a
new name server iactually online, and then makes the change to the root zone itself.
Once done, a notification is sent to the Operator

This process is carried out through two separate contracts: between the Operator and the
Administrator; and between the Administrator atite Maintainer.

1.2.2. Root Zone File Change Request Managem@h®.9.2.a)

This is the process by which changes are made to the root zone (see functitebleabove
for more detail). For an existinig-D the majority of requests will come in the form of an
update of existing information, such as the address for a new name server (and its
corresponding 'glue record'). This is reflected in the "root zone file" that lisTd.&lk

Sometimes, there are changes to the person that is authorized to make futurgelas in
the case of someone moving jobs or changing responsibiliflesseare reflected in the
'WHOISlistings which provide the contact details for each TLD operdtddccasionally there
are minor technical changesuch as how frequently a TLI2fis updated.

Recently the two most significant additions to the root zone file have been the creation of
"signing keys" for existing registries due to the implementation of the security protocol DNSSEC
on individualTLDsand the creation of entire neilL.Dsas ICANN'sBlew gTLOProgramhas

become a reality. In 2014 so far (up28 Novembe), there have beemearly 450new top-level
domains added to the root zone.

1.23. w220 %2yS a2l hL{¢ [/ KIFIy3aS wSIa2926) I yR 5F{l 6

Although this is listed as a separate function in the current IANActions Gntract, in reality it
is no more than part of function 2: managing change requests from TLD operators.

TheWHOISomprises contact details for each TLD operator, includingT tti2 name and
creation date; its primary and secondary name servers; the name, postal and email address,
and telephone and fax numbers for its administrative and technical contacts; and when the
record was last updated.

21 These WHOIS details can be found online, either througAB\WWHOIS search box at
https://www.iana.org/whoisor its Root Database file attp://www.iana.org/domains/root/db

16


https://www.iana.org/whois
http://www.iana.org/domains/root/db

1.2.4. Delegation and Redelegation of aoGntry Code Top Levddomain (ccTLID(C.2.9.2.c)

The relationships between ccTLD operators and the IANA Functions Opeagatareatly due

to a range of historical and cultural factors. A small nurfbefrccTLD operators have a similar
relationship to gTD operators in that they have signed a contract with ICANN as the IANA
Functions Operator (typically called $bnsorshipAgreement"). A larger numbéthave
agreements with ICANN (again, as the IANA Functions Operator) that are characterized as
either an"Accountabilityframework" or an Exchange otetters"?#and are not legally binding.
And lastly, the majority of ccTLDs have no formalized agreement with ICANN.

Since there is typically not a contractual relationship between a ccTLD and the IANA Functions
Operator, the "delegation and redelegation™ of a ccTLD is an entirely separate pfarass

that of the delegation and redelegation of a gTLD. In simple language, "delegation” means that
a particular organization or individual is identified and acknowleldagbeing in charge of a
specificTLD and "redelegation™ is when that organization or individual is changed.

The ccTLD delegation/redelegation process has changed significantly over the years and has
also varied between ccTLDs. Its foundation howevemstfrom two documents: a series of
principles written in 1994 by the first IANA Functions Operator Jon Pystatl a further list of
principles produced in 2000, later updated in 2005, by ICANN's Governmental Advisory
Committee (GAG).

An effort to crede greater clarity around the delegation process waschedin 2011 by the
supporting organization of ICANN for ccTLDs (the Country Code Names Supporting
Organization, ccNSO). A final report from famework ofinterpretation Working Group
(FOIWG}vaspublished in October 2014

The current IANA contract contains a clatfskat identifies a broad group of parties that could
or should be consulted if the existing policy framework does not cover a specific instance.
Those parties are: ICANN, IETF, IMBRIRS, tojevel domain operators, governments and the
Internet user community. In addition, "relevant public authorities" are listed as a group that
should be consulted if a recommendation is made with respeetdelegation/redelegation

that is "not within or consistent with an existing policy framework".

22These arrangements are 8 Sponsorship Agrests and 7 MoUs

23 There are 69 of these arrangements as of 28 October 2014

24 A full list is available dtttps://www.icann.org/resources/pages/cctld201202-25-en

RFC 1591, Daan Name System Structure and Delegation, which can be found at
https://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc1591.txt

26 The 2000 Principles for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domainfooad be
http://archive.icann.org/en/committees/gac/gacctldprinciples23feb00.htm The updated 2005 version added
the term "Guidelines" to the title and stresselde principle of "subsidiarity" i.e. decisions being made at the local
level, and can be found &ttps://archive.icann.org/en/committees/gac/gacctld-principles.htm

2" The Framework of Interpretation of Current Policies and Guidelines Pertaining to the Delegation and
Redelegation of Countr€ode Top Level Domain Names can be found at
http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/fefinal-07oct14en. pdf

28 Section/paragraph C.1.3.
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Any recommendations are also expected to account for "the relevant national frameworks and
applicable laws of the jurisdiction that the TLD registry serves".

The result is a process of delegation/redelegation that is largélyred to each specific case.
1.2.5. Delegation and Redelegation of a Generic Top Level Domain (g@.R.p.2.d)

The rules and procedures for selecting or changing the operatog®t.&8are developed by
ICANN, largely through its relevant supporting organization)@#NNGeneric Names
Supporting Organization, or GNSO.

In September 2013, the IANA Functions Operator published User Documentation on Delegating
and Redelegating a Generic Top Ldyemair29 for public comment’. There were no
comments so the document stands as the main guide for the delegation process for gTLDs.

In each case of delegation/redelegation, the IANA Functions Operator is obliged to provide
documentation verifying that itollowed the agreed policy framework, including information on
how input was invited from "relevant stakeholders" and why the decision is "supportive of the
global public interes#*.

The new TLD program, which has seen the introduction of hundreds of Tielsgto the root
zone in just a few months, has helped improve and standardize this reporting process.

1.2.6. Root Zone Automatior(C.2.9.2.e)

Becausanany of the changes made to the root zoawe effectively pro forma, there has been a
push for over a decade far greater degree of automatiéh An "elANA" system was
introduced in 2006 and completad 2008 which allowed TLD operators to create a set of root
zone edits that would then be automatically included in a new root zone file with the
Administrator role $ee function lin table) simply auditing the process.

In 2011, further improvements were made including a web interface for making requests and
automated transfer of data between the IANA Functions Operator andRbloe Zone
Maintainers,

In 2012, the rexded IANA-unctions Gntract between ICANN and the NTIA required further
automation including, at a minimum, a secure system for communications, the ability for TLD

29 Downloadable as a PDFHtps://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/gtlddrd-ui-10sep13en.pdf

30 Comment period details online dtttps://www.icann.org/publiccomments/gtlddrd-ui-policy-201309-10-en

31 Examples of this process in action can be seen with theadatlemy new gTLD here:
http://www.iana.org/reports/c.2.9.2.d/2013121zacademy including a "readiness report" he
http://www.iana.org/reports/2013/gtld-readinessl-133651768.pdf

32 See for example this letter from 2005 where the chair of CENTR asks for improved automation of i&isasfun
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/kaneo-verhoef19aprO5en.pdf

33 See presentation from IANA's Director Technical Services, Kim Davies at ID&kdK's1eeting in October 2011
at http://ccnso.icann.org/files/27465/presentationoot-zoneautomationdavies24oct1 ten.pdf
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operators to manage their root zone entries and an online database that showed TLD operators
their history of change requests. Further improvements are ongoing.

1.2.7. Root Domain Name System Security Extensions (DNSSEC) Key Managén2eai2.f)

A key component of the increased security at the root zone level made possible by the
introduction of the INSSEC security system is the creation and management of the "key signing
key", or KSK. Since June 2010 and then approximately every three months, the IANA Functions
Operator has been responsible for generating and publishing thewdtith is then used to

digitally sign the root zone and ensure thidtDsare able to communicate securely.

The key is created in an elaborate ceremony thatslapproximately four hours and features
approximately 20 people drawn from across the world who all play a pareikely's
creation®,

1.2.8. Customer Service Complaint Resolution Process (CSCREY.2.9)

This is a typical customer complaint process where anyone unhappy with IANA's services can
send an email to a specific address (escalation@iana.org) and be enteredioketimg

systent®. The system allows complaints to be escalated from the IANA Functions Operator staff
to ICANN management and ultimately ICANN's CH®@ dustomer is not satisfied.

1.2.9. Management of the Repository of IDN Practices

The IANA RepositorydfL D | DN Practices, also known as t he
was created to support the development of the IDN technology.

Specifically, as described in th@uidelines for the Implementation of Internationalized Domain
Names (IDN§)

A registry wil publish one or several lists of Unicode code points that are permitted for
registration and will not accept the registration of any name containing an unlisted code
point. Each such list will indicate the script or language(s) it is intended to suipport.
registry policy treats any code point in a list as a variant of any other code point, the
nature of that variance and the policies attached to it will be clearly articulated. All such
code point listings will be placed in the IANA Repository for IDIRfBcEces in tabular
format together with any rules applied to the registration of names containing those
code points, before any such registration may be accepted.

34 Much more informatioris available ahttps://www.iana.org/dnssec
35More information on the key signing ceremonies is available onlitgtps://www.iana.org/dnssec/ceremonies
36More information athttp://www.iana.org/help/escalationprocedure
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In addition to making the IDN Tables publicly available on TLD registry websités[Ihe
registries may register IDN Tables with the IANA Functions Operator, which in turn will display
them online for public access.

1.2.10.Retirement of theDelegation ofDe-Allocated 1SO 3164 ccTLODodes

The 1SO3164 lisf®is a dynamic list which follows international political changes with respect
to country and territory names being added or modified or being retired. For example, the
Dissolution of Czechoslovakia, which took effect on 1 January 1993, was an evenitlia¢ sa
seltdetermined split of the federal state of Czechoslovakia into the Czech Republic and
Slovakia. As such IANA oversaw the Retirement of the .CS country code from active use
(although currently there is no official ICANN policy for the retiremercdlDshis action

was completed based on a specific motion of the ICANN Board).

1.3. Registries Involved in Providing the Functions
The registries involved in providing the functions are: Root Zone File and RoOONHDES
database.

1.4. Overlaps ornterdependencieBetween IANARequirements andOther Qustomer

Community Functions
The DNS requires IP addresses to function (both IPV4 and IPV6) from the Address Registries and
offers its services based on a large number of protocols developed and maithtay the IETF.

37 More information athttp://www.iana.org/help/idn-repository-procedure
381S0 316#6.ist one- Alphabetical list of country names in Englistudheir code elements
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2.1. Existing PreTransition Arrangements Relevant Sources of Poliggection 2A of the ICG
RFP)

There are a number of key documents that define how the existing IANA functions are carried
out. The distinction between ccTLDs and gTLBsterated by the fact that each group uses
different documents as their main policy sources. With respect to the delegation and
redelegation of ccTLDs there is no single source docurpehty is derived from RFCs,
Guidelines and other documentation.

2.1.1. Rekvant Sources of Policy

Table 3 (T3) Relevant Sources of Policy

Title Description Creator | Original
Creation

Date
T31 | RFC159% Created by first IANA operator Jon | IETF Mar 1994

Postel to describe how the IANA
functions were run.

T32 ICANN Bylavi® | The rules surrounding the ICANN Nov 1998
development, activities and policy (multiple
development of the Internet revisions)

Corporation for Assigned Names an
Number (ICANN).

T33 ICR1# A restatement of RFC1591 (Source | ICANN May 1999
by ICANN over how the IANA
functions are run.

T34 | Principles for the An effort by ICANN's Governmental | GAC Feb 2000
Delegation and | Advisory Committee (GAC) to clarify
Administration | rules over ccTLD delegations and
of Country Code| redelegations

Top Level
Domaing?

39 hitps://www.ietf.org/rfc/rfc1591.txt

40 Archive athttps://www.icann.org/resources/pages/archiviec-201202-25-en
41 https://www.icann.org/resources/pges/delegatior2012:02-25-en

42 http://archive.icann.org/en/committees/gac/gacctldprinciples23feb00.htm
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Title Description Creator | Original
Creation
Date

T35 | GNSO Policy Framework for deciding how the GNSO Dec 2002
Development generic names supporting (occasion
Process (GNSO| organization (GNSO) of ICANN al
PDP)? develops and recommends policy to revision$

the ICANN Board. Annex A to the
ICANN Bylaws (Source B).

T36 | ccNSO Policy | Framework for deciding how the ccNSO | Jun 2003
Development country code names supporting (infrequen
Process organization (ccNSO) of ICANN t use and
(ccPDP¥ develops and presents the ccNSO revisions)

Recommendation to the ICANN
Board. Annex B to the ICANN Bylaw
(Source B).

T37 | Principles and | A revised and superseding version ¢ GAC Apr 2005
Guidelines for | Source C by the GAC to clarify rules
the Delegation | over ccTLD delegations and
and redelegatons.

Administration
of Country Code
Top Level
Domain$®

T38 | GNSO Policy A manual for the process followed by GNSO Dec 2011
Development the GNSO to develop or revise gTLL (occasion
Process related policy recommendations al
Manuaf® (Source E). Annex 2 to GNSO revisions)

Operating Procedures.

T39 | GNSO Working | A manual for GNSO working groups| GNSO Apr 2011
Group which is the current format used to (occasion
Guideline$’ develop new or revised policy al

recommendations. Annex 1 to GNS( revisions)

Operating Procedures document.

43 Latest version ahttps://www.icann.org/resources/pages/bylaw®012-02-25-en#AnnexA
44 Latest version ahttps://www.icann.org/resourcespages/bylaws201202-25-en#AnnexB
45 https://archive.icann.org/en/committees/gac/gacctld-principles.htm

46 atest version alittp://gnso.icann.org/en/council/annex?-pdp-manuat26maril4en.pdf
47 Latest version ahittp://gnso.icann.org/council/annex-gnsowg-quidelines26marl4en.pdf
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Title Description Creator | Original
Creation
Date
T310 | NewgTLD Rules surrounding applying for and | ICANN | Jun 2012
Applicant the evaluation of applications for ney
Guidebook?® generic toplevel domains.
T311 | IANA Functions | Most recent contract between ICANI NTIA Oct 2012
Contract® and National Telecommunications
and InformationAdministration
(NTIA) for running the IANA function
T312 | Framework of | A review of existing policiestmthe | ccNSO | Oct 2014
Interpretation of | delegation and redelegation of
current policies | ccTLDs. Provides guidelines and
and guidelines | recommendations for following the
pertaining to the | current policies.
delegation and
redelegation of
country-code
Top Level
Domain Name®
T313 | Fast Track (for | Mechanisms to introduce a limited | ccNSO | Nov 2009

IDN ccTLDs)

number of noncontentious IDN
ccTLDs, associatedth the ISO 3166
1 two-letter codes, to meet near termn
demand, while the overall policy is

being developed.

2.1.2. Description of key policy documents

In order to provide greater context and understanding, here are additional details onasefer

the key policy documents.

2.1.2.1.

RFC1591

This document was written in the very early days of the Internet d&guestFor Comments”

(RFC) by the original IAN#NnctionsOperator Jon Postel. It is a short document intended to
outline how the domain name system was structured at that time and what rules were in place

48 http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applicants/agb

49 http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf 26 pg -P-final award and sacs.pdf

50 http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/fefinal-07oct14en.pdf
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to decide on its expansion. The longest part of it outlines selection criteria for the manager of a
new TLDand what was expected of such a manager.

RFC1591 is one of a small number of critical documents that helped guide the Internet's
development and as a result is held in very high regard by the technical community. Since it was
created a number of years pri¢o the creation of ICANN, the document is generally accepted

as the policy foundation for the administration of ccTLDs, the majority of which do not have a
contractual relationship with ICANN.

All ccTLDS! regardlesof whether theyare members of ccNS@thin ICANN (Source F) or not,
regard RFC1591 to be of paramount importance.

RFC 1591 remains the foundation for the relationship between ccTLDs and the IANA Operator,
such as the connection between the names of cc¥44b&l the international standard 1ISO

3166. The policies within the document remain directly applicable to both new and existing
services, with the notable exceptions of IDN ccTLDs and security protocol DNSSEC.

Although the document remains important for gTLDs, its impact is less signliiecaise

almost all gTLD managers are contractually tied to ICANN and many of the policies applied by
the IANA Operator have been revisited over time beginning with the first round of new gTLDs in
2001-2, through the GNSO policy development process (Sdtyesd other GNSO PDPs

2.1.2.2. ICR1

This document from the "Internet Coordination Policy" group of ICANN was one of three
created shortly after ICANN's creation that attempted to clarify key details over hoD &
was structured and should be run.

The documenspecifically addresses ccTLD administration and delegation and was developed
before the creation of the Country Code Names Supporting organization (ccNSO). While it
argues that it does not represent a change in policy, it proved controversial with ccTLD
managers who viewed it as a unilateral restatement of RFC1591 by ICANN.

At the heart of the concerns of ccTLD managers was the requirement that all applicants who
wished to become a ccTLD manager had to enter into a contractual agreement with ICANN
prior to the delegation or redelegation of the ccTLD.

51 Of the 248 ccTLDs (not including IDN ccTLDs), 152 are members of the ccNSO. The remainder rest outside the
ICANN system.
52 Examples being "DE" for Germany (Deutschland) and "W®mited States.

24



The ccNSO later formally rejected the document (arguing in one case that it was "inconsistent
with current rules and practices in several aréds"A similar document produced by IANA two
years earlier also raafoul of ccTLD manageéts

These restatements of RFC1591 (Source A) without full consultation of ccTLD managers was a
source of tension between ICANN and ccTLD managers and serves to highlight the very
different relationship between ccTLD managers andyinanagers when it comes to the IANA
functions. ICANN no longer applies the more controversial elements dP*CP

2.1.2.3. ccNSO Policy Development Process

All members of the ccNS#®e bound by the policy development process (PDP) developed
within ICANN, and adlervices and activities of ccTLD managers are open to the process.
Conversely only members of the ccNSO are bound by the results of any policy process.

The process is wetleveloped and documentéxb and has been through a number of
iterations. In essencet, comprises the following elements:

1 Consultations are held with all relevant parts of the ICANN structure, with ccTLD
managers and with regional ccTLD organizafibns

The proposal is posted féublicComment

If there is general support, the council oktlkccNSO will take a vote on whether to put it

to a wider member approval vote

1 If at least 50 percent of members vote and at least 66 percent of them are in favor, then
it is accepted

If the voting threshold is reached, the ccNSO council will vote to dengdilicy to the
ICANN Board for adoption

1
1

=

Since most ccTLDs have wasdlveloped policy processes of their own at the local level, and
since the majority of ccTLDs do not have a contractual relationship with ICANN, the policy
development process for the c&0 is used infrequently. In the past decade, only one policy has

53 See the final report of the Delegation, Redelegation and Retirement Working Group of the ccNSO (2011) at:
http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/finaleport-drd-wg-17feb1 *en.pdf

54¢ccTLD News Memo #1 (199@tps://www.iana.org/reports/1997/cctidnewsoct1997.html

%5The NTIA IANA Functions Contract only mentions RFC1591 aerd nmkeference to IGP.

56 A graphical representation of the process is available Hetp://ccnso.icann.org/policy/pdpl5jani3en.pdf

57 Regional ccTLD organizations, or ROs as they are commonly referredtteg Afeican Top Level Domains
Association (AfTLD), the Asia Pacific Top Level Domains Assdé&idrDYhe European country code TLD
organisation(CENTR) and the Latin Ameriéaaribbean Top Level Domains Association (LACTLD). Many
members of such organizations are also members of ICANN's ccNSO and conversely many members of ICANN's
ccNSO are also members of one or more of these ROs.
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been developed through to completion (it covered the creation e€tatbed IDN ccTLDs and
took several years to completé).

One important aspect of note is that if the ICANN Board for angaeaefuses to implement a
policy decided through the ccNSO process, the ICANN Board is prevented from setting policy on
that topic.

Such a rejection by thkCANNBoard can be subject to the Reconsiderationtar tndependent
ReviewProcess(IRP3°. Note that many ccTLDs have a local Policy Dispute Resolution Process
but these are outside the scope of the IANA Stewardship Transition Process.

2.1.2.4.Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top
Level Domains

In this categoryoe mu st al s o c Brmdplesland Guiddines f@ the&CDekegation

and Administration of Country Code Top Level Dorhaing al so known as the GA
2005), which the GAC regards as formalto “Advic
the Bylaws provisions regarding such Advice at the time of subm8gjon

This Advicevasdeveloped privately by the GAC and the first version of these principles was
published in 2000 and later revised to produce the 2005 version.

Section 1.2 of thidocument highlights one of the key principles for governments with respect
to the management of the ccTLDs associated witkirtcountry or territory code:

1.2. The main principle is the principle of subsidiarity. ccTLD policy should be set locally,
unless it can be shown that the issue has global impact and needs to be resolved in an
international framework. Most of the ccTLD policy issues are local inenaiat should
therefore be addressed by the local Internet Community, according to national law.

Also section 7.1 of this document can be directly relevant to delegation and redelegation of a
ccTLD:

7.1. Principle

Delegation and redelegation is a natiomsgue and should be resolved nationally and in
accordance with national laws, taking into account the views of all local stakeholders

58 The charter of the IDNC WG can be fouhtitép://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/idncharter.htm The link to
the ICANN Board Resolution approving the recommendations of the IDNC WG in November 2009 is
https://www.icann.org/resources/boarematerial/resolutions2009-10-30-en#2

59 Information about the IRP is availablehdtps://www.icann.org/resources/pages/if201202-25-en

80 Details athttps://www.icann.org/resources/pages/bylaw®012-02-25-en#XI|
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and the rights of the existing ccTLD Registry. Once a final formal decision has been
reached, ICANN should act promptyinitiate the process of delegation or redelegation
in line with authoritative instructions showing the basis for the decision.

2.1.2.5.Framework of Interpretation(FOI)of Qurrent Policies andGuidelinesPertaining to
the Delegation andRe-Delegation ofccTLONames

The FOI WG's goal was to provide | ANA staff an
RFC1591, in order to clarify existing policies and to facilitate consistent and predictable
application of these policies applicable to delegations and esgidions of ccTLDs.

The FOIWG worked diligently for three years to complete its marfdatith members

representing the ccNSO, GAC, ALAC and others. In this time the FOIWG produced draft position
papers, held public consultations, regularly presented stagports to both the ccNSO and

GAC, and finalized individual reports on all the afore mentioned subjects

2.1.2.6.Fast Track (for IDN ccTLDs)

The Fast Track Process for IDN ccTLDs was developeddaN®@DNC Working Group (short
form of IDN ccTLDs) which waprototype for cross community working groups within ICANN.

The purpose of the Fast Track was to introduce a limited number otontentious IDN

ccTLDs associated with the ISO 316@/o-letter codes in a short time frame to meet near term
demand. The sipe of the IDNC WG was limited to developing feasible methods (for the
introduction of a limited number of IDN ccTLDs) that do notgmept the outcomes of the IDN
ccPDP.

To date 43 IDN ccTLDs have been inserted into the root.

The official policy regardgnIDN ccTLDs produced by the ccNSO PDP process, and the first use
of this process, shdd be finalized by early 2015.

61 The Final Report of the RGG & currently awaitig approval and can be found at
http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/fefinal-07oct14en.pdf
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2.1.3. Existing arrangements

Most broadly, there are two setsf key services that ICANN, in performance of the IANA

functions, provides to th&lames community: delegation and redelegation (or, more simply,
who runs a given tofevel domain); and changes to the root zone. Here they are broken out by

function numbers and policy source documents.

2.1.3.1.

Mapping of IANA Functions to Policy Sources

Table 4(T4)- Mapping of IANA Functions to Policy Sources

Service Function cCTLD | ccTLD sources | gTLD sources | gTLD sources
numbers? | sources | (supplemental) | (main) (supplemental)
(main)
Delegation and | T1:4,T1-5 | T31, T33, T34, T310, T3 11 T3A,T32,
re-elegation T3M T3 6, T37, T35
T312

Changestothe | T1-1,T1- 2, | T31, T33,T36,T37 | T310, T311 T35, T38§,

root zone T1-3,T2:6, | T3K T39
T1-7,T218,
T2:2

While the IANA functions play a critical role in the proper functioning oEXN& it is important
to note that the role of both the IANPunctionsOperator and the current provider of the IANA
functions contract (the NTIA) is just one part of a broader process.

Since the delegation/redelegation processes for ccTLDs and gTLDs dfersatdive have
kept them separate.

1 Delegation and redelegation of ccTLDs
1 Delegation and redelegation of gTLDs
1 Changes to the root zone

In the tables that followprocess steps for which the IANA functions operator is involved are
highlighted ingreenand those for which NTIA is involved are highlightebllure.

2.1.4. Delegation andRe-Delegation of ccTLDs

The information in this section is presented in three tables as follows:

i. Delegation and redelegation of ccTLDs under RFC1591

62Ref er to Section 1.a for t hescolmnsutniotfi elISANA functions
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ii.  Application for an IDN ccTIsing per Board decision on the Fast Track Process for IDN ccTLDs
(not delegation)

iii.  Description of the ccNSO Policy Development Process
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21.4.1.

Delegation and redelegation of ccTLDs under RFC1591

Table 5 (T5) Delegation and redadgation ofccTLDs under RFC1591

Step | Process Step Done by: References
Description
National Govt
ICANN | ICANN Regqistry | or territorial 3
Staff Board CeNSO operator | administratio NTIA IANA | RZM
n
T51 | Submission of T31(3.1, 3.4,
delegation or 3.6)
redelegation X T311
request (C.2.9.2.¢c)
T52 | Submission of a T37 (1.7)
redelegation T311
request by a X (C.2.9.2.¢c)
national
government or
territorial
administration
T53 | Validation of
authenticity of the -
delegation or X

redelegation
request

63RZM = Root Zone Maintainer
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Step | Process Step Done by: References

Description
National Govt
ICANN | ICANN ccNSO Registry | or te.rr.|torlall NTIA IANA | RZM?
Staff Board operator | administratio
n

T54 | Verification of T31(3.1, 3.4,
compliance with 3.6)
established T37 (1.7)
policies, i T311
procedures and (C.2.9.2.¢c)
requirements as T312
well as assistance T313
to applicants

T55 | Motion by ICANN -

X

Board

T56 | Verification that T31(3.1, 3.4,
the request 3.6)
complies with X T37 (1.7), T3
established 12, T313
policies and
approval

T57 | Implementation of
the modification in X -
the root zone file
if applicable

T58 | Updating Root T311
ZoneWHOIS X (C.2.9.2.b)
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2.1.4.2. Application for an IDN ccTLD string per Board decision on the Fast Track Process for IDN ccTLDs (not delegation)

Table 6 (T6) Application for an IDN ccTLD string per Board decision on the Fast Track Pfocé®B®N ccTLDgot delegation)

Step | Process Step Done by: References
Description
. National Govt
ICANN | ICANN | \so| RegIStY | o territorial | NTIA | 1aNA | BXEMal
Staff Board operator evaluators

administration

T61 Application for an

IDN ccTLD string a X T313
per the FastTrack X
Requirements

T62 Review of X T313

application for IDN
ccTLD specific
requirements

T6-2a | If the requested
string is approved
the registry
operator may T313
proceed to request
delegation per the
standard process

T62b | If the requested
string is refused
because it is

deemed T313
confusingly similar
the applicant may
request an EPSRP
evaluation B3
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T6-2c

If the requested
string fails to meet
other criteria the
application is
refused.

T313

T63

Extended Process
Similarity Review
Panel evaluation

T313

T6-3a

The panel finds
that both the
upper and lower
case versions of
the requested
string are not
confusingly similar
to 1ISO3166
entries.

(should proceed
with delegation
process)

T313

T6-3b

The panel finds
that either the
upper or lower
case version of the
requested string is
confusingly similar
to 1ISO3166
entries.

(ICANN decision tc
proceed or not
with delegation
process)

T313
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T6-3c

The panefinds
that both the
upper and lower
case versions of
the requested
string are
confusingly similar
to 1ISO3166
entries.

(should not
proceed with
delegation
process)

T313

T64

Delegation and
Redelegation of
IDN ccTLDs in
accordance with
T5.
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2.1.4.3. Description of the ccNSO Policy Development Process

Table 7 (T7) Description of the ccNSO Policy Development Process

Step Process Step Done by: References
Description

ICANN| ICANN| ccNSO Issue ccNSO

Staff | Board | Council | manager | members GAC| IANA | NTIA

T71 Request an issue
report (requesters can T36 (1)
be):
1 ccNSO
Council
1 ICANN Board
of Directors
1 One or more
of the
Regional
Organisations
1 ICANN
Supporting
Organisation
or Advisory
Committee
1 Members of
the ccNSO (at
least 10
members)

T7-2 Appointment of Issue T36 (2)
Manager

T7-3 Issue manager T36 (2)
produces Issue Repor
+ recommendation if g
PDP is required

T7-4 ICANN general counci T36 (2)
reports or ccNSO And
Council decide with Annex C
super majority ifissue X X
is in scope of ICANN
and in scope of ccNS(
PDP

T7-5 ccNSO council votes t T36 (3)
initiate a PDP or not. | X
not step 21
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T7-6

If the ccNSO Council
votes in favour of
initiating a PDP it
appoints a taskorce
(or alternate
mechanism per
Council decision) to
carry out the work of
the PDP

T36
(4,5,7,8)

T7-7

Public Notice of
initiation of a PDP for
comments (including
direct notification of
the GAC by the ccNS(
Council)

T36 (6)

T7-8

Task Force (or
alternate mechanism)
produces an initial
report on issue for
public consultation.
Note—this can be
quite a complex task
which can easily
extend into multiple
years and has buiin
thresholds for
approvals.

T36
(7,8,9)

T7-9

Task Force (or
alternate mechanism)
produce final report
taking into account
results of public
consultation

T36 (9)

T7-10

GAC opinion or Advice

T36 (10)

T7-11

¢cNSO Council
consideration and
vote. If not adopted
by atleast 14
members of Council
Step 20)

T36
(10,11,12)

T7-12

Members vote on
accepting the final
report. (first round
minimum 50% of all
members voting 66%
in favour, second
round 66% of all

voting)

T36 (13)

36




T7-13

IssueManager will
prepare a report for
the ICANN Board if the
members accept

T36 (14)

T7-14

ccNSO Council review
and approves the
Report for
transmission to the
ICANN Board

T36 (14)

T715

ICANN Board Votes o|
approving the report
[not accepted if
supermajority (66% of
Board members) votes
against.]

T36 (15)

T7-15

If the Board approves
the report it becomes
policy, directing staff
to implement (
Implementation, See
step 21)

T36 (16)

T715b

If rejected send back
recommendations to
the ccNSO Council for
modifications

T36 (15)

T7-16

If the report is sent
back to the ccNSO
Council. The ccNSO
Council shall consider
making Changes

T36 (15)

T7-17

¢cNSO Council votes
on sending the report
(modified or not) to
the ICANN Board for
approval.

T36 (15)

T7-18

The Issue Manager
transmits the report
to the ICANN Board
with relevant
information.

T36 (15)

T719

The ICANN Board
voteson accepting the
report

T36 (15)

T719a

If the Board approves
the report it becomes

policy.

T36 (15)
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T719b If the Board rejects T36 (15)
the shelved the issue (15)
is tabled: the ICANN
Board cannot adopt
any policies relating to
the issues in the
report.
T7-20 Termination of PDP T36 (15)
(3,11, 13,
15)
T7-21 If policy, T36 (15)
Implementation at (16)

direction of Board
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2.1.5. Delegation and redelegation of gTLDs

2.1.5.1. Process Steps for Delegation and Redelegation of gTLDs

Table 8 (T8) Process Steps for Delegation and Redelegation of gTLDs

Step Process Stepescription | Done by: Functiorf*
ICANN | ICANN GNSO Registry NTIA | IANA | RZMS
Staff Board operator
T81 Development of
- X
Consensus Policies
T82 Approval of Consensus X
Policies
T83 Implementation of
Consensus Policies X X
including:
T83a Finalization of % % %
Registry Agreement
T83b Approval of gTLD for %
delegation
T83c Execution of Registry
X X
Agreements
T84 Predelegation testing X X
T85 Request for delegation
by registry operators or « «
by ICANNN the case of
EBERO action
T86 Verification of process, T12,T15,
policy and technical X X T16,T17,
checks T18
T87 Approval of delegation ¥
of gTLD
T88 Change into the root X
T89 Update root zonaVHOIS T13,T16,
¥ T18

Ref er t o Se cListioblANA funciionsfused by thb Mesecbmmunities .

65RZM = Root Zone Maintainer
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2.1.6. Modification of Root Zone File for ccTLDs and gTLDs

2.1.6.1.

Process Steps for Modification of Root Zone File for ccTLDs and gTLDs

Table9 (T9)- Process Steps for Modification of Root Zone File for ccTLDs and gTLDs

Step # | Process Stepescription Currently Done by IANA Function®

T91 Submission of modification request| ccTLD Manager or gTLD Registry Opera

T92 Validation of the change request ICANN Staff

T93 Verification of compliance with IANA& NTIA T1-3, T16, T8
established policies and procedures

T94 Implementation of the modification | Root Zone Maintainer
in the root zone file if applicable

T95 Updating RooZoneWHOIS IANA T1-3, T16, T18

2.1.7. Description of gTLD Policy Development & Implementation Process Steps

Thefollowing table lists documents that provide descriptions of each of the above process
steps along with URL links to those documents. Note that references for implementation of
gTLD policies are for the current round of new gTLDs. Also note that a GNE@GgEroup is
presently underway regarding Policy and Implementation, which may impact the process for

implementing policy recommendations in the futute.

2.1.7.1.

Description of gTLD Policy Development & Implementation Process Steps

Table 10 (T10)Descriptionof gTLD Policy Development & Implem@tion Process Steps

Step # Process Step Description| Reference(s) URL Link
T10A-1 Development of 1 ICANN Bylaws, 1 https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/byla
Consensus Policies for Annex A ws-2012-A-02-25-en#AnnexA
gTLDs 1 Visual diagram of | { http://gnso.icann.org/en/basics/policy
the GNSO PDP developmentprocessflow-10jull4-en.pdf
T10A-2 Approval of Consensus | Section 9 of Bylaws, | See link above
Policies for gTLDs Annex A
T10A-3 Implementation of Section 10 of Bgws, | See link above
Consensus Policies for Annex A
gTLDs including:
T10A-3a Finalization of the New gTLD Applicant | http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applicants/agb
Registry Agreement, | Guidebook, Module 5,
including terms for Section 5.1
delegation,
redelegation and
modification of name
server and contact
information for gTLDs
T10A-3b Approval of gTLDs for | Same as for 1.c.i Same as fof 10A-3a
delegation
66 Referto Sectionl.afo t he “ Li st of | AN/scfourmtutniionisesus.ed by

57 Policy & Implementation WG Wiki available at
https://community.icann.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageld=41899467
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Step # Process Step Description| Reference(s) URL Link
T10A-3c Execution of Registry | Same as for 1.c.i Same as fof 10A-3a
Agreements
T10A4 Predelegation testing of | New gTLD Applicant | Same as for 10 A-3a
approved gTLDs with an | Guidebook, Module 5,
executed agreement Section 5.2
T10A-5 Request for delegation by| New gTLD Applicant | Same as forf 10A-3a
registry operators or by | Guidebook, Module 5,
ICANN in the case of an | Section 5.2
EBERO action
T10A-6 Verification that process, | § IANA Functions http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/
policy and technical Contract Sections | sf 26 _pg_12-final award and_sacs.pdf
checks were successfully C.29.2,C.2.9.2.a,
confirmed & C.2.9.2d
1 SACO067 Oveiew | https://lwww.icann.org/en/system/files/files/sac
and History of the | 067-en.pdf
IANA Functions
T10A-7 Approval of delegation of | IANA Functions Same a3 10A-6
gTLDs Contract Section
C.2.9.2d
T10A8 Delegation/redelegation | IANA Functions Same a§10A-6
of gTLDs into the root Contract Sections
C.29.4&C.29.2f
T10A9 Updating RooZone IANA Functions Same a§10A-6
WHOIS Contract Section
C.29.2b
T10B1 Submission of IANA Functions Same ag10A-6
modification request Contract Sections
C.29.2, C29.2.4a &
C.29.2b
T10B-2 Validation of the change | IANA Functions Same ag10 A-6
request Contract Section
C.29.2b
T10B-3 Verification of compliance| IANA Functions Same a3 10A-6
with established policies | Contract Section
and procedures C.2.9.2b
T10B4 Implementationof the IANA Functions Same ag10A-6
modification in the root Contract Section
zone file if applicable C.29.2b
T10B5 Updating RooZone IANA Functions Same a§10A-6

WHOIS

Contract Section
C.29.2b
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2.1.8. Description of Policy Dispute Resolutid?rocesses
2.1.8.1. ccTLDSThis is included in the ccTLD portion at the beginning of Section

2.1.8.2. gTLDs Description of gTLD Policy Dispute Resolution Processes

The table below lists the dispute resolution processes for each of the process steps for gTLDs
along withassociated URL links as applicable.

Table 11 (T11)Description of gTLD Policy Dispute Resolution Processes

Step # Process Step Descriptior| Dispute Resolution Process (DRP) Document Title(s) & URL Link(s)

T11A-1 | Development of There is no DRP within the GNSO| GNSO Policy Development Process
Consensus Policies for | Policy Development Process (PDFR Manual:
gTLD® but Section 3.6 of the GNSO http://gnso.icann.org/council/annex

Working Group Guidelines contain| 2-pdp-manuat26marl4en.pdf
a Standard Methodology for
Making Decisions and Section 3.7| GNSO Working Group Guidelines:

provides an Appeals process. http://gnso.icann.org/council/annex
1-gnsowg-quidelines26marl4en.pdf

T12:A-2 | Approval of Consensus | ¢ If the Board rejects GNSO policc ICANN Bylaws, Annex A, GNSO PD

Policies for gTLDs recommendations that were Section9:
adopted by a simple majorif§, https://www.icann.org/resources/pag
there is no DRP. es/bylaws2012-02-25-en#AnnexA

« If the Board rejects GNSO polic
recommendations that were
adopted by a supermajorit{:

- GNSO & Board discussior
- Possible GNSO
supplementary

recommendation
- 2/3 Board vote required to| Reconsideration
reject a Council ICANN Bylaws, Article 1V, Section 2:
supermajority approved | https://www.icann.org/resources/pag
policy. es/bylaws2012-02-25-en#1V
« In both cases above, adversely

impacted persons or entities Independent Review

could request Reconsideration b| ICANN Bylaws, Article IV, Section 3:

the Board. https://www.icann.org/resources/pag

* Because the Board makes a es/bylaws2012-02-25-en#lV
decision regarding approval of

%8 The GNSO develops policy for gTLD second level names and new top level gTLD names according to the Policy
Development Process (PDP) in Annex A of the ICANN Bylaws as welBAS®BePolicy Development Process
Manualand theGNSO Working Group Guidelén The working group model is the means used to development
policy; participation is encouraged by all GNSO Stakeholder Groups and Constituencies and by ICANN Advisory
Committees andupporting Organization&ection 3.2 of the Working Group Guidelingatss that working
groups “should mirror the diversity and representativel
59 A GNSO simple majority is defined to be greater than 50% in each of the two GNSO Council Houses, Contracted
Party House & Nofontracted Party House.
O A GN® supermajority is defined as one of the followifa) two-thirds (2/3) of the Council members of each
House, or (b) thredourths (3/4) of one House and a majority of the other House.
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Step # Process Step Descriptior| Dispute Resolution Process (DRP) Document Title(s) & URL Link(s)
consensus policies, a materially
impacted party could request an
Independent Review.
T12:A-3 | Implementation of In addition to the mention of ICANN Bylaws, Annex A, GNSO PD
Consensus Policies for | possibly forming an Section 10:
gTLDs including: Implementation Review Team, the| https://www.icann.org/resources/pag
PDP Manudl or e s ees t | es/bylaws201202-25-en#AnnexA
proposed implementation is
considered inconsistent with the | Policy & Implementation WG wiki:
GNSO Counci |’ s 1 https://community.icann.org/pages/v
the GNSO Council may notify the | iewpage.action?pageld=41899467
Board and request that the Board
review the proposed GNSO Project Page:
implementation. Until the Board http://gnso.icann.org/en/group
has considered the GNSOucil activities/active/policy
request, ICANN Staff should refrai| implementatian
from implementing the policy,
although it may continue
developing the details of the
proposed implementation while thg
Board considers the GNSO Coung
reqguest . A GNJ
Implementation is currentlyn
progress and is expected to make
recommendations that would
further define implementation
processes including additional
procedures for dealing with
disputes that might arise.
T1}A-3a Finalization of the For the current round of new NewgTLDApplicant Guidebook (AG)

Registry Agreement,
including terms for
delegation,
redelegation and
modification of name
server and contact
information for gTLDs

gTLDs, this happened as part of
step 1.c above. The resultsar
mostly reflected in Module 5 of the
NewgTLDApplicant Guidebook,
which includes the base registry
agreement as well as the following
DRPs: Uniform Rapid Suspension
Post Delegation Dispute Resolutio
Process and Registry Restriction
Dispute ResolutioRrocess and
Public Interest Commitment
Dispute Resolution Process.

Because the Board makes a
decision regarding approval of the
registry agreement, a materially
impacted party could request an
Independent Review.

http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applica
nts/agb

Independent Review

ICANN Bylaws, Article 1V, Section 3:
https://www.icann.org/resources/pag
es/bylaws201202-25-en#1V

"*These dispute resolution procedures are applicable to all new gfoll@sing delegation, except the RRDRP
which applies only to communiyased new gTLDs. They are not challenges to the approval of the Registry
Agreement itself

43


https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/bylaws-2012-02-25-en#AnnexA
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/bylaws-2012-02-25-en#AnnexA
https://community.icann.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=41899467
https://community.icann.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=41899467
http://gnso.icann.org/en/group-activities/active/policy-implementation
http://gnso.icann.org/en/group-activities/active/policy-implementation
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Step # Process Step Descriptior| Dispute Resolution Process (DRP) Document Title(s) & URL Link(s)
T1LA- Approval of gTLDs for| For the current round of new NewgTLDApplicant Guidebook (AG)
3b delegation gTLDs, Module 1 of the NeyWLD | http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applica

Applicant Guidebook (AG) provide| nts/agb

an overview of the conditions

required for approval for delegatio

and subsequent modules provide

details of those conditions. Modul

3 of the NewgTLDApplicant

Guidebook (AG) contains Objectio

Procedures and Dispute &dution

Procedures; Module 4 contains

String Contention Procedures.

Reconsideration

An applicant whosgTLDstring is ICANN Bylaws, Article IV, Section 2:

not approved for delegation could | https://www.icann.org/resources/pag

request Reconsideration by the es/bylaws201202-25-en#1V

Board.
T1L:A-3c Execution of Registry | For the current round of new NewgTLDApplicant Guidebook (AG)

Agreements gTLDs, Sections 1.1.5 and 5.1 of t| http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applica

NewgTLDApplicant Guidebook nts/agb

(AG) cover execution of the Regist

Agreement. A DRI®r this step is

not applicable.

T1XA-4 | Predelegation testing of | Forthe current round of new NewgTLDApplicant Guidebook (AG)
approved gTLDs with an| gTLDs, Section 5.2 coverspre http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applica
executed agreement delegation testing (PDT). Italso | nts/agb

describes the processes an
applicant can take if they do not
pass any elements of the PDT.
T12A-5 | Request for delegation | For the current round of new NewgTLD Applicant Guidebook (AG

by registry operators or
by ICANN in the case of
an Emergency Back End
Registry Operator
(EBERO) action

gTLDs, Section 5.3 dedas the
delegation process; it refers
applicants to the IANA site for
delegation information.

In applying for gy TLDstring, an
applicant agrees to terms in
Module 6 of the NewgTLD
Applicant Guidebook that say
“‘approval i s ent
discretiori and an applicant agrees
“NOT TO CHALLENGE, IN COUR
IN ANY OTHER JUDIGbABR, ANY
FINAL DECISION MADE BY ICAN
WITH RESPECT TO THE
APPLICATION, AND IRREVOCAE
WAIVES ANY RIGHT TO SUE OR
PROCEED IN COURT OR ANY O
JUDICIAL FOR A ON THE BASIS
ANY OTHER LEGAL CLAIM AGAI
ICANN AND ICANN AFFILIATED
PARTIES WITH RESPECT TO TH

http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applica
nts/agb

IANA processes:
http://www.iana.org/domains/root

For moreinformation on EBEROs seg
https://www.icann.org/resources/pag
es/ebero201304-02-en
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https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/bylaws-2012-02-25-en#IV
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/bylaws-2012-02-25-en#IV
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http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applicants/agb
http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applicants/agb
http://newgtlds.icann.org/en/applicants/agb
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http://www.iana.org/domains/root
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/ebero-2013-04-02-en
https://www.icann.org/resources/pages/ebero-2013-04-02-en

Step # Process Step Descriptior| Dispute Resolution Process (DRP) Document Title(s) & URL Link(s)
APPLICATION. So t her e
for this step.
Emergency baeknd registry
operators (EBEROSs) are temporar
activated if a TLD registry operato
is at risk of failing.
T1L1A-6 | Verification that process,| As roted earlier in this section, this| IANAFRunctionsContract:
policy and technical step is currently performed by the | http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/p
checks were successfully IANAFRunctionsOperator and NTIA.| ublications/sf 26 pg_-P-
confirmed Any disputes would be handled final award_and_sacs.pdf
according to the terms of the IANA
FunctionsContract.
T1LA-7 | Approval of delegation of As noted earlier in this section, thi§ IANAFRunctionsContract:
gTLDs step is currently performed by http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/p
NTIA. Any disputes would be ublications/sf 26 _pg_-P-
handled according to the terms of | final_award and_sacs.pdf
the IANAFRunctionsContract.
T11-A-8 | Delegation/redelegation | As noted earlier in this section, thiy NTIA Cooperative Agreement with
of gTLDs into the root | step is currently performed by the | Verisign:
Root Zme Maintainer. Any http://www.ntia.doc.gov/page/verisig
disputes related to this step would| n-cooperativeagreement
be handled according to the
Cooperative Agreement between
NTIA and the Root Zone
Maintainer.
T12:A-9 | Updating RooZone Asnoted earlier in this section, this| IANAFunctionsContract:
WHOIS step is currently performed by the | http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/p
IANA functions operator. Any ublications/sf 26 _pg_-P-
disputes related to this step would| final_award and_sacs.pdf
be handled according to thANA
FunctionsCGontract.
T11B-1 | Submission of Asnoted earlier in this section, this| IANA processes:
modification request step is performed by theegistry http://www.iana.org/domains/root
TLD operator.
T11-B-2 | Validation of the change| As noted earlier in this section, thi§ IANAFunctionsContract:
request step is currently performed by the | http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/p
IANAFRunctionsOperator and NTIA. | ublications/sf 26 _pg_-P-
Any disputes related to this step | final_award_and_sacs.pdf
would be handled according to the
IANAFunctionsContract.
T11B-3 | Verification of As noted earlier in this section, thi§ IANAFunctionsContract:

compliance with
established policies and
procedures

step is currently performed by the
IANAFunctionsOperator and NTIA.
Any disputes would be handled

according to the terms of the IANA

FunctionsContract.

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/p
ublications/sf 26 pg -P-
final_award and sacs.pdf
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http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/page/verisign-cooperative-agreement
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/page/verisign-cooperative-agreement
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.iana.org/domains/root
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf_26_pg_1-2-final_award_and_sacs.pdf

Step # Process Step Descriptior| Dispute Resolution Process (DRP) Document Title(s) & URL Link(s)
T11B-4 | Implementation of the As noted earlier in this section, thi§ NTIA Cooperative Agreement with
modification in the root | step is currently performed by the | Verisign:
zone file if applicable Root ZoneMaintainer. Any disputeg http://www.ntia.doc.gov/page/verisig
related to this step would be n-cooperativeagreement
handled according to the
Cooperative Agreement between
NTIA and the Root Zone
Maintainer.
T11B5 | Updating RooZone Asnoted earlier in this section, this| IANAFRunctionsContract:

WHOIS

step is currently performed by the
IANAFunctionsOperator. Any
disputes related to this step would
be handled according to théANA
FunctionsContract.

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/p
ublications/sf 26 pg -P-
final_ award and sacs.pdf
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2.2. Existing, Prelransition Arrangementg Oversight and Accountabilitysection 2B of the
ICG RFP)

2.2.1. Definitions of Oversight andAccountability

For the purposes of this section, oversight and accountability ofANA Function®perator
refers to independent oversight and accountability. Specificallgrsight and accountability
are defined as:

1 Oversight (of the IANRunctionOperator performng DNS actions and activitiespversight is
performed by an entity that is independent of the Operator and has access to all relevant
information to monitor or approve the actions and activities which are being overseen

9 Accountability- Accountability povides the ability for an independent entity to impose binding
consequences to ensure the IAIRAnctionsOperator meets its formally documented and
accepted agreements, standards and expectations

2.2.2. Oversight andAccountability for IANA FunctionServices ad Activities Relative to
Both ccTLDs and gTLDs

Both ccTLDs and gTLDs benefit from the oversight and accountability provided by NTIA in its
role as Administrator of the IANA Functions Contract and Root Zone Management Process
Administrator.

General oversigt of the IANAFunctionsOp er at or ' s provi sion of the
in Section | for TLDs is performed by the direct recipients of the services, i.e., cc TLD managers
andgTLDregistry operators, and NTIA as the contractor for the IAAdions Contract.

Registry operators and TLD managers perform oversight by monitoring the processing of IANA
requests they submit. NTIA as Root Zone Process Manager performs oversight by verifying that
process, policy and technical checks were successfutiffrmed and also by administering the
IANAFRunctionsGontract, discussed elsewhere in this section. Therefore registrants and users of
TLDs perform limited oversight when they attempt to use second level domain names.

As noted in previous sections theaee very few ICANN operational policies which affect ccTLDs
beyond RFC1591. As such ccTLDs rely in large part on the NTIA acting as Administrator and
Manager to ensure independent oversight and accountability (as defined above) of the
Operator for its adgbns and activities.
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2.2.3. NTIA acting as Contract Administrator for the IANA Function ContfactTLDs and
gTLD}¥

2.2.3.1.  IANAoversight support mechanisms from the NTIA IANA Functions Confiact
NTIA acting as Contract Administrator

Tablel2 (T12) List oflANA Qrversight Support Mechanisms in the IANAInctionsContract

Initial Onetime Obligations

o C.2.6 Transparency and Accountabiityithin six (6) months of award, the Contracto
shall, in collaboration with all interested and affected parties as enumeiat8dction
C.1.3, develop user instructions including technical requirements for each correspg
IANA function and post via a website.

o C.2.7 Responsibility and Respect for Stakehotdéfishin six (6) months of award, the
Contractor shall, in collalation with all interested and affected parties as enumeratg
in Section C.1.3, develop for each of the IANA functions a process for documenting
source of the policies and procedures and how it will apply the relevant policies an
procedures for the geesponding IANA function and post via a website.

o0 C.2.8 Performance StandarddVithin six (6) months of award, the Contractor shall
develop performance standards, in collaboration with all interested and affected pal
as enumerated in Section C.1&, each of the IANA functions as set forth at C.2.9 to
C.2.9.4 and post via a website.C.4.2 Monthly Performance Progress Report

0 /| PHOPPPH PO w220 %2yS a2l hL{é¢ [/ KI-yERS w§
Contractor shall maintain, update, and make publiclp OSa aA o6t S I w2
database with current and verified contact information for all TLD registry operators
¢tKS w220 %2yS a2l hL{¢ RIGFOFASZT G |
address of the primary nameserver and secondary namesfor the TLD; the
corresponding names of such nameservers; the creation date of the TLD; the namg¢
postal address, email address, and telephone and fax numbers of the TLD registry
operator; the name, postal address, email address, and telephone amdifabers of
the technical contact for the TLD registry operator; and the name, postal address, ¢
address, and telephone and fax numbers of the administrative contact for the TLD
registry operator; reports; and date record last updated; and any ottiermation
relevant to the TLD requested by the TLD registry operator. The Contractor shall re
FYR LINRPOS&aa Ne2G 12yS a21hL{¢ OKIFy3aS

o C.2.9.2.e Root Zone Automatiermhe Contractor shall work with NTIA and the Root
Zone Maintainerand collaborate with all interested and affected parties as enumerg
in Section C.1.3, to deploy a fully automated root zone management system within
(9) months after date of contract award. The fully automated system must, at a
minimum, include a@ecure (encrypted) system for customer communications; an
automated provisioning protocol allowing customers to manage their interactions w
the root zone management system; an online database of change requests and
subsequent actions whereby each custorman see a record of their historic requests
and maintain visibility into the progress of their current requests; and a test system
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which customers can use to meet the technical requirements for a change request
internal interface for secure commigations between the IANA Functions Operator; t
Administrator, and the Root Zone Maintainer.

Ongoing Obligations

C.2.12.a Program Manager. The contractor shall provide trained, knowledgeable
technical personnel according to the requirements ofdbigtract. All contractor

personnel who interface with the CO and COR must have excellent oral and writter
communication skills. "Excellent oral and written communication skills" is defined a
capability to converse fluently, communicate effectively amite intelligibly in the

English language. The IANA Functions Program Manager organizes, plans, directs
and coordinates the overall program effort; manages contract and subcontract acti
as the authorized interface with the CO and COReasdres compliance with Federal
NHz Sa |yR NB3IdA FGA2ya | yR NBaLlRyaArof §

C.4.1 Meetings- Program reviews and site visits shall occur annually.

C.4.2 Monthly Performance Progress Repdrhe Contractor shall prepare and submi
to the COR a performance progress report every month (no later than 15 calendar
following the end of each month) that contains statistical and narrative information
the performance of the IANA functions (i.e., assignment of technical protocol
parameters;administrative functions associated with root zone management; and
allocation of Internet numbering resources) during the previous calendar month. Th
report shall include a narrative summary of the work performed for each of the fung
with appropriatedetails and particularity. The report shall also describe major event
problems encountered, and any projected significant changes, if any, related to the
performance of requirements set forth in C.2.9 to C.2.9.4.

C.4.3 Root Zone Management Dashboaithe Contractor shall work collaboratively
with NTIA and the Root Zone Maintainer, and all interested and affected parties as
enumerated in Section C.1.3, to develop and make publicly available via a website
dashboard to track the process flow for raane management within nine (9) months
after date of contract award.

C.4.4 Performance Standards Repetr®he Contractor shall develop and publish repg
for each discrete IANA function consistent with Section C.2.8. The Performance
Standards Metric Rmrts will be published via a website every month (no later than
calendar days following the end of each month) starting no later than six (6) month
after date of contract award.

C.4.5 Customer Service Survey (€88 Contractor shall collaboratativNTIA to
develop and conduct an annual customer service survey consistent with the perfor
standards for each of the discrete IANA functions. The survey shall include a feedl
section for each discrete IANA function. No later than 30 days afteucting the
survey, the Contractor shall submit the CSS Report to the COR.

C.5.1 Audit Data- The Contractor shall generate and retain security process audit r¢
data for one year and provide an annual audit report to the CO and the COR. All rg
zore management operations shall be included in the audit, and records on change
requests to the root zone file. The Contractor shall retain these records in accordar
with the clause at 52.213. The Contractor shall provide specific audit record data ta
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the CO and COR upon request.

o0 C.5.2 Root Zone Management Audit Dat@he Contractor shall generate and publish
via a website a monthly audit report based on information in the performance of
Provision C.9.2 {g) Perform Administrative Functions Associaléith Root Zone
al ylI3SYSyido ¢KS | dzRAG NBLIR2NILI aklFff ARH
database change request and the relevant policy under which the change was maq
well as identify change rejections and the relevant policy under wiécbhange
request was rejected. The Report shall start no later than nine (9) months after dat
contract award and thereafter is due to the COR no later than 15 calendar days
following the end of each month.

o C.5.3 External Auditer The Contractortsall have an external, independent, specializ
compliance audit which shall be conducted annually and it shall be an audit of all th
IANA functions security provisions against existing best practices and Section C.3
contract.

2.2.3.2. IANAFRunctionsAffected by theOversightFunctions

The following services listed in Section | from the IANA functions contract are affected by the
oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and NTIA:

Table 13 (T13)IANA Functions Affected by th@versight Functions

a)

C.2.9.2 Perform Administrative Functions Associated With Root Zone Management

b)

C.2.9.2.a Root Zone File Change Request Management

c)

C.2.9.2.b Root Zone “WHOIS” Change Reque

d)

C.2.9.2.c Delegation arRkedelegation of a Country Code Top L&@inain (ccTLD

e)

C.2.9.2d Delegation and Redelegation of a Generic Top Level Domain (gTLD)

)

C.2.9.2.e Root Zone Automation

C.2.9.2.f Root Domain Name System Security Extensions (DNSSEC) Key Management

C.2.9.2.g Giomer Service Complaint Resolution Process (CSCRP)

The followingservices from Section | that are not part of the |ARIActionsContract are

affected by the oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and the

last one is also &cted by the oversigt functions performed by NTIA:

Tablel4 (T14) Other Functions Affected by the Oversight Functions

i) Management of the Repository of IDN Practices

J) Retirement of ccTLD codes

Services b), ¢),)de), and ) may be affected bgversight perbrmed by registrants and users.
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2.2.3.3.

How is the IANA functions operator held accountable?

Here are ways in which the IANBnctionsOperator is currently held accountable for the
provisionof the services from Section I:

Table 15 (T15)Ways in which the IANA Functions Operator is Held Accountable

a.

The limited term of the IANAunctionsContract, and the potential for reompeting,
provide an incentive for good performance. A possible consequence for poor
performance is issuance of anfAR&nd potentially awarding of the contact to another

party.

Verification by NTIA that process, policy and technical checks were successfully

confirmed provides a check that the IARénctions were performed correctly. If chec
are not verified, the regested IANA change will not be approved. Repeated failure
the IANAFRunctionsOperator to properly perform checks could result in nonrenewal ¢
the contract.

Service level requirements in the IAN4nction Contract provide objective
measurements to evahte performance. Failure to successfully meet service level
requirements would presumably result in warnings by NTIA and recurring failure w
presumably result in warnings by NTIA and probably negatively impact contract rer
possibility.

Reports bythe IANAFunctionsContractor to NTIA provide data for evaluating
performance and adherence to service level requirements. Repeated reports show
poor performance would presumably result in warnings by NTIA and probably
negatively impact contract renewpossibility.

The Customer Service Complaint Resolution Process included in thEuAdNiANs
Gontract provides a means of resolving problems including those possibly caused |
IANAFunctionsOperator.

The Root Zone Maintainer performs independent technical checks to back up thosg
performed by the IANA&unctionsContractor and NTIA. Problematic technical checks
would be reported to NTIA and the IANAnctionsOperator.

2.2.3.4.

Jurisdiction

The jurisdiction foenforcement of the IANAunctionsContract is the United States.

2.2.4. Independent Review of Board Actior(scTLDs and gTLDs

2.24.1.

The ICANN Bylaws provide for an Independent Review of Board Actions (which would apply to

ICANN Bylaws relating to the IndependeReview ofICANNBoardActions

the delegation and redelegation of ccTLDs and gthd&sequire ICANN Board approval prior
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to being submitted to the NTIA}.The following sections are frofuticlelV, Section 3 ahe

Bylaws:

Table 16 (T16)ICANN Bylaw&elating to the Independent Review dCANNBoard Actions.

1. In addition to the reconsideration process described in Section 2 of this Article,
ICANN shall have in place a separate processdependent thirdparty review of
Board actions alleged by an affected party to be inconsistent with the Articles of
Incorporation or Bylaws.

2. Any person materially affected by a decision or action by the Board that he or s
asserts is inconsistent vithe Articles of Incorporation or Bylaws may submit a
request for independent review of that decision or action. In order to be materially|
affected, the person must suffer injury or harm that is directly and causally conneg
to the Board's alleged vidian of the Bylaws or the Articles of Incorporation, and ng
as a result of third parties acting in line with the Board's action.

11. The IRP Panel shall have the authority to:

o summarily dismiss requests brought without standing, lacking in substanc
that are frivolous or vexatious;

0 request additional written submissions from the party seeking review, the
Board, the Supporting Organizations, or from other parties;

o declare whether an action or inaction of the Board was inconsistent with th
Articlesof Incorporation or Bylaws; and

o recommend that the Board stay any action or decision, or that the Board ti
any interim action, until such time as the Board reviews and acts upon the
opinion of the IRP;

0 consolidate requests for independent review if thaets and circumstances af
sufficiently similar; and

0 determine the timing for each proceeding.

18. The IRP Panel should strive to issue its written declaration no later than six m
after the filing of the request for independent review. The IRPePsanall make its
declaration based solely on the documentation, supporting materials, and argume
submitted by the parties, and in its declaration shall specifically designate the
prevailing party. The party not prevailing shall ordinarily be respaméitnlbearing all
costs of the IRP Provider, but in an extraordinary case the IRP Panel may in its
declaration allocate up to half of the costs of the IRP Provider to the prevailing pa
based upon the circumstances, including a consideration of the neddeness of the
parties' positions and their contribution to the public interest. Each party to the IRF
proceedings shall bear its own expenses.

21. Where feasible, the Board shall consider the IRP Panel declaration at the Bog

2See Article 1V, Section 3 of the Bylawhtaps://www.icann.org/resources/pages/bylaw®01202-25-en#lV
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next meeting. The dedations of the IRP Panel, and the Board's subsequent actiof
those declarations, are final and have precedential value.

The current ICANN supplier for the IRP is The International Centre for Dispute Redélution.

Note: RFC1591 foresaw a need for disp@tsolution in section 3.4 and that the IRP may meet
this requirement with respect to delegations and redelegations.

2.2.4.2. IANAFRunctionsAffected by theOversightFunctions:

The following srvices listed in Section | from the IAR4nctionsContract are affectedy the
oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and NTIA:

1 C.2.9.2.c Delegation and Redelegation of a Country Code TopDaweain (ccTLD
1 C.2.9.2d Delegation and Redelegation of a Generic Top Level Domain (gTLD)

The following srvices from Section | that are not part of the IANActionsContract are
affected by the oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and the
last one is also affected by the oversight functions performed by NTIA:

1 Retirement of c€LD codes

Regarding the policyources identified in Section 2.it is not that they are affected by the

oversight discussed above but rather that the policy developed and implemented affects the
services provided by the IANInctionsOperator. For examle, the IANA oversight performed
doesn’t influence TLD policies or implementat
implementation determine what Tldare allowed in the root zone.

2.2.4.3. How is the IANAunctions Operator held accountable?

“ThelndependentRevew Panel shall have the authority to recommend that the ICANN Board
stay any action or decision, or that the Board take any interim action, until such time as the
Board reviews and acts upon the opinion of the.|RP

2.2.4.4. Jurisdiction

The jurisdictio for enforcement of the IANAunctionsContract is the United States.

2.2.5. NTIA acting as Root Zone Management Process Administr@ofLDs and gTLDs

73 Details atwww.icdr.org
741CANN Bylaws, ARTICLE IV: ACCOUNTABILITY AND REVIEW, Sestotids) Sldb
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2.2.5.1.

Oversight aRoot Zone Management Process Administrator

From the SSAC document 068 we have the followimgf i ni t i on of t he
Management Process Administrat6r¢As the Root Zone Management Process Administrator,

NEftS OFy 06S RSAaONAROGSR & GKS AGCAyl f
content and contact informatin for the Top Level Delegations. This is the most significant
technical and policy activity currently performed by NTIA that is related to IANA activities.

be¢L! Qa

The following are the oversight support mechanisms for this oversight function:

Table 17 (T173Oversight Support Mechanisms in the IANA Functions Contract

(0]

IANA Functions Contrae€.2.9.2.c Delegation and Redelegation of a Country Code
LevelDomain (ccTLDB)The Contractor shall apply existing policy frameworks in
processing requests relatedttoee delegation and redelegation of a ccTLD, such as R
1591 Domain Name System Structure and Delegation, the Governmental Advisory
Committee (GAC) Principles And Guidelines For The Delegation And Administratig
Country Code Top Level Domains, and artiidr clarification of these policies by
interested and affected parties as enumerated in Section C.1.3. If a policy framewa
does not exist to cover a specific instance, the Contractor will consult with the inter
and affected parties, as enumeratedSection C.1.3; relevant public authorities; and
governments on any recommendation that is not within or consistent with an existir
policy framework. In making its recommendations, the Contractor shall also take in
account the relevant national framerks and applicable laws of the jurisdiction that {
TLD registry serves. The Contractor shall submit its recommendations to the COR
Delegation and Redelegation Report.

IANA Functions Contrae€.2.9.2d Delegation and Redelegation of a Gef@jicLevel
Domain (gTLD} The Contractor shall verify that all requests related to the delegatio
and redelegation of gTLDs are consistent with the procedures developed by ICANN
making a delegation or redelegation recommendation, the Contractor nmastde
documentation verifying that ICANN followed its own policy framework including sp
documentation demonstrating how the process provided the opportunity for input fr
relevant stakeholders and was supportive of the global public interest.drtieacor
shall submit its recommendations to the COR via a Delegation and Redelegation R

From the Operator Technical Proposal Volume 1 we have

(https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/contraci-1-31may12en.pdf - Changes to
the DNS Root Zone File, as well as changes to the DNS Root Zone WHOIS Datab
transmitted to the Administrator for authorization. Such changes cannot be enacteq
without explicit paitive authorization from the Administrator. Once a request has
passed review and is ready for transmittal to the Administrator for authorization, the
aeaasSy gAatt AyadadlyaalrasS r / KFy3aS wSld
EPP protoco, AtKAa &dF3S 2F GKS LINRPOSaaz GKS
the request as pending until it receives proper authorization from the Administrator

7S Document available dittps://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/sa®68-en.pdf
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2.2.5.2. IANAFunctions affected by the oversight functions

The followingservices listed in Section bfn the IANARUNnctionsContract are affected by the
oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and NTIA:

Table 18 (T18) IANA Functions affected bMTIA acting as Root Zone Management Process
Administrator

a) C.2.9.2 PerforrAdministrative Functions Associated With Root Zone Management

b) C.2.9.2.a Root Zone File Change Request Management

c) C.2.9.2.b Root Zone “WHOI S” Change Reque

d) C.2.9.2.c Delegation and Redelegation of a Country Code Togawain(ccTLD

e) C.2.9.2d Delegation and Redelegation of a Generic Top Level Domain (gTLD)

f) C.2.9.2.e Root Zone Automation

g) C.2.9.2.f Root Domain Name System Security Extensions (DNSSEC) Key Management

h) C.2.9.2.g Customer Service Complaint Resolution ProcesRRLCSC

The following srvices from Section | that are not part of the IARActionsContractbut are
affected by the oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and the
last one is also affected by the ovetsidunctions performedy NTIA:

i) Retirement of ccTLD codes
Services b), ¢), d), e), andnay be affected by oversight performed by registrants and users.

Regarding the policyources identified in Section 2.1t is not that they are affected by the
oversight discussed above but rather that the policy developed and implemented affects the
services provided by the IANInctionsOperator. For example, the IANA oversight performed
doesn’t i nf | weimpementatiorDof tiposel policias bus the policies and their
implementation determine what TLDs are allowed in the root zone.

2.2.5.3. How is the IANAunctions Operator held accountable?

Here are ways in which the IANFnctionsOperator is currently held accowable for the
provision of these services:

a. The proposed changes will not be approved or implemented and returned tObeator for
additional consideration and recommendation.

2.2.5.4. Jurisdiction
The jurisdiction for enforcement of the IANFANnctionsContractis the United States.
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2.2.6. Applicability of local law for the administration by theANA Function®©perator of
ccTLDs associated with a specific country or territ¢cg TLD)

2.2.6.1. Overview

The IANA Functions Contract clearly establishes the importance of th@@rsiples 2005 in
the delegation and redelegation of ccTLDs:

IANA Functions Contrac€.2.9.2.c Delegation and Redelegation of a Country Code Top
LevelDomain (ccTLD)The Contractor shall apply existing policy frameworks in
processing requests relatéo the delegation and redelegation of a ccTLD, such as RFC
1591 Domain Name System Structure and Delegation, the Governmental Advisory
Committee (GAC) Principles And Guidelines For The Delegation And Administration Of
Country Code Top Level Domains, andfarther clarification of these policies by
interested and affected parties as enumerated in Section C.1.3. If a policy framework
does not exist to cover a specific instance, the Contractor will consult with the interested
and affected parties, as enumeeal in Section C.1.3; relevant public authorities; and
governments on any recommendation that is not within or consistent with an existing
policy framework. In making its recommendations, the Contractor shall also take into
account the relevant nationaldmeworks and applicable laws of the jurisdiction that the
TLD registry serves. The Contractor shall submit its recommendations to the COR via a
Delegation and Redelegation Report.

As such section 1.7 of the GAC Principles 2005 clearly sets the stagehfowstsight by
governments:

MdTd® LG Aa NBOFfEEtSR GKIFIG GKS 2{L{ tftly 27
manage or supervise, as appropriate, their respective country codevepdomain

YIEYSEéd 1 y& &adzOK Ay @2t @S Yidehational kadsdahdpoligeS. o & S
It is recommended that governments should work with their local Internet community in
deciding on how to work with the ccTLD Registry.

Within the context provided by section 1.2 of the same document:

1.2. The main princiglis the principle of subsidiarity. ccTLD policy should be set locally,
unless it can be shown that the issue has global impact and needs to be resolved in an
international framework. Most of the ccTLD policy issues are local in nature and should
thereforebe addressed by the local Internet Community, according to national law.

Given the IANAunctionsOperator currently seeks government approval for all ccTLD
delegations and redelegations governments usually limit the use of their power in these
matters toredelegations where the local government is requesting a change of ccTLD manager
which is not supported by the current manager.
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2.2.6.2. IANAFRunctions affected by the oversight functionsf local law

The followingservices listed in Section | from the IARMctionsContract are affected by the
oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and NTIA:

Table 19 (T19)IANARunctions affected by the oversight functionsf local laws

a) C.2.9.2 Perform Administrative Functions Associated Wit Rone Management

b) C.2.9.2.a Root Zone File Change Request Management
c)C.2.9.2.b Root Zone “WHOIS” Change Re
d) C.2.9.2.c Delegation and Redelegation of a Country Code TogOaweain (ccTLD

e) C.2.9.2.e Root Zone Automation

f) C.2.9.2.f Root Domain Name System Security Extensions (DNSSEC) Key Manage

g) C.2.9.2.g Customer Service Complaint Resolution Process (CSCRP)

2.2.6.3. How is the IANAunctions Operator held accountable?

Here are ways in which the IANFnctionsOperator is curently held accountable for the
provision of these services:

a) National laws will prevail unless it can be shown that the issue has global impact.
2.2.6.4. Jurisdiction
The jurisdiction is set per country and territory.

2.2.7. Additional sources of accountability for a lir@d number of ccTLDs

2.2.7.1. Description

There are additional sources of accountability for the limited number of c¢TtHas have

formal Sponsorship Agreements or Frameworks of Accountability with ICANN. These types of
agreements have dispute resolution clauses to settle disagreements between the parties which
are relevant to all actions and activities by the OperatorcorLDs. An example of each of

these typedollows:

1 The .au (Australia) Sponsorship Agreement provides a good example of the language used for
dispute resolution in such agreementgtfs://www.icann.org/resources/unthemed
pages/proposeesponsorshippgmt2001-09-04-en):

®These agreements ag&Sponsorship Agreements and 7 MoUs
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0 6.5 Resolution of Disputes. All disputes arising out of or in connection with the present
Agreement shall be finally settled under thed3wf Arbitration of the International
Chamber of Commer€g"ICC") by three arbitrators appointed in accordance with those
rules as amended by this Agreement. The language of the arbitration shall be English.
The arbitration shall occur in at a locatiograed by the parties or, in the absence of
agreement, in New York, New York, USA. Each party shall nominate one arbitrator, and
the two arbitrators so nominated shall, within 30 days of the confirmation of their
appointment, nominate the third arbitratowho will act as Chairman of the Arbitral
Tribunal. ICANN and the Sponsoring Organization shall bear the costs of the arbitration
in equal shares, subject to the right of the arbitrators to reallocate the costs in their
award as provided in the ICC ruldse Parties shall bear their own attorneys' fees in
connection with the arbitration, and the arbitrators may not reallocate the attorneys'
fees in conjunction with their award. The arbitrators shall render their decision within
ninety days of the conclusiaf the arbitration hearing. For the purpose of aiding the
arbitration and/or preserving the rights of the parties during the pendency of an
arbitration, the parties shall have the right to seek a stay or temporary or preliminary
injunctive relief from tharbitration panel or in a court located in Los Angeles,

California, USA, which shall not be a waiver of this arbitration agreement. In all

litigation involving ICANN concerning this Agreement, jurisdiction and exclusive venue
for such litigation shall bm a court located in Los Angeles, California, USA; however,

the parties shall also have the right to enforce a judgment of such a court in any court of
competent jurisdiction.

0 6.6 Choice of Law. Issues of law arising in connection with the interpretdtibis
Agreement shall be resolved by (a) the rules of law determined by the conflict of laws
rules which the arbitration panel considers applicable and (b) such rules of international
law as the arbitration panel considers applicable; provided that tidity,
interpretation, and effect of acts of the Governmental Authority and the Sponsoring
Organization shall be judged according to the laws of Australia and the validity,
interpretation, and effect of acts of ICANN shall be judged according to theidles
State of California, USA.

1 The .az (Azerbaijan) Framework of Accountability provides a good example of the language
used for dispute resolution in such agreements
(https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/azcannaf-15feb08en.pdf:

o 1. All disputes and claimed breach(s) of this AF that cannot be settled between the
parties or cured after thirty (30) days written notice to the defaulting party shall be
referred by either party to the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) to be finally
settled under the rules of Arbitration of the International Chamber of Commerce (ICC) by
three arbitrators.

0 2. The arbitration shall be conducted in English and shall oceuloattion agreed by
the parties or, in the absence of agreement, in Paris.

o0 3. There shall be three arbitrators: each party choosing one arbitrator, with the third
OK2aSy o6& (KS LINIASEQ INDBPAGNIG2NBR FTNRY

T Information regarding the Internatical Chamber of Commerce (ICC) services in dispute resolution can be found
at http://www.iccwbo.org/
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2.2.7.2. I

Thefollowings

canrot agree on the third, that third shall be chosen according the ICC rules. The parties

shall bear the costs of the arbitration in equal shares, subject to the right of the
arbitrators to reallocate the costs in their award as provided by the ICC rules. The

LI NIASa akKlff oSN GKSANI 26y FGGi2NySeQa

TS
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4. Issues of law arising in connection with the interpretation of the AF shasblwed

by the rules of law considered by the arbitrators to be most appropriately applied in all

the circumstances; provided that the validity, interpretation, and effect of acts of
IntraNS and its legal status at the start of the dispute shall be judgedrding to the
laws of Azerbaijan and the validity, interpretation and effect of acts of ICANN and its
legal status shall be judged according to the laws of the State of California.

ANAFunctions affected by the oversight functions:

ervces listed in Section | from the IAR#nctionsContract are affected by the

oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and NTIA:

Table 20 (T20)IANARunctions affected by the oversight functiong\dditional source$

a) C.2.9.ZPerform Administrative Functions Associated With Root Zone Management

b) C.2.9.2.a Root Zone File Change Request Management

c)C.2.9.2.b Root Zone “WHOIS” Change Re¢

d) C.2.9.2.c Delegation and Redelegation of a Country Code Togawain (ccTLD

e) C.2.9.2d Delegation and Redelegation of a Generic Top Level Domain (gTLD)

f) C.2.9.2.e Root Zone Automation

g) C.2.9.2.f Root Domain Name System Security Extensions (DNSSEC) Key Manage

h) C.2.9.2.g Customer Service Complaint ResolutioreBsd€CSCRP)

The followings

affected by the oversight functions performed by registry operators or TLD managers and the

ervices from Section | that are not part of the IARIActionsContract are

last one is also affected by the oversight functions perfed by NTIA:

i) Manage

ment of the Repository of IDN Practices

J) Retirement of ccTLD codes

Services b), ¢), d), e), andnay be affected by oversight performed by registrants and users.

Regarding the

oversight discussed above but rather that the policy developed and implemented affects the

policy sources identified in Section 2A, it is not that they are affected by the

services provided by the IANANctionsOperator. For example, the NMA oversight performed
influence TLD policies or i mplementat
implementation determine what TLDs are allowed in the root zone.

doesn’ t

2.2.7.3. How is the IANAunctionsOperator held accountable?

Here are ways in whicthe IANARunctionsOperator is currently held accountable for the
provision of these services:
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a) Decision of the ICC will be binding on gerator.
2.2.7.4. Jurisdiction

The jurisdiction for enforcement will be as per the specific agreements.
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3. ProposedPostTransition Oversight and Accountability Arrangements

3.1. Introduction
Il n t he CWG’ adfewaelenseotsragarding the transition were broadly supported:

1 The currentoperational performance ahe IANANamingFunctions is generally
satisfactoryto its direct customers, and the community generally believes that the
current NTIA oversight arrangement has been successful in ensuring the accountability
of the IANA Functions Operator in that rolas suchthe objective of the CWG largely
to replicatethe roles played by the NTIA the execution and oversight of the IANA
Naming Functions daithfully as possiblewhile acknowledging that certain changes will
be required to contractual terms and arrangements that are particular to contracts
entered into with the U.S. government

1 The CWG does not believe that there is a reason to transition the IANA Naming
Functions outside of ICANN concurrent with tA@&AStewardship Transition.
Maintaining this part of the status quo impli#sat the new arrangments post
transition should provide thgossibilityof replacing ICANN &ise IANA Functions
Operator & a later date, including by means of a Request for Propg@dalPbr other
tender process

1 The proposed replacement solution should not seekreateanother ICANNike
structure with associated costs and complexities.

1 The proposal should not seek to replace the role of the ICANN multistakeholder
community with respect to policy development for thlamesCommunity, nor to Hect
existing TLD policies bow they are currenthapplied by the IANA Functions Operator

1 Theexistingseparation between ICANN as a policy body and ICANN as the IANA
Functions Operator needs to be reinforced and strengthened.

It isimportant to note thatmanyelementsof this prgposalare interrelated and interdependent
with the EnhancindCANN Accountability Procemsd thusare subject to the results of the
QrossCommunity Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountabi(it§ CWGAccountability .)
It is generally agreed that thednsition must not take place until:

1 The requisite accountability mechanisms have been identified bD&/G
Accountability

1 Accountability nechanismsand other improvementghat the community determines
are necessary pransition have been put in place

1 Agreements and otheguaranteesare in place to ensure timely implementation of
mechanisms that th€ CWEGAccountability decides may be implemented post
transition.

The following transition proposal rests on these elements
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3.2. Summary of the transition propsal

At a high level, this proposal seeks to create four structures to replace the oversight role played

by the NTIA in the execution of the | ANA Nami
current role, such as its role in approving changes toRbet Zone and its role as a backstop,

are still under consideration by this CWG and may result in additions to this proposal.

1 Contract Co-This primary function of this entity (likely a npnofit corporation) is to
be signatory to the contract with the IANA Functions Operator. This entity should be
lightweight and have little or no staff.

1 Multistakeholder Review Team (MRT)'he MRT would be a multistakeholder body
with formally selected representatives from all of the relevant communities (exact
composition TBD). The operation of the MRT would be based on the concept of
maximum public transparency. The responsibilitiethef MRT will include:

o Developing theletailedcontract terms for the agreement between Contract Co.
and the IANA Functions Operatdrased on the key contract terms proposed as
part of this proposal and set forth as Annex 3
o Making key decisions for ConttaCo. (e.g., whether or not to enter into a
rebidding(RFPprocess for the operation of the IANA Naming Functions)

Conducting thdANA Functions Operator Budget Review

0 Addressing any escalation issuased bythe Customer Standing Committee
(CSCincludng the possibility of engaging in enforcement

o Performing certain elements of administratigimcluding periodic performance
reviews)currently set forth in the IANA Functio@sntract and currently being
carried out by the NTIA

0 Managing a recontracting @ rebidding(RFPprocess for the operation of the
IANA Functionsboth as an enforcement option aras part of a regular
rebidding procedure

o

The CWG is in the process of discussing whether there is an additional enforcement role for the
MRT related to plicy implementation by the IANA Functions Operator; specifically, whether
the MRT should be able to commence a proceeding before the Independent Appeals Panel.

9 Customer Standing Committee (CS@Yhile the exact composition is still to be
determined, the CSC would primarily be made up of a number of representatives of
registry operators, including ccTLD and gTLD registries. Input from the CSC would feed
into and inform the work of the MRT. It is possible that the CSC would also include
additional indiviluals with relevant expertise and/or liaisons (or representatives) from
other SO/ACs. The CSC would:

o Work with theMRTto establish Service Levels and Performance Indicators for
the performance of the IANA Naming Functions

0 Receive reports from the IANAIRctionsOperator including regular
performance reports
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0 Review these reports against established service levels and escalate any
significant issues to the MRT

1 Independent Appeals Panel (IAPThe CWG recommends that all IANA actions which
affect the Root Zone or Root Zone WHOIS database be subject to an independent and
binding appeals panel. The Appeals Mechanism should also cover any policy
implementation actions that affect the executioh changes to the Root Zone File or
Root Zone WHOIS and how relevant policies are applied. This need not be a permanent
body, but rather could be handled the same way as commercial disputes are often
resolved, through the use of a binding arbitration preseising an independent
arbitration organization (e.g., ICDR, ICC, AAA) or a standing list of qualified people under
rules promulgated by such an organization.

3.3. Summaryof currentarrangements

The following is aummaryof the oversight and accountabiliprrangementurrently in place.
These are discussed in more detaikection 2B:

1 NTIA acting as the IANA Functions Contract Administrateor the purposes of this
section, the arrangements associated with this function are further split into:

o Contracting functions This includes contract renewal, issuance of RFPs, defining
the contract specification@nd selection of the IANA Functions Operator

o Administration functions- This includes all other functions related to
administration of the IANAunctions Operator contract such as administering
the Service Level Agreements (SLAs) component of the FANEtions Gntract.

1 Independent Review of Board ActionsThe ICANN Bylaws provide foliraited
Independent Review of Board Actions. Tdppliesto the delegation and redelegation of
ccTLDs, which require ICANN Board approval prior to being submitted to theTR&IA.

IRP also applies to Board actions regarding gTLDs such as policy approval and
implementation plan approval.

1 NTIA acting as the Root Ae Management Process AdministraterThis role can be
described as the “Final Authori zRBléandon Aut h
Root Zone WHOISr the Top Level Delegations.

1 Applicability of local law for the administration by the IANA Fuians Operator of
O0¢[5Qa Faa20Ar GSR ¢ A KSdctiodla®QHe BACQ 02 dzy i NEB
Principles 2005 ddhemain poreigle ig tieiprinciplewfi t e we l |
subsidiarity. ccTLD policy should be set locally, unless it can be staivimetissue has
global impact and needs to be resolved in an international framework. Most of the ccTLD
policy issues are local in nature and should therefore be addressed by the local Internet
Community, according to national |&w.

1 Additional sources oficcountability for a limited number of ccTLDS here are
additional sources of accountability for the limited number of ccTLDs that have formal
Sponsorship Agreements or Frameworks of Accountability with ICANN. These types of
agreements have independedtspute resolution clauses referring to the International
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Chamber of Commerce ("ICC") to settle disagreements between the parties which are
applicableto all decisionsactions, ofinactionsby the IANA Functions Operataith
respect tosuch ccTLDs.

3.3 Continuation of existing arrangements

1 Independent Review of Board Actionthe CWG may propose that this becomes
binding under certain circumstances directly related to IANAgther changes
proposed.

o This arrangement is independent of the NTIA fundiiand can continue without
NTIA involvement in IANA Functions. The independent review of Board actions is
applicable to all ICANN Board actions which includeDbi$ decisions and as
suchmay bebeyond the scope of ikC WG’ s  dHoweevet, ia the absare of
NTIA oversight and accountability, the CWG is considering whether this review
should be binding with regard to delegation/redelegation decisions, and possibly
with regard to other decisions directly affecting IANA or the IANA Funcfidres.
CWG wilpropose arrangements to ensureahall of the IANA Functions
Operator actions related to TLDs are subject to a similar process.

1 Applicability of local law for the administration by the IANA Functions Operator of
ccTLD s associ at eydrtenitotyhno ehanggs proppskd. ¢ coun't

o This arrangement is independent of the NTIA functions and can continue without
NTIA involvement in IANA Functions. It is also beyond the scope of the CWG
charter to propose modifications to the policies applied tdlcDs by the IANA
Functions Operator.

1 Additional sources of accountability for a limited number of ccFulischanges
proposed.

o This arrangement is independent of the NTIA functions and can continue without
NTIA involvement in IANA Functions. Thadditional sources of accountability
are part of formal contractual type arrangements between specific ccTLDs and
ICANN and as such are beyond the scope of the CWG charter. As mentioned in
the Independent Review of Board Actions the CWG will propose cbdodbe
current arrangements to provide similar arrangements as these additional
sources of accountability for all TLDs.

3.4. Changes to existing arrangements

The CWG' s proposed changes to existing oversi
by the NTA are based on the concept that the individual arrangements dalbave to be

carried out by a single entity that would act as a wholesale replacement of the NTIA in these
matters. Ratherwe envision thata different group or entiy would carry outeach individual

arrangemenf replacing the NTLAThese groups or entitiagould each have a limited and
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clearly defined mandate angould be interrelated at the functional level where the overall
objective is to ensure effective replacement of the N'MAile limiting the likelihood of capture

or of duplication of the roles of the existing ICANMNItistakeholder modelThe IANA Functions
Contract between ICANN and the NTIA would be replaced by a contract between ICANN and an
independent entity.

3.4.1. NTIA actingas the IANA Functions Contract AdministratQcontracting functions

The CWG suggests replication of the existing arrangement, with a formal contract between the

IANA Functions Operator (currently ICANN) and an independent entity (currently the U.S.
Depariment of Commerce/NTIA). Because the NTIA will no longer be the IANA Functions

Contract Administrator, it will be replaced by another entity as party to a contract with the

IANA Functions Operator. The CWG is proposing that this entity would likely bdyafoened
nonprofit corporation (“Contract Co.”). The pr.i
to enter into a contract with the IANA Functions Operator for the IANA Functions. As such,

Contract Co. needs to be a legal entity capable of enténtaycontracts. Contract Co. could

also be used as a vehicle to enforce the provisions of its contract with the IANA Functions

Operator if advised to do so by thdultistakeholderReview Team (see below). This entity

would be lightweight, with little or nstaff, and would take its direction in all matters

exclusively from the Multistakeholder Review Team, which is described in the next section. The

role of such staff (if any) would be limited to taking care of clerical functions and carrying out
instructions of the MRT. The organizational documents for Contract Co. (e.g., articles of
incorporation, bylaws) would carefully circumscribe and limit the purpose and scope of the
company and the powers of the direptarse; bhHh o
Contract Co or actions by Contract Co. beyond its defined scope.

3.4.2. NTIA acting as the IANA Functions Contract Administrag@dministration functions.

This arrangement will be further split into two parts, carrmat by the Customer Standing
Committee (CSC) and the Multistakeholder Review Team (MRT).

3.4.2.1. Customer Standing Committee

The CWG is proposing that tteewitCrSsgectttoanaragingn t he
the | ANA Functions Operator’s r emceraihdutesn perf
currently performed by the Contracting Officer (CO) or Contracting Officer's Representative

(COR) per the NTIA Contract with the IANA Functions Operator. The CSC would be primarily

made up of a number of representatives of registry opersf it is possible that liaisons or
representatives from other SO/ACs, as well as other individuals with relevant expertise, will also
form part of the CSC (exact composition and manner of selection TBD). Input from the CSC

would feed into and inform thevork of the MRT. The CSC would receive and review IANA
FunctiongOperator reports and escalate any significant issues to the MRT. Specifically, the CSC
would take on the duties currently performed by the CO or COR for the following items

currently requirel by the NTIA Contract and expected to be required by the-passition

IANAFunctions @ntract:
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A C.2.9.2.c (receive armdview) Delegation and Redelegation of a Country
Code Top Levddomain (ccTLD) reports

A C.2.9.2.d (receive ameview) Delegation and &lelegation of a Generic
Top Level Domain (gTLD) ) reports

A C.4.2 (receive angkview) Monthly Performance Progress Report

A C.4.3 (monitor andeview performance of) Root Zone Management
Dashboard

A C.5.1 Audit Data (receive andeviewannual report)
A C.5.2 feceive andeview) Root Zone Management Audit Data
A C.5.3 External Auditor (ensure performance of, receiverangw
results)
3.4.2.2. Multistakeholder Review Team (MBT

The CWG is proposing that the MRT take non a n
the IANA Functions Contract which are not covered by the CSC, as well as several additional
responsibilities. The MRT would be a multistakeholder body with seats allocated to all relevant
communities (exact composition TBD). Representatives would beaftyrselected by their

communities. Representatives to the MRT would not be paid. It is expecadnd MRT would

likely meet in conjunction with ICANN meetings to minimize costs and that remote participation
options would be provided. The MRT would maatually to review overall IANRunctions

Operator performance and other concerns. It would also be convened on an ad hoc basis to

address issues as they are escalated by the CSC. The operation of the MRT would be based on

the concept of maximum publicansparency. The responsibilities of the MRT will include:

A Making decisions for Contract Co. which would include:

1 Contracting decisionsncluding:

o ldentifying terms for the agreement with the IANA Functions Operator for the
execution of thenamingrelated functions;

0 Managing a rebiddinRFPprocess in the casof performance deficiencies and
as part of a regular rebidding process

o Selection of the IANA Functions Operator for nanmelgted Functions pursuant
to any rebiddingRFPprocess

o0 Renewal or termination of the IANA Functiddmtract for namingrelated
functions and,

o Selection of professional advisors to draft / modify contiacguage

1 Budget Review
o TheMRTwould meet annually with ICANN staff during the course of the

devel opment of | CANN’'s annual budget to
budget for the IANANaming kinctions and to discuss funding fionprovements to
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the IANA Naming Functions and theroduction of new services, as deemed
necessary by the MRT

1 Addressing any escalation issuased bythe CSC

(0]

(0]

Communicating with the IANA Functions Operator and/or directly affected
parties to address such issues; and

Engaging in other enforcement behavigr to and including initiating a
termination for breach and/or rebiddin(RFPprocedure

1 Performing certain elements of administration currently set forth in the IANA
FunctiongOontract and currently being carried out by the NTIA

o O O O

O OO OO0 O0o0Oo

o

3.4.3.1.

C.2.12.a Program Manag@valuation of).

C.3.2 Secure Systems Notification (evaluation of).

C.4.1 Meetings- (perform) Program reviews and site visits shall occur annually.
C.4.5 (participate in the development of, receive and review) Customer Service
Survey (CSS)

C.4.4 (recew and review) Performance Standards Reports

C.4.6 (receive and review) Final Report

C.4.7 (provide) Inspection and Acceptance

C.5.1 Audit Data (receive and review annual report)

C.5.2 (receive and review) Root Zone Management Audit Data

C.5.3 External Alitor (ensure performance of, receive and review results)

C. 6 Conflict of interest requirements (annual validation that the contractor is
meeting stated requirements)

C. 7 Continuity of Operations (annual validation that the contractor is meeting
stated requirements)

3.4.3. NTIA acting as the Root Zone Magement Process Administrator

Currently IANA must submit a request for all changes to the Root Zone or Root Zone WHOIS
databasé®to the NTIA. NTIA verifies the request and then authorizes the Root Zone Maintain
to make the change. The CWG is considering whether to replace this process with the following:

Public posting of all IANA change requests

IANA will be required to publicly post all requests for changes to the Root Zone File or the Root
Zone WHOIS datalse as a notification that a change is being made. IANA will also continue to
be required to produce and publish Delegation and Redelegation Reports.

"8 From the Operator Technical Proposal Volunavailable at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/contraci-1-31mayl2en.pdf
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3.4.3.2. Independent certification for delegation and redelegation requests

The CWG is considering replacing the authorization role, at least with regard to ccTLDs, with a
written opinion from counsel (independent of ICANN) that each delegation and redelegation
request meets the policy requirements cited in the publicly postedrep The CWG is still in

the process of discussing whether and how to replace the authorization role currently played by
the NTIA with respect to delegation and redelegation requests, especially those for gTLDs.

3.4.3.3. Independent Appeals Panel

The CWG recommends that all decisions and actions (including deliberate inaction) of the IANA
Functions Operator that affect the Root Zone or Root Zone WHOIS database be subject to an
independent and binding appeals panel. The Appeals Mechanism shoultbatsoany policy
implementation actions that affect the execution of changes to the Root Zone File or Root Zone
WHOIS and how relevant policies are applied. Where disputes arise as to the implementation of
“1 ANA rel ated pol i cinesharism Boyld be asgd irodispuexoaemthe e
consistency of ccTLD delegation or redelegation decisions with accepted policy and would
provide the affected parties recourse to an Independent Appeals Panel. Appeals would be
available to customers of IANA,dtkely to other parties who feel that they were affected by

an IANA action or decision. The CWG generally believes that this panel need not be a
permanent body, but rather could be handled the same way as commercial disputes are often
resolved, throughhe use of a binding arbitration process, an independent arbitration
organization, such as the ICC, ICDR or AAA, or a standing list of qualified panelists under
established rules promulgated by such an organization. In any case, the CWG recommends that
a three person panel would be used, with each party to a dispute choosing one of the three
panelists, with these two panelists choosing the third panelist.

68



Functionally and conceptually these are represented in the following diggrachin the Flow
Charts #tached as Annex 4:
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3.4.4. |ANA Functions Contract between ICANN and the NTIA

The IANA Functions Contract between ICANN and the NTIA would be replaced by a contract
between ICANN and Contract Co. As a general matter, the provisions of the agreement setting
forth the performance requirements of ICANN and IANA would be retained. (A number of
these continuing provisions have been referred to above.) In contrast, provisions unique to
contracting with the United States Government would not be retained.

The CWG Wicreate a term sheet with key provisions required to be in the first contract
between ICANN and Contract Cb.high level summary of many key provisions under
considerationcan be found in Annext this document. The CWG or the MRT will be
responsiblgor drafting the first postransition IANAFunctionsContract based on these key
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provisions.The Contract Co., at the direction of the MRT, will be responsible for entering into
the posttransition IANA Functions Contra&uture (posttransition) revisbns to and evolution
of the contract, when and where appropriate, will be the responsibility of the MRT.

The contract will be for a limited duration, the length of which is still under consideration by the
CWG. The CWG is also considering whether a relggdBFP) process will be mandatory when
the contract expires or is terminated, or if this will be left to the MRT to decide at that time.

KEY TERMS FOR POBRNSITION IANA CONTRACT

1 All terms are subject to further review and discussior
1 Terms in current IANA Contract aesl

1 Terms in current IANA Contract but revised for dates or change in parties
NTIA are iblue

Terms in current IANA Contract but more significantly revised grarinie
New terms are irblack

Terms in [square brkets] are placeholders only

Terms conoarecdra dlyt €rnati ves

TBD means To Be Determined

=A =4 =4 =4 -4

PROVISION SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract

PARTIES 1 The Parties to this Agreement are:

0 ICANN (ICANN, Contractor, IANA Functions Operat

o “Contract Co."” Any act
or obligation accorded herein to Contract Co. shall b
performed by the Customer Standi@mmittee (CSC
or the Multistakeholder Review Team M), as noted
below.

DURATION E

Term 1 The period operformance of this contract is: October 1, | F.1, .70
2015-[TBD

Option Terms 1 TheMRTmay extend the term of this contract by written | 1.59,1.70
notice to the Contractowithin 15 calendar days before th
expiration of the contractprovided that theMRTgives the
Contractor a preliminary written notice of its intent to
extendat least 30 calendatays before the contract
expires The preliminary notice does not commit tMRT
to an extension.

9 If the MRTexercises this option, the extended contract
shallbe considered to include this option clause.

I The option periods are :

1 Option Term |: TBD to TBD
I Option Term II: TBD to TBD
9 The total duration of this contract, including the exercise
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PROVISION

SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS

Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract

any options under this clause, shall not exc§€BD years.

Contract Extension

TheMRTmay require continued performance of any
services within the limits of the contract. The extension
option may be exercised more than once, but the total
extension of performance hereunder shall not exceed 12
months. TheMRTmay exercise the option by written
notice to the Contractor within 15 calendar days of
expiration of the contract.

1.58

TERMINATION FOR
CAUSE; ESCALATION

In the event of a material breach by Contractor of any
provision of this agreement, thelIRTmay provide written
notice of breach to Contractor. Email notice shall
constitute written notice.

Within 2 workdays after receipt of the breach notice, the
primary contacts for théviIRTand Contractor shall meet
and discuss the resolution of such breach. \iith
workdays after receipt, Contractor shall provide a writter]
resolution plan to theViRT, fortheMRT s appr oV
workdays of receiving the resolution plan, approval not t
be unreasonably withheld. Upon approval, Contractor sh
work diligentlyto resolve the breach within 30 days of
MRT s approval of the reso
If Contractor is unable to resolve the breach on a timely
basistothdMRT s r easonabl e MRTI
and the Contractor are unable to reach a resolution plan
a timely basis, senior management of Contractor and thg
MRTshall meet to resolve the breach.

If Contractor andViRTare unable to resolve the breach,
MRTmay terminate the agreement by written notice,
effective immediately upon receipt by Contractor.
Howeer, MRTmay require Contractor to perform all of itg
duties and obligations under the Agreement for up to 1
year, so that theMiIRTmay identify and enter into an
agreement with a new party as contractor for the
performance of thdANA Functions.

If Contracor files for bankruptcy or is deemed insolvent,
Contracting Entity may terminate this agreement
immediately upon written notice to Contractor.

COST/PRICE

= =

= =

No charge to Contracting Entity.

Contractor may establish and collect fair and reasonablég
fees fromthird parties, subjecttothtMRT s appr d
Fees, if any, will be based on direct costs and resourceg
After one year of charging fees, Contractor must
collaborate with all Interested and Affected Parties to
develop the fee structure and a method to tracks costs f
each IANA function. Contract must submit copies of the
above and a description of the collatation efforts to the
MRT

“I'nterested and Affected

B.2
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PROVISION SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract
multistakeholder, private sector led, bottoump policy
development model for the DNS that ICANN represents;
[the IETF, the IAB,RIRSs;] ccTLD and gTLD operators;
governments; and thénternet user community
CONSTRUCTIVE Contractor must maintain constructive working relationship C.13
WORKING with all Interested and Affected Parties to ensure quality an
RELATIONSHIPS satisfactory performance
CONTRACTOR
REQUIREMENTS
SubcontractingfU.S. 1 No subcontracting c21
Presence 9 [Contractor must be U.S. owned and operated,
Requirements] incorporated and organized under U.S. law.]
9 [Primary IANA functions must be performed in the U.S.]
9 [Contractor must have a U.S. physical address.]
Performance of IANA | 1 IANA functions must be performed in a stable and secur c24
Functions manner.
9 IANA functions are administrative and technical in naturg
based on established policies developed by the Interestg
and Affected Parties.
1 Contractor mustiteat each IANA function with equal
priority and process all requests promptly and efficiently
Separation of Policy IANA staff members will not initiate, advance, or advocate C.25
Development and policy development related to thEANA functions.
Operational Roles
[Functional Separatidn | [ICANN will maintain IANA as a functionally separate divisi
within ICANN. ICANN will seek to enhance the separability
IANA and/or the IANA functions from ICANN, to the extent
possible without unduexpensé
Transparency and Contractor shall collaborate with all Interested and Affected C.2.6
Accountability Parties to develop and post user instructions including
technical requirements for each IANA function.
Responsibility and Contractor shall collaborate with all Interested and Affected c.2.7
Respect for Parties to develop and post for each IANA function a proce
Stakeholérs for documenting the source of policies and procedures ang
how each will be
Performance[Service | Contractor shall collaborate with all Interested and Affected C.2.8
Level} Parties to develop, maintain, enhance and post performang
standards for each IANA functiofiContractor and
theMRTshall develop a Service Level Agreement (SLA) as 3
annex hereto for the perfianance of these functions, subject
to the approval of theVIRT, not to be unreasonably withheld
Internet Assigned IANA functions include (1) the coordinatiohthe assignment c.2.9

Numbers Authority
(IANA) Functions

of technical Internet protocol parameters; (2) the
administration of certain responsibilities associated with thg
Internet DNS root zone management; (3) the allocation of

Internet numbering resources; and (4) other services relate
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PROVISION

SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS

Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract

to the management of the ARPA and INT4epel domains
(TLDs)

[Independent
Evaluatof

[TheMRTshall appoint an evaluator assigned to verify that a
root zone change request followed all applicable policies a
procedures and authorize such change befoiis it
implemented by the RZM. The independent evaluator shall
appointed for set contract periods of [3] years with the
possibility of renewal at the agreement of both parties.
TheMRTshall be empowered to reassign or terminate the
evaluator due to a findig of a conflict of interest or a
determination that the evaluator failed to properly perform i
duties]

Perform Administrative
Functions Associated
With Root Zone
Management

1 Contractor will facilitate and coordinate the root zone of
the DNS and maintai24/7 operational coverage.
9 Process flow for root zone management involves three
roles that are performed bithree] different entities:
o Contractor as the IANA Functions Operator
0 [[the MRT or [the Independent Evaluatpas the
Administratof]
o0 VeriSign (or its successor as designateftiy MRT)
as the RZM.
9 Contractor shall work collaboratively wifthe
Administrator and the RZM

C.29.2

Root Zone File Change
Request Management

1 Contractor will receive angdrocess root zone file change
requests for TLDs, including addition of new or updates
existing TLD name servers (NS) and delegation signer
resource record (RR) information along with associated
‘glue’ (A and AAAA RRs). A change request may also
indude new TLD entries to the root zone file.

9 Contractor shall process root zone file changes as
expeditiously as possible

C.29.2a

1

Root Zone
Change Request and
Database Management

1 Contractorwill maintain, update, and make publicly
accessible a Root Zone “ W
verified contact information for all TLD registry operators
at a minimum:

0 TLD name;

o the IP address of the primary nameserver and
secondary nameserver for thé.ID;

o the corresponding names of such nameservers;

o0 the creation date of the TLD;

0 name, address, email, phone and fax numbers of theg
TLD registry operator;

0 name, address, email, phone and fax numbers of theg
technical contact for the TLD registry operator;

0 name, postal address, email address, phone and fax
numbers of the administrative contact for the TLD
registry operator;

0 reports;

C.29.2b
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PROVISION

SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS

Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract

o date record last updated;
0 any other information relevant to the TLD requested

the TLD registry operator.
Contractor sl | | receive and prog
change requests for TLDs.

Delegation and

Redelegation of a
Country Code Top Levg
-Domain (ccTLD)

Contractor shall apply existing policy frameworks in
processing requests related to the delegation and
redelegation of a ccTLD, such as RFC 1591, the GAC
Principles (2005) and any further clarification of these
policies by Interested and Affected Parties.

If a policy framework does not exist to cover a specific
instance, the Contractor will consult with the Interested
and Affected Parties; relevant public authorities; and
governments on any recommendation that is not within @
consistent with an existinggdicy framework.
Contractor shall also take into account the relevant natio
frameworks and applicable laws of the jurisdiction that th
TLD registry serves.

Contractor shall submit its recommendations to fig ST
or [MRT or [RZM or [IndependentEvaluatof] via a
Delegation and Redelegation Report.

C.29.2.c

Delegation and
Redelegation of a
Generic Top Level
Domain (gTLD)

Contractor shall verify that all requests related to the
delegation and redelegation of gTLDs are consistent wit
the procedues developed by ICANN.

In making a delegation or redelegation recommendation
the Contractor must provide documentation verifying tha
ICANN followed its own policy framework including speg
documentation demonstrating how the process provided
the oppatunity for input from relevant stakeholders and
was supportive of the global public interest.

Contractor shall submit its recommendations to {i€SCT
or [MRT or [RZM or [Independent Evaluatd} via a
Delegation and Redelegation Report.

c.29.2d

Root Zone Automation

1 Contractor shall work witfithe CSC arjdhe RZM, and

collaborate with all Interested and Affected Parties, to

deploy a fully automated root zone management systen

promptly, including, at a minimum:

0 asecure (encrypted) system forstamer
communications

0  an automated provisioning protocol allowing
customers to manage their interactions with the ro
zone management system

o an online database of change requests and
subsequent actions whereby each customer can s
a record of their historic requests and maintain
visibility into the progress of their current requests;

0 test system, which customers can use to meet the

technicalrequirements for a change request

C.292.e
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PROVISION SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract
o aninternal interface for secure communications
between the Contractofthe CSCand the RZM.
Root DNSSEC Key Contractor shall be responsible for the management of t| C.2.9.2.f
Management root zone Key Signing K@YSK), including generation,
publication, and use for signing the Root Keyset.
Customer Service Contractor willwork with theMRTand all Interested and C.29.2¢9
Complaint Resolution Affected Parties to maintain and improve the process fo
Process (CSCRP) IANA function customers to submit complaints for timely
resolution
Process must follows industry best practice and include
reasonable timeframe for resolution.
INT TLD Contractor shall operate théNT TLD within the current Cc.294
registration wlicies for the TLD.
If the MRTdesignates a successor registry, the Contractq
will facilitate a smooth transition.
Inspection Of All TheMRTwill perform final inspection andcceptance of al C.2.11
Deliverables And deliverables and reports articulated in Section C.2
Reports Before Contractor Requirements.
Publication Prior to publication/posting of reports the Contractor sha
obtain approval from théVIRT, not to be unreasonably
withheld.
ICANN To Provide Catractor shall provide trained, knowledgeable C.212.a

Qualified Program
Manager

technicalpersonnel with excellent oral and written
communication skills (i.e., the capability to converse
fluently, communicate effectively, and write intelligibly
the English language).

The IANA Functions Program Manager organizes, plal
directs, staffs, and coordinates the overall program
effort; manages contract and subcontract activities as
authorized interface with th&1RTand CSC and is
responsible for the following:

U Shall be reponsible for the overall contract
performance and shall not serve in any other capa
under this contract.

U Shall have demonstrated communications skills wif
all levels of management.

U  Shall meet and confer with the CSC (and, when
necessary, thd&1R7) regarding the status of specific
contractor activities and problems, issues, or confli
requiring resolution.

U  Shall be capable of negotiating and making binding
decisions for Contractor.

U  Shall have extensive experience and proven exper
in managing snilar multitask contracts of this type

and complexity.
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PROVISION

SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS

Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract

Key Personnel

The Contractor shall assign to this contract the following
key personnel:

o] IANAFunctions Program Manager

0 IANA Function Liaison for Root Zone Managemen

C.2.12.b

Changes tiey
Personnel

Contractor shall obtain CSC consent prior to making key
personnel substitutions.

Replacements for key personnel must possess
qualifications equal to or exceeding the qualifications of
the personnel being replaced, unless an exception is
approved.

Requests for changes in key personnel shall be submittg
to the CSC at least 15 working days prior to making any
permanent substitutions. The request should contain a
detailed explanation of the circumstances necessitating
proposed substitutions;omplete resumes for the
proposed substitutes, and any additional information
requested by the CSC. The CSC will notify the Contract
within 10 working days after receipt of all required
information of the decision on substitutions. The contrac
will be modified to reflect any approved changes.

H.8

Budget Meetings

[TheMRT will meet[annuallyf with the President of
Contractor to review and approve the budget for the IANA
NamingServices for the nexfthree] years.

TRANSPARENCY OF
DECISIOIMAKING

Toenhance consistency, predictability and integrity in
decisionmaking of IANA related decisions, Contractor shall

1

1

Continue the current practice of public reporting on
naming related decisions

Make public all recommendations by Contractor on
naming relateddecisions

Agree not to redact anBoard minutes related to naming
decisions

Have the President and Board Chair sign an annual
attestation that it has complied with the above provisior
Provide IANA a budget sufficient to allow it to hire
independent legatounsel to provide advice on the
interpretation of existing naming related policy

These provisions regarding reporting and transparency|
along with the availability of independent legal advice, 4
intended to discourage decisions that may not be fully
supported by existing policy.

SECURITY
REQUIREMENTS

Retain fromcurrent IANA Contract

C3

PERFORMANCE
METRIC
REQUIREMENTS

Program Reviews and
Site Visits

f
f

Program Reviews shall be conducted monthly

Site Visits shall be conducted annually

C41
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PROVISION

SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS

Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract

Monthly Performance
Progress Report

9 Contractor shall prepare and submittioe CSC a

performance progress report every month (no later than
15 calendar days following the end of each month) that
contains statistical and narrative information on the
performance othe IANA functionsi.g., assignment of
technical protocol parameters; administrative functions
associated with root zone management; and allocation ¢
Internet numbering resources) during the previous
calendar month.

The report shall include a narratig@mmary of the work
performed for each of the functions with appropriate
details and particularity. The report shall also describe
major events, problems encountered, and any projected
significant changes, if any, related to the performance of
requirementsset forth in C.2.9 to C.2.9.4.

C.4.2

Root Zone
Management
dashboard

Contractor shall work collaboratively wifthe CS@nd|

the RZM, and all Interested and Affected Parties, to
maintain and enhance the dashboard to track the proceg
flow for root zone management

CA43

Performance Standards
Reports

Contractor shall publish reports feach discrete IANA
function consistent vih Section C.2.8. The Performance
Standards Metric Reports will be published via a websitg
every month (no later than 15 calendar days following th
end of each month)

C4.4

Customer Service
Survey

Contractor shall collaborate with the CSC to maingaid

enhance the annual customer service survey consistent
with the performance standards for each of the discrete
IANA functions. The survey shall include a feedback seq
for each discrete IANA function. No later than 30 days a
conducting the surveythe Contractor shall submit the CS|
Report to the CSC and publicly post the CSS Report.

C.45

Final Report

Contractor shall prepare and submit a final report on the
performance of the IANA functions that documents
standard operating procedures, includita description of
the techniques, methods, software, and tools employed
the performance of the IANA functions. The Contractor
shall submit the report to the CSC no later than 30 days
after expiration of the contract.

C.4.6

Inspection and
acceptance

The CSC will perform final inspection and acceptaned of
deliverables and reports articulated in Section C.4.

Prior to publication/posting of reportshe Contractor shall
obtain approval from the CSC, not to be unreasonably
withheld.

c.4.7

AUDIT REQBEMENTS

Retain provisions from current IANA Contract except that G
will perform duties ofContract Officer@Q and Contract
Officer RepresentativeJQOR

C5
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PROVISION SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract
CONFLICT OF INTERHK Retain provisions from current IANA Contract exceptthatd C.6, H.9
REQUIREMENTS or MRTwill perform duties of CO and COR
CONTINUITY OF Retain provisions from current IANA Contract except that G Cc.7
OPERATIONS will perform duties of CO and COR
PERFORMANCE
EXCLUSIONS
Contractor not Contractor not authorized to make modifications, additions, cs.1
authorized to make or deletions to the root zone file or associated information.
changes to Roafone; | (This contract does not alter the root zone file responsibiliti¢
link to VeriSign as set forth in Amendment 11 of tH€ooperative Agreement
Cooperative Agreemen| NCR9218742 between the U.S. Department of Commerce
VeriSign, Inc.roany successor entify. See Amendment 11 at]
http://ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/amend11 052206.
pdf.
Contractor not to Contractor not authorized to make material changes in the c.8.2
change policies and policiesand procedures developed by the relevant entities
procedures or methods| associated with the performance of the IANA functions. Th¢
Contractor shall not change or implement the established
methods associated Wi the performance of the IANA
functions without prior approval of the CSC.
Relationship to other | The performance of the functions under this contract, C.8.3
contracts including the development aecommendations in connectiot
with Section C.2.9.2, shalbt be, in any manner, predicated
or conditioned on the existence or entry into any contract,
agreement or negotiation between the Contractor and any
party requesting such changes or any other thpatty.
Compliance with this Section must be consisterthwi
C.2.9.2d.
Baseline Requirements| The performance of the functions under this contract, 2
for DNSSEC in the including the development aecommendations in connectior
Authoritative Root Zong with Section C.2.9.2, shall not be, in any manpegedicated
or conditioned on the existence or entry into any contract,
agreement or negotiation between the Contractor and any
party requesting such changes or any other thpitty.
Compliance with this Section must be consistent with
C.2.9.2d.
INSPEAQDN AND CSC will perform representative final inspection and E

ACCEPTANCE

acceptance of all work performed, written communications
regardless of form, reports, and other services and
deliverables related to Section C prior to any
publication/posting calleddr by this Contract. Any
deficiencies shall be corrected by the Contractor and
resubmitted to the CSC within ten (10) workdays after
notification

INTELLECTUAL
PROPERTY
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PROVISION

SUMMARY OF KEY TERMS

Compare
to Current
IANA
Contract

Patents and Copyrights

Contractor shall assign, and shall cause any employees or
contractors to assign, all rights in any patentable subject
matter and any patent applications for inventions created b
the Contractor during the
hereunder.

This agreement i s a wor Kk
Contracting Etity shall be deemed the author and shall own
all copyrightable works created by the Contractor hereundsg
and all copyright rights thereto. In the event this is not
deemed a work for hire agreement, Contractor hereby assi
ownership of the copyrightdb works and copyrights to the
Contracting Entity.

Contractor shall license back these patents and copyrights
Contractor for the duration of this Agreement solely to the
extent necessary for Contractor to perform its obligations
under this Agreement. his license shall be neexclusive and
royalty-free.

H.2

CONFIDENTIALITY AN
DATA PROTECTION

The Agreement will contain reasonable and customary
provisions relating to confidentiality and data protection.

H.10

INDEMNIFICATION

Contractor shall indemnifidefend and hold harmless the
Contracting Entity, theIRTand the CSC from all claims arisin
from Contractor’s perfor ma
this Agreement.

H.13
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4. Transition Implications In development
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5. NTIA Requirementsg In development
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6. Community Procesg In development

Note: This section will largely be based on section C of this document titled Process to date.
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C- Process to date

1. Establishing the CWG

In March 2014 the National Telecommunications and Information AdministrédmA) has
requested that | CANN “convene a multistakehol
U.S. government stewardship role” with regard
management. In making its announcemé@nthe NTIA specifiechat the transition proposal

must have broad community support and meet the following principles:

1 Support and enhance the multistakeholder model

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

1 Meet the needs and expectation of the gldlmastomers and partners of the IANA
services

1 Maintain the openness of the Internet.

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

On June 6 ICANDoposed the creation of an IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group
(1CG) “responsible for preparing a transition
various affected parties of the | ANA function
comprising of 30 members representing 13 communities which developed its charter.

According to this charté?, the ICG has one deliverable: a proposal to the NTIA regarding the
transition of NTIA"s stewardshi phodr t he | ANA
community. For that matter the 1 CG’”s mission
among the communities affected by the IANA Functions, which are divided into three main
categories: domain names, number resources , and other protocohpeteas. The ICG noted

that the domain name category divides further into the country code and generic domain sub

categories. I n the 1 CG charter, it also noted
categories, each poses distinct organizational, openal and technical issues, and each tends
to have distinct communities of interest and

To achieve its deliverable the ICG identified four main tasks, which include among others, the

task to solicit proposals from the three operational aommities, and solicit the input of the

broad group of communities affected by the IANA functions. In order to address this task, the

ICG seeks complete formal responses to its Request For Proposét,(RER)gh processes

that are convened by each ofttieo per at i on al communities” of | Al

7 http://www.ntia.doc.gov/pressrelease/2014/ntiaannouncesntent-transition-key-internet-domainname-
functions
80 hitps://www.icann.org/en'system/files/files/chartericg-27augl4en.pdf
81 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/rfpianastewardship08sepl4en.pdf
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operational or service relationships with the IANA functions operator, in connection with
names, numbers or protocol parameters).

In anticipation of the charter of the ICG, the operational commuimitconnection with IANA

names function, the ccNSO and GNSO, took the initiative to create actnossunity working

group to develop a proposal for the transitio
related functions. At the ICANN 50 meeting-ondon, June 2014, the GNSO, ccNSO, ALAC and

the SSAC establish a drafting team to prepare a charter for such a CWG, which was finalized by

mid August 2014. The charter was approved by the GNSO, ccNSO, ALAC and SSAC, each in
accordance with its own rugeand procedures. The charter of the CWG as approved is included

in Annexi.

Following the approval of the charter, the chartering Supporting Organizations and Advisory
Committees listed in the previous paragraph, selected members for the CWG, again in
accordance with their own rules of procedure. Besides actively participating in the work of the
CWG, members of the CWG are expected to solicit, and communicate the views and concerns
of individuals in the organization that appoints them. The list of theng®nbers, their

affiliation, originating organizations and geographic regions are included in AnBeyparately,

and in accordance with the charter of the CWG, a call for participants was sent out to invite all
those who are interested in the work of tH@/NVG. The list of names of the 103 participants

from the community, their affiliation, if any, and originating Geographigiéteis also included

in Annex 3Further, in accordance with the charter of the CWG members and participants have
submitted statenents of interests?

Working methods of the CWG
The CWG agreed, after two readings of its work plan, to divide its work into the following items,
which are derived from and in accordance with the RFP from the ICG:
1. Descripti omNARunctomstRREBD)i t y’ s Use of |
2A. Existing, Pré&ransition ArrangementsPolicy Sources
2B. EXxisting, Pf€&ransition ArrangementsOversight and Accountability
3. Proposed Podtransition Oversight and Accountability Arrangements (RFP 4)
Transitionmplications (RFP 4)
NTIA Requirements (RFP 5)
Community Process (RFP 6)

o ok

In addition the CWG agreed to work on two additional items:
1 Existing, Pr&ransition Arrangements, NTIA IANA Functions Contract Triage. The goal is
to inform the CWG iwf in its work and create a better understanding of the elements
in the IANA Functions contract for the work of the CWG.
1 Principles: For internal purposes the CWG agreed to develop a set of principles and
criteria on which the CWG itself could base it proposals and against which these
could be tested.

82 https://community.icann.org/x/wWRjxAg
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In order to meet the timelines set out by the ICG, the CWG also agreed to work against the
following schedule:

T 1 December publication date for Draft Proposal for Public Comment

T 1¢22 Decembergven the short timeframe ahead, the CWG developed a timeline with
the minimum 2tday Public Comment period, and hope that interested parties will
endeavor to submit comments on the Draft Proposal within the designated period

T 3¢ 4 Decemberthe CWG will hst 3 public webinars to present the Draft Proposal and
engage with broader community about progress to date

T 19 Januarysubmission of CWG Final Proposal to chartering organizations

T 31 JanuaryCWG planned submission of Final Proposal to ICG

For each of th work items identified above suiroups were formed, with volunteer

rapporteurs and internal coordinators, with the exception of RFP Section 6. Theggemiis

were created to focus the work of the group on the requirements of the ICG requirements and
associated issues and develop initial drafts. The-grdups report back to the full CWG, both
on-line and during the CWG meetings, and their output discussed, edited and ultimately
accepted by the CWG as a whole, in accordance with the degisading rulesiefined in the
charter of the CW®,

To date (1 December 2014) the section in the draft proposal relating to RFP Sections 1, 2A and
2B, and a higHevel overview of the Proposed Pdsansition Oversight and Accountability
Arrangement (RFP Section 3) h#»een agreed upon in accordance with the aforementioned
process. The underlying material and evolution of drafts can be viewed at the document
repository of each of the sugroup$*.

Meetings of CWG to date

The full CWG (members and participants) met fingt fime by conference call on 6 October

2014. The agenda, chat transcript, notes and other material relating to this and successive
meetings are available at the Wiki space of the CWG at: https://community.icann.org/x/37fthAg.
Subsequent meetings of tHall CWG conference calls were held on:

22 October
30 October

4 November
13 November
27 November

= =4 4 -4 2

The CWG also conducted two faoeface meetings:
1 Full CWG on 13 October during the ICANN Los Angeles meeting

83 CWG Charter, Section V: Rules of Engagerhéps://community.icann.org/x/2grxAg
84 https://community.icann.org/x/UQ3xAg

85


https://community.icann.org/x/2grxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/UQ3xAg

1 Special tweday £2-f meeting 19 and 20 Novemb@014, in Frankfurt, Germany. The-co

chairs published a statement following the meeting, which is available at:
https://www.icann.org/news/announcemenf-201411-20-en

Following the agreed working methods, the following gbups had separate meetings:

T

SubGroup RFP 3: Proposed Rasinsition Oversight and Accountability Arrangements
0 6 November 2014
0 12 November 2014
o0 Special session following the full CWG meeting, @3kber 2014.

All meeting materials of these sessions are available at:

https://community.icann.org/x/ESrxAg

T

SubGroup RFP 4: Transition Implication
o0 25 November 2014
0 28 November 2014

All meeting materials of these sessions are available at:
https://community.icann.org/x/EyrxAg

Email lists have been created for the full CWG and each of thgrswips. All emails on these
lists are achived and can be found dittps://community.icann.org/x/Wg3xAg

Outreach and engagement activities of CWG groups to date

Outreach and engagement by the ccN&#pointed members

T

T

March 2014~ ICANN 8 Meeting in Singapore: ccNSO Sessions on IANA Stewardship
Transition fittp://ccnso.icann.org/meetings/singapore49/agenda.hfm

June 2014-ICANN 50 Meeting in London: ccNSO Sessitis Stewardship Transition
(http://ccnso.icann.org/meetings/london50/agenda.him

June 2014 The ccNSO created special email list to reach out to all ccTLD managers,
independent of membeghip of the ccNSO

June 2014- Membership of he CWG was sought from among all ccTLDs. As a result two
of the five members of the ccNSO appointed members on the CWG are from ccTLDs
who are not members of the ccNSO

October 2014-ICANN 51 Meeting in Los AnglccNSO Sessions on IANA Stewards
Transition Process. Panel discussion on process and scope of IANA Stewardship
Transition Process and ccTLD panel discussion on issues pertaining to IANA Stewardship
Process from a ccTLD perspectivie://ccnso.icann.org/meetings/los
angeles51/agenda.htin

AugustNovember 2014- Sessions in Regional ccTLD Organizations on issues pertaining
to IANA Stewardship Process (e.g.
http://www.aptld.org/system/files/share/1/brisbane_meeting _program_ 2014 v_5pdf
November 2014- The ccNS@ppointed members of the CWG, in close collaboration

with the Regional ccTLOrganizations (AFTLD, APTLD, CENTR and LACTLD), conducted a
survey among all ccTLDs, including IDN ccTLDs, to seek their input and preferences with
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respect to IANA Stewardship Transition, to inform the discussions and deliberations of
the CWG. Approximatgl110 out of 280 ccTLDs responded. To prepare the ccTLD
community for this survey, the ccTLD members of the CWG conducted webinars. The
results of the survey are publicly availablelgtp://ianaso.org The results weralso
presented in a webinar to the community.

Outreach and engagement by the G&gpointed members and participants

1 September 2014 The GAC leadership group (Chair and Vice Chairs) sent ouhaih e
to GAC members seeking final agreement on joinimeg@WG, including adopting the
Group's Charter

1 October 2014 Letter from the GAC Chair to @hairs of the CWG Charter Drafting
Team- confirming that the GAC has adopted the charter and will join as a chartering
organization with two members

1 October 2014-ICANN 51 Meeting in Los Angeles: Internal GAC discussions on the CWG
charter and procedures for exchange of information from the members to the GAC. GAC
rep in CWG has the responsibility to inform the GAC on CWG discussions and
deliverables. For this ppose GAC members of the CWG has created a Workspace on
the GAC website with systematic information from the CWG Wikiluding meeting
schedules, agendas, notes and timelines for comments and deliverables. An internal
GAC document was produced to mége tscope of work in CWG Charter and current
IANA Functions Contract against existing GAC Advice

1 In addition to the GAC Workspace, GAC members and members and participants of the
CWG use the GAC mailing list to point attention to specific items and dstsigsithe
smaller working groups in the CWG. Since there is no opportunity to have-toffeee
GAC meeting between the ICANN 51 Meeting in Los Angeles and the CWG deadline for
submission of a proposal to the ICG, each GAC member has been invitednid sub
comments to GAC CWG members and participants to be put forward in the in the
discussions in the CWG

1 November 2014- The draft principles document of the CWG was forwarded to GAC for
comments and analysis of overlaps against the GAC work odevighginciples on
IANA transition and associated accountability processes. The GAC broadly supported the
draft principles from the CWG, but there were substantial contributions from GAC
members and topic leads on identifyiogncerns to be forwarded in the disssions on
the principles in the facéo-face meeting in Frankfurt on 120 November.

1 November 2014- GAC members of the CWG gave a report to the GAC on the latest
discussions and developments in the CWG especially in regards of the work in RFP3
(PostTrarsition oversight and Accountability Arrangements), and the documents
featuring the “triage of | ANA Functions Co
Functions Contract?” . On 13 November, the f
and a set out pictue of models for discussion were forwarded to the GAC list, asking for
GAC colleagues comments on specific items before thettatace meeting in
Frankfurt. The GAC discussion and input online feed into the CWG items on, among
others, multistakeholder imivement, separation of ICANN/IANA, and the establishing
of an appeals mechanism. This input was forwarded in the discussions in Frankfurt.
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1 November2014-Chai r s’ Statement and information
comments following the facéo-face meeting in Frankfurt

1 December 2014 GAC will have a webinar for all GAC members during the public
comment period right after the CWG draft is published.

Outreach and Engagement by the RySG members and participants

The following are the highlightsf the gTLD Registries Stakeholder Group (RySG) consultations
and outreach efforts within the community of gTLD registry operators regarding the IANA
Stewardship Transition Cross Community Working Group (IANA CWG).

The RySG first created an AccountapM{G with a focus on the IANA transition and ICANN
Accountability efforts to facilitate collaboration and the development of shared RySG positions.
A special email list was formed and several teleconference calls were held. Both the calls and
the email Ist were open to all interested RySG or New gTLD Applicant Group (NTAG), an
observer group that is a part of the RySG and is open to all new gTLD applicants, members or
observers. Further, this group discussed options for contacting and involving gTLE regis
operators and new gTLD applicants who had not yet joined the RySG or NTAG. A plan for doing
this was agreed to during the ICANN 51 Public Meeting and is in the process of being
implemented as described at end of this document.

Next the RySG formedsmall team comprising participants in the IANA CWG. One of the
primary purposes for this small team was to act as liaisons to the RySG and the NTAG,. In
addition to its members patrticipating actively in the IANA CWG, they also meet twice a week to
discussand coordinate their efforts in the CWG and to plan ways to involve the broader RySG
and NTAG memberships in the IANA CWG. Additionally, on the RySG email list and meetings,
the small team actively encouraged participation by registry operators that waoldde
geographic diversity and representation from interest groups within the community of gTLD
Registry Operators.

The RySG Secretariat team obtained contact information for the following groups: registry
operators who had signed a registry agreemetith ICANN but had not joined the RySG or

NTAG and new gTLD applicants who had not yet executed a registry agreement. A message
was sent to over 500 representatives for these organizations: 1) informing them of the pending
IANA Stewardship Transition atite associated CWG; 2) describing the RySG efforts in the
CWG,; and 3) inviting them to participate in the RySG CWG efforts. Finally, a special email list
was created that allows all those who wish to join in the RySG CWG work to join in discussions
with RySG members and observers, without requiring them to join the RySG or NTAG. The small
team of CWG participants has deployed this list and the main RySG and NTAG list servese to
communicate key developments of the RySG IANA Stewardship Working Groufl,as we
provide updates on the CWG on the biweekly calls of the RySG. All communications have
welcomed and encouraged input from any gTLD registry operator, whether or not he or she
participates directly within the CWG.

The RySG is also planning to conduatebinar shortly following the publication of the draft

Proposal on Naming Related Functions (“draft
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To explain and answer questions regarding the draft proposal;

To provide greater clarity into the evolution discussions within the CWG, and the
process undertaken to arrive at the draft proposal,

To seek comments and other feedback from any interested gTLD Registry Operator to
form possible RySG public comments on the draft; and

To ensure that the work of the sl team of participants continues to align with the
interests of the community of gTLD registry operators as a whole.

Webinars will be open to any gTLD Registry Operator, and will be publicized using the channels
described above. To foster broad part@&ifmn across geographic regions the RySG hopes to
hold multiple webinars in different time slots.

Next steps
Following publication of the draft proposal, the CWG will continue its work. The focus will be

on:

1
1
1

Providing webinars to the community on tldeaft proposal

Monitoring public comments and community feedback

Summary and analysis of public comments and community feedback, and, if needed,
updating the interim proposals and documentation included in the draft proposal
Continue its work on Transitidmplications (RFP 4) and NTIA Requirements (RFP 5),
without pre-empting on the outcome of the public comment
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Annex 1¢ Charter of the Cross Community Working Group (CWG) on Naming
Related Functions

Cross Community Working Group to Develop I&NA Stewardship
Transtion Proposalon Naming Related Functions

WG Name:

Section I: Cross Community Working Group Identification

Chartering
Organizations:

ccNSO, SSAC, GNSO, ALAC, GAC

The charter of the WG was adopted by:
f ccNSCCouncil on 21 August 2014
1 SSAC on 27 August 2014
1 GNSO Council on 4 September 2014
1 ALAC on 11 September 2014
1 GAC on 3 October 2014

Name of WG Chair(s): | Lise Fuhr & Jonathan Robinson
CWG Workspace URL: | https://community.icann.org/x/37fhAg

cwgstewardship@icann.org
Public Archivehttp://mm.icann.org/pipermail/cwgstewardshp/

Charter Approval Dats

CWG Mailing List:

Resolutions adopting | Title:

the charter: Ref # & Link:
Important Document q

Links:

Problem Statement:

The National Telecommunications anthformation Administration (NTIAhas r equest ed t h
a multistakeholder process to develop a plan t
to the IANA Functions and related root zone management. In making its announcement, the NTIA spec]
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 wumsers and partners of the IANA services
Maintain the openness of the Internet.

= =4 =4 =4

NTIA also specified that ivould not accept a proposal that replaces the NTIA role with a governmikeat or
an intergovernmental organization solution.

On June 6 ICANpPloposed the creation ofralANA StewardshipransitionCoordination GrouglCG)
‘responsi bl e for pr ergflectingtimegliffesing needs nfthe Yarioasraffepted partiess
the I ANA functions.

Two subsets of | shphrkerssthegtldeessimd andcintesnet protecol parameter
communities led by the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and the number resource community
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comprising the Number Resource Organization (NRO), the Address Supporting Organization (ASO) and
Regi onal I nternet Registries ( RI Ranilthe fdrmatioa of théCsp
by establishing working groups to provide input on their specific needs and expectations with respect to
IANA Stewardship Transitioihwas gtermined that the transition proposal should be developed within the
directly affected communiés(i.e. the IETF for development of standards for Internet Protocol Parameters
NRO, the ASO, and the RIRs for functions related the management arfsbtistriof numbering resources;
and the GNSO and ccNSO for functions related to the Domain Name Syies®.efforts would inforrthe
work of thelCG whose responsibility would be to fashion an overall integrated transition proposal from th
autonomoudy developed components.

There is a need for the naming communitysimilarlycome together to articulate its needs and expectation:
in an integrated fashiagras an integral part of this transition proceasd 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 Cross Community Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship Transition F
on Naming Related Functiof@WG) wilbe to produce a consolidated transition proposal for the elements |
the IANA Functions relatirtg the Domain Name Systemhisproposalmay includealternativeoptions for
specific features within it, provided that each option carwesnparable supporfrom the CWGThis proposal
must meet the needs of the naming community in
organizations, as well as timeeds of direct consumers of IANA naming services including generic and col
code top level domains. Should the CWG deem it appropriate, elements of the proposal may be releasec
stageslin developing tis proposal the CWG should

Draw upon the collective expertise of the participating stakeholgers

Seekadditional expert input and advices appropriate;

Follow an open, global and transparent progess

Provide the opportunity for participation by all stakeholders and interested or affected parties
Be communityed, through the process of bottomp, congnsusbased decisiomaking and

Meet the principlespecified by NTIA as well as the additional principles lisi¢loe subsequent
section.

= =4 =4 -4 4 -4

Theproposal may be partial or comprehensive, subject to the scoping description in the next section. In
addition, the OWG may without limitation:

1 Meet with other working groups developirige parallel transition proposals for parameters and
numbering resources, to explain the CWW@&ork and remain up to date on their progress

1 Provide advice, analysis and comrteeto the chartering organization$CG or ICANN staff on
guestions that are posed to it and on other transition proposals that may arise elsewdrate

1  Work with otheisengaged in the ICANN accountabifigyiew process (discussed belaw)coordinate
the approach tadependenciedetweenthe processes

Principles

In addition to the principles identified by NTIA to guide development of a transition propbe&\Gwiill
adhere to the following additional principles: openness; diversity; global participation; involvement of affe
parties;transparencyand bottomup, consensudased decisiomaking.

Scope:

The IANA functions are currently the subject of a contractvieen ICANNthe IANAFunctions Operatorand
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the NTIA. Based onsammaryanddescriptiono f the | ANA funct i ctatement ofavovin
for that IANA contractlANA perforns 11 individual functionsit:

1. Coordinatesthe assignmenif technicalprotocol parameters including the management of the
Address andouting Parameter Area (ARPA) TLD

Perfornms administrativefunctionsassociatedwith root zone management

Manages root zone file change requests;

Manages' WH O th&nerequess andthe WHOIS database;

Implements changes in the assignmenGafuntry Code Top LevBbmains (ccTLDg) accordance
with established policy;

Implements decisions related the delegaton andredelegationof Generic Top Level Domain (gTkD
accordance with ICANN policy;

Undertakes projects to increaseat zone automation;

ManagesRoot Domain Name System Security Extensions (DNBSEC)

Provides &Customer Seiige Complaint Resolution Process (CSCRP)

Allocates Internet numberingresourcesand

Performs oher services (operate the .INT TLD, implement modifications in performance of the IA
functions as needed upon mutual agreement of the parties.)

aroN

o

PP © 0~
SR

Thework of the CW®Gvill primarily focus orfunctions 2 though9a nd f uncti on 11 (1t h
Regarding function 9, the Customer Service Complaint Resolution Process (CSCRP), and the implemer
performance modifications referred to intiation 11,the CWG anticipatethat the NRO/ASO and IETF may
also have proposals in these areasd the CWG witxchange information, collaborate and develop joint
proposals with them on these issuas appropriateFunctions 1 and 10 fall outside of the Naming Functiong
but the CWG may deem it appropriate to comment on relevant aspects of these functions.

I n respect of Function 2. (“Perform Administra
process currently involves distinct roles performed by three different entities through two separate legal
agreements: the Contractor as the | ANA Functio

successor entity as designated bythe U Be t ment of Commerce” ) Thes t h
accountability function currently performed by NTIA regarding the RZM role, as well as the discussion of
RZM management administrative interface currently used by NTIA are within the scope@MBeT he issue
of who performs the Root Zone Maintainer (RZM) role is not in scope for the CWG and should be dealt \
subsequent effort as neededdditionally, issues related to naming policy e.g. delegation, redelegation or
revocation of ccTLDRAA related policy issues etc. are not within the scope of th& CW

Relationship to ICANN Accountability Revignwcess

The IANA stewardship transition process is taking place alongside a parallel and related process on enkt
ICANN accountability. Vila maintaining the accountability of Internet identifier governance is central to bd
processes, th s g scope {5 fosused on the arrangements required for the continuance of IANA functiq
an accountable and widely accepted manner after the gxpirthe NTIACANN contract. Nevertheless, the
two processes are interrelated and interdependent and should appropriately coordinate their work.
Accountability for the administration of the IANA functions (implementation and operational
accountabiliy), however, is properlyithin the scope of this working group

Section lll: DeliverableSimeframesand Reporting

Deliverables:
The core deliverable of the CWG is a consolidéd@tA Stewardship Transition Proposalated to the
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Naming Functiongthe Proposal) which is focused primarily on stewardship transition of those IANA Fund
related to naming but which may also include comment on IANA Functions related to numbering and
protocols. This proposal must provide an analysis that showsttisin practice workable.

In working towards this deliverablene CWGQWill, as a first step, establish and adopt a work plan and
associated schedule. The work plan and schedule should includeamdemethods for public consultation an
Proposarevisbns, and should establish an expected date for submission of afimasition Proposallhis
tentative schedule will be updated as needéthis tentative schedule needs to line up with the ICG schedu
and in those cases where there are incompatibditithis should be negotiated with the ICG.

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 fc
each of these functions and the processes usedo so;

2. Procedures and processes for involving to the maximum extent possible participation of
stakeholders who are not yet involved in ICANN groups involved in the CWG

3. A decision as to whether the ccNSO and the GNSO should develop and submibtramsiposals
for their respective IANA functions to the CWG for consideration and, if so, a request and
suggested timeline for those submissipns

4. ldentification of issues for which stgyvoups should be formed, including any uniquaffected
parties and amethodology for sulgroup reporting back to th€WG andOWG consideration of
any subgroup documentation;

5. A process and timeline for developitite core deliverable: théANA Stewardship Transition
Proposal related to the Naming Functions

6. A process andmeline for communicating any draft or fin@WGProposal to participating
chartering organizations for their review and consideration;

7. A process and timeline for resolving any input from the chartering organizations;

8. A process and timeline for communiaagithe CWGProposal to members of thECGrepresenting
the domain name community (e.g. GNSO, ccNSO, gTLD Registries, SSAC and ALAC);

9. A process and timeline for communicating with the ICG, including a process for:
a) Agreeing any additions requested by the l©@&he scope of the Transition Proposal. For
example, the ICG may request the CWG or one of its chartering organizations to develop a
transition proposal for a particular area of overlap (eg., spaalregistry)and
b) Resolving any problems detected twe ICG between other component proposals and this
CWG Transition Proposal;

10. 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 coechairs of theCWGwill brief the chartering organizatiorend in particular their representatives on the
ICGon a regular basis.

Section V. Membership, Staffing and Organization

Membership Criteria:

Membership in theCWGand in subworking groups, should these be created, is opemembersappointed

by the chartering organization3$o facilitate scheduling meetings and to minimize workloads for individual
members, it is highly recommended that individual members pasdieifin only one swworking group, should
subworking groups be created. Each of the chartering organizations shall agp@imimum of 2 and a
maximum of Smembers to the working group in accordance with their own rules and procedures. Best ef
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shoul be made to ensure that individualembers
1 Have sufficient expertise to participate in the applicable subject matter
1 Commit to actively participate in the activities of tB&/Gon an ongoing and lorterm basis; and
1 Where appropriate, solicit and communicate the views and concerns of individuals in the organiz
that appoints them.

I'n appointing their members, the chart emakingg or
methodologies require that CWGeambers act by consensus, and that polling will only be used in rare
instances and with the recognition that such polls do not constitute votes.

Chartering organizations are encouraged to use open and inclusive processes when selecting their men
this CWGBest efforts should also be made to ensure that @&Gand any subworking groupsif created,
have representation from all five of | CANN's f

In addition, the CWG will be open to any interested person as a participant. Participaptse from a
chartering organization, from a stakeholder group not represented in the CWG, or may-bpsailited.
Participants will be able to actively participate in and attend all CWG meetings; however, any consensus
decisions that need todomade will be limited to CWG members appointed by the chartering organization;

All participants(members and participantsyill be listed on theC WG webpage. All participantymembers
and participants)n this process are required to submit a Statement of Interest following the procedures o
their charteringorganizationor, where that is not applicable for participants, the GNSO procedures shoulc
followed.

Volunteer cachairs, selected by theWGwill preside ovelCWCGdeliberations and ensure that the process is
bottom-up, consensubased and has balanced multistakeholder participation. ICANN is expected to prov
day-to-day project administration and secretariat suppartd, upon request of the\@8Gco-chairs,
professional project facilitatorsr expert assistance

Group Formation, Dependencies, & Dissolution:

Each of thechartering organizationshall appointmembersto the QWG in accordance with their own rules ar
procedures.

Workingrelationship with IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Gro{igG)

The coechairs of the CWG will discuss atetermine,alongwith the ICG representatives of the chartering
organizationsthe most appropriate method of sharing information and comnwmating progress and
outcomes of the both the ICG and CWG. In particular, thehadrs will agree the method by which the final
core deliverablLebbf{t6él RWBKALIWeNFYaAlA2Yy t NP L
will be provided fronthe CWG to the ICGAdditionally, members of the CWG are expected to communicat
regularly with their own chartering organizations and their ICG representatives.

Staffing & Resources

Thel CANNstaffassignedo the QNVGwill fully supportthe work of the ONVGasrequestedbythe co-
chairs,includingmeetingsupport,documentdrafting, editinganddistribution and other
substantivecontributionswhendeemedappropriateby the CWG. ICANN will provide access to
relevant experts and professional facilitators as requested by the CWG Chairs.
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Staffassignmentso the WorkingGroup:
ICANN will provide sufficient staff support to support the activities of the CWG

Additionalresources required:

The chairs of this charter’s drafting team, Jo
reasonable travel resources for CWG members to participate intéatace CWG meetings, but on the
understanding that the CW®Ill make every effort to hold any fage-face meetings concurrent, or in
conjunction with regularly scheduled ICANN meetings.

The CWG is encouraged to identify any additional resources beyond the staff assigned to the g
it may need at the earliestgportunity to ensure that such resources can be identified and planne|
for.

Section V: Rules of Engagement

DecisionMaking Methodologies:

In developng itsTransition Proposalyork plan andany otherreports, theCWGshall seek to act by
consensus. Consensus calls should always make best efforts to iallohembergthe CWGor sub
working group) The Chair(s) shall be responsible for designating each position as having one of the
following designations:

1 FullConsensusa position where no minority disagrees; identified by an absence of objection
1 Consensus a position where a small minority disagrees, but most agree

In the absence of Full Consenstige Chair(s) shouldllow forthe submission of minority gwpoint(s)and
these, along with the consensus view, shall be included in the report

In a rare case, the chair(s) may decide that the use of a poll is reasonable to assess the level of support
a recommendationHowever, care should be takénusingpolls that they do not become votes, as there
are often disagreements about the meanings of the poll questions or of the poll results.

Anymemberwho disagrees with the consensievel designation made by the Chair(®)pelieves that
his/her contributians are being systematically ignored or discourgbduld first discuss the circumstances
with the relevant subgroup chair or the CWG athairs.In the event that the matter cannot be resolved
satisfactorily, the group member should request an opportutotgiscuss the situation with the Chairs of
the chartering organizations or their designated representatilfabere is still no resolution, the matter
could be referred to the ICG.

Chartering Organizatiosupportfor any DraftTransitionProposaland theFinalTransitionProposal

AnyDraftor FinalTransitionProposalwill be reviewed byachof the chartering organizations accordance
with their own rulesand procedures which will determinavhetheror notto adoptthe recommendations
containedinit, explain their rationale, and develop alternative recommendatibgppropriate TheChairs
of the chartering organizationshallnotify the co-chairsof the OV Gof the resultof the deliberationsassoon
asfeasible.

Draft TransitiorProposal

Inthe eventthat one or more of the participatingchartering organizationslectsnot to adoptone or more

95




of the recommendation(sgontainedin the Draft Transition Proposathe cochairsof the GNVGshallbe
notified accordinglyThisnotification shallincludeat a minimumthe reasondor the lackof support. The
CWG participantmay,at their discretion,decide toreconsiderthe recommendationspostthe
recommendationgor publiccommentsand/or incorporate appropriate changes intbe Supplemental
Draft TransitiorProposato the chartering organizations

Followingsubmissiorof the SupplementaDraft Proposalif any),the chartering organizationshalldiscussand
decidein accordancawvith its own rulesand proceduresvhetherto adoptthe recommendationscontainedin
the SupplementabDraftProposalTheChairsof the chartering organizationshallnotify cochairsof the QNGof
the resultof the deliberationsassoonasfeasible

Final Transition Proposal

After receivinghe notificationsfrom all chartering organizationasdescribedabove the co-chairs
of the WGshall,within ten workingdaysafter receivingthe lastnotification, submitthe Final
Transition Proposdb the Chairsof allthe chartering organizationsvhichshallincludeat a
minimum:

a) TheFinalProposabsadoptedbythe QNG including references to any initial or draft CWG docume
to inform the discussion of the ICG;

b) Theresult of deliberations by the organizations;

c) A clear record of how consensus has meeached for the proposal in the CWG.

In the eventone or more of the chartering organizationdo(es)not support(partsof) the Final
Proposalthe FinalProposakhouldclearlyindicatewhich partsare fully supportedand whichparts
that are not, andwhichchartering organizatiodissentfrom the QNGview.

In the eventthat no consensussreachedby the CWGthe FinalReportwill documentthe process
that was followedandwill be submittedto the chartering organization® requestpossible
suggestions for mitigating the issues that are preventing consensus. If consensus can still not b
reached, the Final Report will document the processes followed, including requesting suggestio
for mitigating the issues that are preventing consensus ftbenchartering organizations and will
be submitted to ICG for their suggestions for mitigating the issues that are preventing
consensuslf consensus can still not be reached, request for closing the CWG should be made t
the chartering organizations.

Transition Proposal Submission

The Final Proposal will be submitted by the CWG to the ICG in accordance with the method agj
between the CWG cohairs and the ICG representatives of the chartering organizations.

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@WG the co-chairs shall decide if they thirike charter needs to be
modified.
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In the event it is decided that the alter needs to be modified to address the omission or unreasonable
impact, theco-chairs may propose to modify the charter. A modification shall only be effective after
adoption of the adjusted charter by the chartering organizations in accordance withotlva rules and
procedures.

Problem/Issue Escalation & Resolution Processes:

All participants are expected to abide by H@ANN Expected Standards of Behavior

Theco-chairs 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 |
restriction is put into place; in extreme cirmstances, this requirement may be bypassed. This restriction
is subject to the right of appeal as outlined above.

Closure & Working Group Seffssessment:

The CWG will consult with the ICG representatives to determine when it can consider its wotktednThe
CWGandanysubworking groups shall be dissolved upon receipt ofribéfication of the Chairs of the
chartering organizationsr their designated representatives

Section V. Charter Document History

Version | Date Description
1.0
Staff Contact: Email:
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Annex 2¢ ICG RFP

IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group

Request for Proposals

8 September 2014

Introduction

Under the IANAStewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) Chattex |CG has four
main tasks:

U Act as liaison to all interested parties in the IANA stewardship transition, including the
three “operational communities” (| e., those
with the IANA functions operator; nametames, numbers, protocol parameters) This task
consists of O

Soliciting proposals from the operational communi@es

Soliciting the input of the broad group of communities affected bydA&A functions

U Assess the outputs of the three operational communities farompatibility and
interoperability

U Assemble a complete proposal for the transition
U Information sharing and public communication

This Request for Proposals (RFP) addresses task (i) oXté&hiter. This RFP does not
preclude any form of input from the neaperational communities.

0. Complete Formal Responses

The IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) ceelgdete formal responses

this RFRhrough processes whicharekboe convened by each of the “o
communities” of I ANA (i .e., those with direct
functions operator, in connection with names, numbers, or protocol parameters).

Proposals should be supported by thead range of stakeholders participating in the proposal
development process. Proposals should be developed through a transparent process that is
open to and inclusive of all stakeholders interested in participating in the development of the
proposal. Irorder to help the ICG maintain its light coordination role, all interested and
affected parties are strongly encouraged to participate directly in these community processes.

The following link provides information about ongoing community processes andchow
participate in them, and that will continue to be updated over time:
https://www.icann.org/en/stewardship/communit

1In this RFP, "IANA" refers to the functions currently specifi¢deéragreement between
NTIA andCANN[http://www.ntia.doc.gov/page/ianafunctionspurchaseorder] as well as
any other functions traditionally performed by the IANA functions op@EteSAG067
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https://www.icann.org/en/stewardship/community
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/page/iana-functions-purchase-order
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/sac-067-en.pdf

[https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/sa®67-en.pd] provides one description of
the many different meanings of t hdtonter m “ 1 ANA
the documents constituting the agreement itself.

2 https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/charteticg-27augl4en.pd

Communities are asked to adheredpen and inclusive processes in developing their

responses, so that all community members may fully participate in and observe those
processes. Communities are also asked to actively seek out and encourage wider participation
by any other parties with int@st in their response.

A major challenge of the ICG will be to identify and help to reconcile differences between
submitted proposals, in order to produce a single plan for the transition of IANA stewardship.
Submitted Proposals should therefore focustbase elements that are considered to be truly
essential to the transition of their specific IANA functions.

The target deadline for all complete formal responses to this RFP is 15 January 2015.

l. Comments

While the ICG is requesting complete formal proposals through processes convened by each of

the operational communities, and that all interested parties get involved as early as possible in

the relevant community processes, some parties may choose togg@damments directly to

the ICG about specific aspects of particular proposals, about the community processes, or

about the 1 CG's own processes. Comments may b
emalil to icgforum@icann.og. Comments will be publicly archived at <
http://forum.icann.org/lists/icgforum/>.

Commenters should be aware that ICG will direct comments received to the relevant
operationalcommunities if appropriate. The ICG will review comments received as time and
resources permit and in accordance with the overall timeline for the transition. That is,
comments received about specific proposals may not be reviewed until those proposals hav
been submitted to the ICG. The ICG may establish defined public comment periods about
specific topics in the future, after the complete formal responses to the RFP have been
received.

Required Proposal Elements

The ICG encourages each communitgubmit a single proposal that contains the elements
described in this section.

Communities are requested to describe the elements delineated in the sections below in as
much detail possible, and according to the suggested format/structure, to allow thedC

more easily assimilate the results. While each question is narrowly defined to allow for
comparison between answers, respondents are encouraged to provide further information in
explanatory sections, including descriptive summaries of policies/pesctind associated

99


https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/sac-067-en.pdf
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/charter-icg-27aug14-en.pdf
mailto:icg-forum@icann.org
http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/
http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/

references to source documents of specific policies/practices. In this way, the responses to the
guestionnaire will be useful at the operational level as well as to the broader stakeholder
communities.

In the interest of completeness amwnsistency, proposals should cras$erence wherever
appropriate the current IANA Functions Contfaghen describing existing arrangements and
proposing changes to existing arrangements.

0. Proposal type

Identify which category of the IANA functiotiss submission proposes to address:

[ ] Names [ ] Numbers [ ] Protocol Parameters

l. Description of Community’s Use of | ANA Fun

This section should list the specific, distinct IANA functions your community relies on. For
each IANA function owhich your community relies, please provide the following:

A description of the function;
A description of the customer(s) of the function;
What registries are involved in providing the function;

A description of any overlaps or interdependencies between your IANA requirements
and the functions required by other customer communities.

If your community relies on any other IANA service or activity beyond the scope of the IANA
functions contract, yo may describe them here. In this case please also describe how the
service or activity should be addressed by the transition plan.

Il. Existing, Pré@ransition Arrangements

This section should describe how existing I1ABlAted arrangements work, prido the
transition.

3 http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/sf 26 pqg -P-final award and sacs.pdf
A. Policy Sources

This section shouldientify the specific source(s) of policy which must be followed by the IANA
functions operator in its conduct of the services or activities described above. If there are
distinct sources of policy or policy development for different IANA functions, theasp

describe these separately. For each source of policy or policy development, please provide the
following:

Which IANA function (identified in Section I) are affected.
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A description of how policy is developed and established and who is involved
in policy development and establishment.

A description of how disputes about policy are resolved.
References to documentation of policy development and dispute resolutiorepsas.

B. Oversight and Accountability

This section should describe all the ways in which oversight is conducted over the IANA
functions operator’s provision of the service
in which the IANAunctions operator is currently held accountable for the provision of those

services. For each oversight or accountability mechanism, please provide as many of the

following as are applicable:

Which IANA functions (identified in Section 1) are affected.

If the policy sources identified in Section II.A are affected, identify which ones are
affected and explain in what way.

A description of the entity or entities that provide oversight or perform accountability
functions, including how individuals arelseted or removed from participation in those
entities.

A description of the mechanism (e.g., contract, reporting scheme, auditing scheme,
etc.). This should include a description of the consequences of the IANA functions
operator not meeting the standards established by the mechanism, the extent to
which the aitput of the mechanism is transparent and the terms under which the
mechanism may change.

Jurisdiction(s) in which the mechanism applies and the legal basis on which the
mechanism rests.

[l Proposed Postransition Oversight and Accountability Arrangetsen

This section should describe what changes your community is proposing to the arrangements
listed in Section I1.B in light of the transition. If your community is proposing to replace one or
more existing arrangements with new arrangements, tfegilacement should be explained

and all of the elements listed in Section II.B should be described for the new arrangements.
Your community should provide its rationale and justification for the new arrangements.

I f your communi t y mgicagponsdoptbesntelfacecbatween tkesANA Ny i
functions and existing policy arrangements described in Section Il.A, those implications should
be described here.

If your community is not proposing changes to arrangements listed in Section d.B, th
rationale and justification for that choice should be provided here.
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IV.  Transition Implications

This section should describe what your community views as the implications of the changes it

proposed in Section lll. These implications may include samadl of the following, or other
implications specific to your community:

Description of operational requirements to achieve continuity of service and
possible new service integration throughout the transition.

Risks to operational continuity and how they will be addressed.
Description of any legal framework requirements in the absence of the NTIA contract.
Description of how you have tested or evaluated the workability of any new

technical or operational méiods proposed in this document and how they
compare to established arrangements.

Description of how long the proposals in Section Il are expected to take to complete,
and any intermediate milestones that may occur before they are completed.

V. NTIA Requirements

Additionally, NTIA has established that the transition proposal must meet the
following five requirements:

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
functions; Maintain the openness of the Internet;

The proposal must not replace the NTIA role with a governAehtor an inter
governmental organization solution.

Thisseci on should explain how your community’s

and how it responds to the global interest in the IANA functions.

VI.  Community Process

This section should describe the process your community used for developing this proposal,
including:

The steps that were taken to develop the proposal and to determine consensus.

Links to announcements, agendas, mailing lists, consultations and meeting
proceedings. An assessment of the | evel
proposal, intuding a

description of areas of contention or disagreement.
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Annex 3¢ Members and Participants

Overview

The CWG consists of 119 people, organized as 19 members, appointed by and accountable to
chartering organizations, and 18@articipants who do so as individuals. The CWG is an open
group. Anyone interested in the work of the CWG can join as a participant. Participants may be
from a chartering organization, from a stakeholder group or organization not represented in

the CWG ocurrently active within ICANN, or se@lppointed.

Of the 119 CWG members and participants, there are 41 countries represented. The regional
representation is as follows:

38 Asia/Asia Pacific
34 Europe

26 North America
11 Latin America

10 Africa

Of the 119 CWG members and participants, the stakeholder group representation is as follows:

40 (no affiliation)
27 GNSO

18 ccNSO/ccTLD
17 AtLarge

15 GAC

2 SSAC

In addition, there are 6 ICG members who participate in the CWG.

Members:

Co-Chairs: Lise Fuhr &onathan Robinson
ALAC
Seun OjedefAFRALO)
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https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Seun+Ojedeji+SOI

Fouad Bajw#APRALOQO)

Olivier CrépirLeblond(EURALO)
Fatima Cambroner@ ACRALO)
Eduardo DiagNARALO)

CCNSO

Lise Fuh(.DK, Europe, not member ccNSO)
Ericklriarte (.PE, LAC)

Paul Kang.AC, Europe, not member ccNSO)
Vika Mpisand.ZA, Africa)
StaffanJonson(.SE, Europe)

GAC
Elise LindebergNorway)
Wanawit Ahkuputrg Thailand)

GNSO

Jonathan Robinson

Greg ShatafCSG)

Graeme BuntorfRrSG)

Avri Doriag(NCSG)

Donna Austi{RySG)

Stephanie DuchesnedRySG &trnate)

SSAC

Robert Guerra

Jaap Akkerhuis
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https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Fouad+Bajwa+SOI
https://community.icann.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=36211634
https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Fatima+Cambronero+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Eduardo+Diaz+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/qCTxAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Erick+Iriarte+Ahon+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/pCTxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/HCPxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/ICPxAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Elise+Lindeberg+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/DTKfAg
https://community.icann.org/x/a4-bAQ
https://community.icann.org/x/N43bAQ
https://community.icann.org/x/2Qd-Ag
https://community.icann.org/x/ZYBwAg
https://community.icann.org/x/zIBEAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Stephanie+Duchesneau+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Robert+Guerra+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/kAjRAg

Participants
KrisSeeburn- GNSO
Rafik Dammak GNSO

Susan KawaquchiGNSO

Brenden Kuerbis GNSO

Marilia Maciel- GNSO

Matthew Shears

Chuck Gomes GNSO

Stacey King GNSO

Stephanie Perries GNSO

Amr Elsade GNSO
Carlos Watson

Kieren McCarthy

Bill Manning

Jiankang Yao

Derby Chipandwe

James Gannon

Martin Boyle- CCNSO, member ICG
Jen Wolfe- GNSO

Philip Sheppard GNSO

Wolf-Ulrich Knobenr- GNSO, member ICG

Mathieu Weill

Imran Ahmed Shakh GNSO
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https://community.icann.org/x/ABrxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/VYXDAQ
https://community.icann.org/x/k4BwAg
https://community.icann.org/x/oAB-Ag
https://community.icann.org/x/mBPxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/xRvxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/mpHbAQ
https://community.icann.org/x/AL3hAg
https://community.icann.org/x/mDOfAg
https://community.icann.org/x/CIBEAg
https://community.icann.org/x/EhrxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/0BrxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/9BnxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/Cx-xAg
https://community.icann.org/x/vxnxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/AIQ3Ag
https://community.icann.org/x/BlZ-Ag
https://community.icann.org/x/UQIBAQ
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Mathieu+Weill+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/jr7hAg

WaleBakare
Don Hollander

Milton Mueller—GNSO

Salahideen AlHaj
Bilal AITiti

Tony Holmes-GNSO
Phil Corwin- GNSO

Plamena PopovaAt-Large (EURALO)

LiyunHan
JaneMuthiga

Stefania Milan- GNSO
Pam Little- GN®
Sarah Falvey GNSO

Suzanne Woolf

Allan MacGillivray ccNSO

Byron Holland-ccNSO

Desiree Miloshevie at-Large

Keith Davidsors-ccNSO, member ICG
Mary Uduma-ccNSO, membydCG
Xiaodong Lee ccNSO, member ICG

Carolina Aquerre LACTLD

Guru Acharya

Alan Greenberg ALAC
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https://community.icann.org/x/CB-xAg
https://community.icann.org/x/3BrxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/JYU3Ag
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Bilal+Altiti+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/uIDhAg
https://community.icann.org/x/IAzPAQ
https://community.icann.org/x/Th3xAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Jane+Ngima+Muthiga+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/Hgu6Ag
https://community.icann.org/x/gguMAg
https://community.icann.org/x/MB3xAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Allan+MacGillivray+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/ry7xAg
https://community.icann.org/x/oijxAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Mary+Uduma+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/BB-xAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Guru+Acharya+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Alan+Greenberg+SOI

Alissa Cooper

Becky Burr

Kiman AlKhatib

Maarten Botterman

Mark Carvell- GAC

Aparna Sridhar GNSO

Cheryl Langdo®rr—At-Large, ccNSO, NomCom

ChristopheWilkinson(link to C\here)

YasuichKitamura— At-Large (IANA issues WG)

Sivasubramanian Muthusan{fk to bicherd _ At-| arge

Antonio Medina Gomez ACUI (ALS of LACRALO)

Carlton Samuels At-Large

Masaaki Sakamaki

Claudia Selli

LarsErik Forsberg GAC

Pitinan Kooarmornpatana

Shuji Yamauchi— GAC

Akihiro Sugiyama GAC

Takuya Iltou- GAC
Jordan Carter ccNSO

Paradorn Athichitsakul

Hosein Badran

Dwi Elfrida- GAC
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https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Becky+Burr+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Kinan+Alkhatib+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/VC-xAg
https://community.icann.org/x/vSHxAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Aparna+Sridhar+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/pgW5AQ
https://community.icann.org/x/sSTxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/oCTxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/6iHxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/yiHxAg
https://community.icann.org/x/GSPxAg
https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Carlton+Samuels+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Lars+Erik+Forsberg+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Pitinan+Kooarmornpatana+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Shuji+Yamaguchi+SOI
https://community.icann.org/x/dSjxAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Takuya+Itou+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Jordan+Carter+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Paradorn+Athichitsakul+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Dwi+Elfrida+SOI

Peter Van Roste ccNSO

JorgSchweiger

HubertSchoettner

Tracy HackshawGAC

Yrjo Lansipure-At-Large (EURALO)

Bertrand de La Chapelle

Rinalia Abdul Rahim

Olga Cavalit GAC

Tomohiro Fujisak+ At-Large (APRALO)

Joy Liddicoat GN®

Holly Raiche- At-Large (APRALO)
Leon Sanchez At-Large (LACRALO)
Feng Gue-GAC

Mwendwa Kivuva- At-Large (AFRALO)

Chris Disspain

Maarten Simonr-ccNSO

Nirmol Agarwat- At-Large
Boyoung Kim-GAC
Minjung Park-ccNSO
Camino ManjorSierra— GAC

KonstantinoKomaitis

Rudi Vansnick GNSO

Paul Szyndler
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https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Peter+Van+Roste+SOI
https://community.icann.org/pages/viewpage.action?pageId=49362647
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Tracy+Hackshaw+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Yrjo+Lansipuro+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Bertrand+de+LA+CHAPELLE+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Rinalia+Abdul+Rahim+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Olga+Cavalli+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Tomohiro+Fujisaki+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Joy+Liddicoat+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Holly+Raiche+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/Leon+Sanchez+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Feng+Guo+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Mwendwa+Kivuva+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Chris+Disspain+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Maarten+Simon+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Boyoung+Kim+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Minjung+Park+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Konstantinos+Komaitis+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Rudi+Vansnick+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Paul+Szyndler+SOI

Gary Campbelt GAC

Manal Ismai+ GAC, member ICG
Kurt Pritz

Steve Crocker

Robin Gross GNSO

Gary Hunt

Malcolm Hutty

YoungEum Lee-ccNSO

Suzanne RadelGAC

Geetha Hariharan
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https://community.icann.org/x/VjLxAg
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Kurt+Pritz+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsosoi/Robin+Gross+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Malcolm+Hutty+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Young-eum+Lee+SOI
https://community.icann.org/display/gnsocwgdtstwrdshp/Suzanne+M.+Radell+SOI
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Periodic IANA Performance Review - DRAFT

|AMA Customer

AN A
Contracting

AN A Periodic
Review Team

Standing
Committee

|[ANA Operator

Community

Entity

Provides input based
on operational
perfomance reviews

A

Solicit inputfeedback
through consultations

L

'

Gather information to

If spplichle, provide instructions
to IANA Contracting Ertity on hiow

B g o | helpinform the review Pzt Initial Repart for Review Comments and el
Reviews (e.g. 3 year membership of > {mpen marticipation £ Community Insut Prerare Final Beport M | outcomes of Periodic Review areto
intenvalks) Review Team P:mF:.ltdd':i] ity Irp P P impac contract [provisons,
renewsl, et
lImplement instructions
provided by LANA Periodic
Review Team
Y Y
Solicit input through Solicit feedback
consultations / public through public
comiment comment




Entering into Contract (Transition) - DRAFT
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Contracting (post Transition) - DRAFT
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Annex 5¢ Draft of Principles and Criteria that Should Underpin Decisions on the
Transition of NTIA Stewardship

Draft of Principles and Criteria that Should Underpin Decisions on the Transition of NTIA
Stewardshig®

Introduction

These principles and criteria are meant to be the basis on which the decisions on the transition
of NTIA stewardship are formed. This means that the proposals can be tested against the
principles and criteria before they are sent to the ICG.

a. Securityand stability Changes must not undermine the operation of the IANA function and
should assure accountability and objectivity in the stewardship of the service.

Changes should be the minimum needed to provide accountability and objectivity.

b. Accountabilityand transparency the service should be accountable and transparent.

i. Transparency Transparency is a prerequisite of accountability. While there might be
commercial confidentiality concerns or concerns over operational continuity during
the process bdelegation or redelegation of a TLD, the final decision and the rationale
for that decision should be made public or at least be subject to an independent
scrutiny as part of an epost assessment of service performance.

ii. Independence of accountabilf§ Accountability should be independent of the IANA
functions operator and should assure the accountability of the operator to the
inclusive global multistakeholder community.

iii. Independence of policy from IANAhe IANA functions operator should be
independant of the policy processes. Its role is to implement changes in accordance
with policy agreed through the relevant bottom up policy process. (Note: this does
not pre-suppose any model for separation of the policy and IANA roles. The current
contract afeady requires such separation.)

iv. Protection against CaptureSafeguards need to be in place to prevent capture of the
service or of any oversight or stewardship function.

v. Performance standardsThe functions operator needs to meet agreed service levels
and its decisions should be in line with agreed policy. Processes need to be in place to

85 preFrankfurt F2F meeting draftdocument is still under review.
86 1n this the principle is the independence of the oversight, not the oversight per se.
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monitor performance and mechanisms should be in place to remedy failures. A
fallback provision also needs to be in place in case of service failure.

vi. Appeals and reds There should be an appeals process on decisi@misncludes
[binding] redresopen to affected parties and open to public scrutiny.

c. Service levelsThe performance of the IANA functions must be carried out in a reliable,
timely and efficient manner It is a vital service and any proposal should ensure continuity
of service over the transition and beyond, meeting a recognised and agreed quality of
service and in line with servidevel commitments.

i. Service level commitments should be adaptable tealeping needs of the customers
of the IANA function and subject to continued improvement.

ii. The process should be automated for all routine functions.

iii. Service quality should be independently auditegjostreview) against agreed
commitments.

d. Policy basedDecisions and actions of the IANA functions operator should be based on
policy agreed to through the recognised bottamp multistakeholder processes. As such,
decisions and actions should be:

i. Predictable: Decisions are clearly rooted in agreed pokoy.ccTLDs, decisions may
be made locally through nationally agreed processes. The ccNSO is the policy
authority in ICANN, working in an open process with all ccTLDs, not just ccNSO
members, although its authority is not universally accepted. For gthégoplicy
authority is the GNSO;

ii. Nondiscriminatory;
iii. Audited gxpostreview); and
iv. Appealable by significantly interested parties.

e. Diversity of | ANA' s Customer s:

| ANA' s operations need to take accouhl@ of
operators and the IANA functions operator. The transition will need to reflect the diversity
of arrangements in accountability to the direct users of the IANA functions.

For ccTLDsthe IANA should provide a service without requiring a contract éodilsl
respect the diversity of agreements and arrangements in place for ccTLDs. In particular,
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the national policy authority should be respected and no additional requirements should

be imposed unless it is directly and demonstrably linked to global gecstability and
resilience of the DNG

f. Seperability:any proposal must ensure the ability:

i. To separate the IANA functions from the current operator if warranted and in line with
agreed processes; and

ii. To convene a process for selecting a new operator.

Seperability should persist through any future transfer of the IANA functions. (Note the
current NTIA contract requires such separation.)

87 This is included in rfc1591
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