CWG-Stewardship 2nd Draft Proposal Input Template
The CWG-Stewardship has developed a template to facilitate your input on the 2nd Draft Proposal as well as subsequent review by the CWG-Stewardship. Use of the template is strongly encouraged, but not required. This template provides the opportunity for general input on the proposal as well as specific comments per section. Please note that there is no obligation to complete all of the sections – commenters may respond to as many or as few as they wish. Following your completion of the template, please save the document and submit it as an attachment to the public comment forum (comments-cwg-stewardship-draft-proposal-22apr15@icann.org). The CWG-Stewardship looks forward to receiving your feedback.
1. Please provide your name:
Barbara P. Wanner

Vice President, ICT Policy

2. Please provide your affiliation:
U.S. Council for International Business
3. Are you providing input on behalf of another entity (e.g. organization, company, government)? Yes/No
Yes
4. If you answered ‘yes’ to the previous question, please list the entity on whose behalf you are submitting these questions:
U.S. Council for International Business

General Comments
5. If you have any general comments you would like to provide on the CWG-Stewardship Proposal, please provide these here.

The U.S. Council for International Business (USCIB) is pleased to respond to the CWG-Stewardship April 22 call for public comments on its 2nd draft transition proposal on the naming-related portion of IANA Stewardship Transition. USCIB is a trade association composed of more than 300 multinational companies, law firms, and business associations, which includes a broad cross-section of the leading global companies in the information and communications technology (ICT) sector. USCIB Member companies, which include members of both the non-contracted and contracted houses of ICANN, welcome this opportunity to offer a cross-community, cross-sectoral perspective on this important issue. 

In general, USCIB appreciates the considerable efforts by the CWG-Stewardship to improve upon the initial, December 2014 proposal. The proposed creation of Post-IANA Transition (PTI) subsidiary responds to comments by USCIB and other stakeholders about the need for a clear separation between ICANN policymaking and the execution of the IANA functions, allowing for the possibility of identifying a different IANA functions operator should it become necessary. We also appreciate how the Customer Standing Committee and the IANA Function Review Team are conceptualized to perform oversight functions currently handled by NTIA.

Status of the Proposal -- The draft further notes that some elements cannot be addressed without knowing what is envisioned in the ICANN Enhancing Accountability proposal. These dependent elements hold promise and are worthy of continued focus as the process moves forward. The release on May 4 of the Cross-Community Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountability’s (CCWG) draft proposal means that CWG-Stewardship now should be able to refine key portions of its proposal further.  In view of these developments – and given the complexity of the IANA Stewardship Transition undertaking – USCIB strongly recommends that the entire community be given another chance to review the CWG-Stewardship proposal after additional details are developed and the proposal is further informed by the CCWG’s proposal prior to its submission to the ICG.  
Coordination of the CWG and CCWG Proposals – As the two documents are parts of a complete proposal and must be considered together by the community, their contents and reviews should be coordinated. For example, cross-references can be included in the respective sections of each document and availability of the documents and their respective review cycles can be coordinated to enable a holistic review of the proposals. 

The CCWG current comment period closes on June 3, and a second 40-day public comment period is already being planned for in July.  If it is possible for the CWG to extend the current comment period to June 3 without impacting availability of the complete document for review at the ICANN 53 meeting, we would like to recommend such extension. In any case, we strongly recommend that the CWG synchronize the public comment review of its next draft with the CCWG’s review schedule. This would entail a second 40-day comment period that will coincide with the CCWG’s period in July, enabling the community to examine and comment on both proposals simultaneously.
Quality Result -- Finally, we reiterate a recurring theme of our previous submissions on the Naming Functions and Accountability work: a quality result is more important than a fast result. We appreciate the sensitivity of the CWG-Stewardship group to the goal of developing a transition proposal before the September 30, 2015 expiration of NTIA’s current contract to perform IANA stewardship functions. Nevertheless, this process should not be unduly rushed with issuance of an incomplete and potentially destabilizing proposal shaped by overly tight public comment periods and without adequate opportunities for stress testing.

We further note that NTIA Administrator Lawrence Strickling has repeatedly described September 30 as a “goal” not a “deadline,” and expressed willingness to work with stakeholders on a possible extension of the contract to allow more time to complete development of appropriate transition and accountability mechanisms,  which must be implemented prior to terminating the IANA functions contract. For USCIB and our members, the global digital economy depends on continued security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet, and on getting this transition done right.

Section I - The Community's Use of IANA
6. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section I - The Community's Use of the IANA? Section I lists the specific, distinct IANA services or activities the naming community relies on. 

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
Section II - Existing Pre-Transition Arrangements
7. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section II - Existing Pre-Transition Arrangements? This section describes how existing IANA-related arrangements work, prior to the transition.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
Section III - Proposed Post-Transition Oversight and Accountability
8. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A - Elements of this Proposal? This section describes in short the main elements of the proposed post-transition oversight and accountability.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
9. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.i - Proposed Post-Transition Structure. This section provides an overview of the different elements of the proposed post-transition structure.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
10. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.i.a. - Post-Transition IANA (PTI). This section describes the proposed post-transition IANA.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

III.A.i.a
Post-Transition IANA (PTI)

USCIB supports the proposed creation of Post-IANA Transition (PTI) “wholly-owned subsidiary.” It represents an improvement over the previous proposal to create a separate new entity, “Contract Co.” In our view, the latter would have created new accountability issues and requirements and potentially destabilized the performance of IANA functions. 
We recognize that current plans are to have the present IANA staff take up their same roles as part of PTI. If, for any reason, this failed to take place in whole or in large part, asking a new and inexperienced entity outside of ICANN to perform the IANA functions could pose significant implications for the security and stability of the DNS. We urge the CWG-Stewardship to take that into account in further developing and refining this draft. 

In addition, the CWG-Stewardship proposal should clarify how the PTI construct relates to the separate proposals put forward by the numbers and protocols communities. Does the PTI construct assume that all three IANA administrator functions will be/should be managed in the new entity?  This needs further elaboration.


If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

11. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.i.b. - Post-Transition IANA Board. This section describes the proposed Board for the post-transition IANA.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
12. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.i.c. - IANA Statement of Work. This section describes the proposed IANA Statement of Work, including proposed carryover provisions.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
13. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.i.d. - IANA Function Review. This section describes the proposed periodic as well as special review of the IANA Function.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

III.A.i.d
IANA Function Review

USCIB agrees that the IANA Function Review (IFR) team should be a “lean” group of about 12 individuals drawn from each stakeholder group and convened for the express purpose of reviewing PTI’s performance of the IANA Statement of Work (SOW). We agree with the initial 2-year review, followed by reviews every 5 years.  

USCIB also agrees that the IFR Review team should not be a standing group. The IFRs would benefit from fresh perspectives of rotating, different community members every five years. In this regard, we suggest adding some “term-limit” language concerning the selection of the IFR Review team members to ensure diverse participation. 

We note, however, that Annex F states that it could take up to “nine months from the appointment of members to the IANA Function Review team to the publication of a Final Report,” that will describe the process and working of the IFR. In light of our concerns regarding the separability of IANA functions raised below, we would recommend that an interim process be included in the CWG proposal on the handling of issues related to IANA functions performance.


If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

14. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.ii.a. - Customer Standing Committee (CSC). This section describes Customer Standing Committee that is expected to oversee performance of the IANA Functions as they relate to naming services. 

If so, please provide your comments here. 

III.A.ii.a
Customer Standing Committee

We appreciate the how the Customer Standing Committee (CSC) is conceptualized to perform oversight functions currently handled by NTIA. In particular, we support the manner in which the proposal prescribes the CSC’s role as primarily operational. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

15. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.ii.b. - Service Level Expectations. This section describes the proposed service level expectations post-transition. 

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
16. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.ii.c. - Escalation mechanisms. This section describes the different proposed escalation mechanisms as they relate to the naming services.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

17. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.ii.d. - Separation review. This section describes the separation review that can be triggered by an IANA Function Review if needed

If so, please provide your comments here. 

III.A.ii.d/e
Separation Review and Framework for Transition to Successor IANA Functions Operator

We note that Annex C singles out “separability” as one of the 10 principles and criteria that should underpin decisions on the transition of NTIA stewardship for names functions. The annex states that any proposal must ensure the ability:

i. To separate the IANA Functions from the current operator (i.e., ICANN) if warranted and in line with agreed processes;

ii. To convene a process for selecting a new IANA Functions Operator; and

iii. To consider separability in any future transfer of the IANA functions.

We are deeply concerned that portions of the proposal on Separation Review and Framework for Transition to Successor IANA Functions Operation are insufficiently developed or “postponed” to be developed post-IANA Stewardship Transition. It is critically important that the CWG-Stewardship proposal give some teeth to its recognition of the right of customer communities of the IANA functions (i.e., Names, Numbers, and Protocols) to separate from ICANN and choose another operator of their global registries. 

 Thus, we strongly recommend that robust mechanisms to accomplish the above separability concepts be explicitly included in the CWG proposal with the requirement that any such transition should maintain at least the service level agreements for the naming functions of the existing contract and the existing security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS and Internet. Furthermore, the CWG should work closely with the CCWG to ensure appropriate accountability for these mechanisms.  

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

18. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.ii.e. - Framework for transition to successor IANA Operator. This section describes the proposed framework for a transition to a successor IANA Operator to ensure continuity of operations.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

19. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.iii.a. - Proposed changes to root zone environment and relationship with root zone maintainer. This section describes the proposed changes to the root zone environment and the relationship with the Root Zone Maintainer.

If so, please provide your comments here. 
III.A.iii

Root Zone Environment and Root Zone Maintainer

In the current system, NTIA approval is required for the implementation of all changes to the Root Zone environment.   USCIB supports the CWG-Stewardship recommendation that this role be eliminated in the transition. However, we also support the proposal that there must be a clearly established structure and process to replace the NTIA approval function for “major architectural and operational changes.” 

The draft recommends that “the entity responsible for such approvals establish a process for consultation with impacted bodies as well as with those with wide experience in the specific technology or process to ensure that prudent but effective changes are made.” Although it may be possible to infer that the CWG-Stewardship recommendation expects that the responsible entity would be ICANN or VeriSign, it is essential for the recommendation to explicitly establish which entity will have this role, and further, that it explicitly establish the process that would be utilized for consultation to ensure a high level of community support for major changes.

USCIB commends the drafting group for identifying this issue and strongly recommends that the community be given an update on the parallel process of transitioning the Root Zone Maintainer role.  As noted in the CWG draft, that process remains under-defined by NTIA. Direct insight into the plan for this separate transition would help to ensure that there is a well-established structure and process for approval of major architectural and operational changes to the Root Zone environment.  Specifically, we urge that the proposal include a mechanism that would enable tracking of content changes in the Root Zone and reversal if necessary.

Finally, USCIB commends the recommendation that any future proposal to combine the remaining two roles within the Root Zone Maintainer be a topic of public consultation with the multistakeholder community. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

20. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.iv.a. - ccTLD Delegation Appeals. This section describes the proposed recommendation in relation to a ccTLD delegation appeals mechanism.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

21. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.iv.b. - IANA Budget. This section describes the recommendations in relation to the IANA Budget.

If so, please provide your comments here. 
III.A.iv.b
IANA Budget

We note that Annex P provides IANA naming operations cost analysis and estimates of the how much it would cost ICANN to fully absorb such costs. In short, ICANN would continue to provide financing for the administration of all three IANA functions.

As previously discussed, separability is one of the central principles on which decisions concerning the transition of NTIA stewardship functions is based. If, indeed, one or all three of the IANA communities decide to end the relationship with ICANN, where will the funding come from to pay for IANA naming operations? A possible alternative would be for the PTI to hold the IANA budget. Since funds currently are derived from registry fees, a new mechanism would be needed to enable the channeling of such funds to PTI. In any event, this issue must be more thoroughly examined and explored in considering the implications of exercising more dramatic accountability actions. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

22. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.A.iv.c. - Regulatory and legal obligations. This section describes the regulatory and legal obligations post-transition and how these are expected to be met.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
23. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section III.B. - Implications for the interface between the IANA Functions and existing policy arrangements. This section describes the expected implications for the interface between the IANA Functions and existing policy arrangements as a result of the proposed transition arrangements.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
Section IV - Transition Implications

24. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section IV. - Transition Implications. This section is expected to describe the CWG-Stewardship views as the implications of the changes it proposed in Section III.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
Section V - NTIA Requirements

25. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section V. - NTIA Requirements. This section is expected to describe how the proposal community’s proposal meets these requirements and how it responds to the global interest in the IANA functions.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

Section VI - Community Process

26. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section VI. - Community Process. This section is expected to describe This section should describe the process the community used for developing this proposal. 

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

Annexes
27. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex A - The Community's Use of the IANA - Additional Information.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

28. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex B - Oversight mechanisms in the NTIA IANA Functions Contract.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

29. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex C - Principles and criteria that should underpin decisions on the transition of NTIA Stewardship for names functions.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

30. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex D - Xplane Diagram.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

31. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex E - IANA Contract provisions to be carried over post-transition.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
32. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex F - IANA Function Reviews.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
33. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex G - Proposed charter of the customer standing committee (CSC).

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
34. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex H - Service level expectations. 

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

35. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex I - IANA Customer Service Complaint Resolution Process for Naming Related Functions.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
36. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex J - IANA Problem Resolution Process (for IANA naming services only).

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
37. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex K - Root Zone Emergency Process.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.
38. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex L - Separation Review.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

39. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex M - Framework for transition to a successor IANA operator.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

40. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex N - Proposed changes to root zone environment and relationship with root zone maintainer.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

41. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex O - ccTLD Appeals Mechanism Background and Supporting Findings. 

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

42. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex P - IANA Operations Cost Analysis.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

43. Do you have any specific comments or input you would like to provide with regards to section Annex Q - IANA Budget.

If so, please provide your comments here. 

If applicable, please reference the sub-section your comment relates to.

Other Comments

44. Are there any other comments or issues you would like to raise for the consideration of the CWG-Stewardship?
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