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Summary
This pre-assessment doesn’t discuss the draft proposal content rather than is trying to find out whether it may meet the ICG assessment criteria – once it is finalized. Questions should be developed accordingly.

There is one major question which is underlined by the recent NTIA letter sent to the ICG chair:

to what extent implementation details are to be developed prior to the transition?

The draft proposal provides a concept of a post transition organizational form. A detailed plan to achieve this is to be developed within 18 months.
Regarding the implications for the IANAPLAN- and CRISP-proposals I’d like to join Milton’s (hasty?) assessment (see http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/internalcg_ianacg.org/attachments/20150421/ba24b6e1/attachment.pdf).

A. Consistency with RFP
 requirements of openness and inclusiveness.
1. Were any process concerns highlighted to the ICG by participants in the proposal development process? 

not yet applicable
2. If so, were input/comments the ICG received directly shared with the operational community? Were they considered or addressed by the operational community?  How were they considered or addressed?
not yet applicable

3. How did the community define consensus in its community process?
Definition of consensus as well as Decision-Making Methodologies are laid down in the CWG charter, section V:

In developing its Transition Proposal, work plan and any other reports, the CWG shall seek to act by consensus. Consensus calls should always make best efforts to involve all members (the CWG or sub-working group). The Chair(s) shall be responsible for designating each position as having one of the following designations:

· Full Consensus - a position where no minority disagrees; identified by an absence of objection
· Consensus – a position where a small minority disagrees, but most agree
In the absence of Full Consensus, the Chair(s) should allow for the submission of minority viewpoint(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 for a recommendation. However, care should be taken in using polls that they do not become votes, as there are often disagreements about the meanings of the poll questions or of the poll results.
Any member who disagrees with the consensus-level designation made by the Chair(s), or believes that his/her contributions are being systematically ignored or discounted should first discuss the circumstances with the relevant sub-group chair or the CWG co-chairs. In the event that the matter cannot be resolved satisfactorily, the group member should request an opportunity to discuss the situation with the Chairs of the chartering organizations or their designated representatives. If there is still no resolution, the matter could be referred to the ICG.

4. Did the proposal obtain community consensus (as defined in the community’s process) among those who participated in the community process?
Still in progress
B.  Meeting RFP requirements.

Completeness – are any RFP components missing? Please refer to the RFP sections: 
(0) Proposal Type, 






(
(1) Description of Community’s Use of IANA Functions, 

(
(2) Existing, Pre-Transition Arrangements, 



(
(3) Proposed Post-Transition Oversight and Accountability Arrangements


The first step should be the stewardship transition according to the “frame proposal”


Second step is the provision of a transition plan to successor IFO (IANA functions operator) within 18 mths

Q.:  to what extent implementation details are to be developed prior to the transition?
(4) Transition Implications, 


under development




(5) NTIA Requirements, 



under development; see 4.
(6) Community Process.



Draft and under development
1. Clarity – does anything in the proposal not make sense or require clarification from the operational community?

No.  
2. NTIA criteria – does the proposal fulfill the NTIA criteria?
Yes
a. Support and enhance the multistakeholder model

Yes – with respect to the “Domain Names Community” based on the cc- and g-space structure
The proposal increases the impact of the stakeholders involved with regards to the IANA oversight.

b. Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet DNS

Yes, since IANA with its tasks is supposed to be 100% transferred to the proposed PTI (Post Transition IANA).
c. Meet the needs and expectation of the global customers and partners of the IANA services

Yes. 
The global customers of the IANA Naming services are the cc- and gTLD Registries, and their communities of stakeholders in Domain names resources.   The registries at the beginning of the proposal development process were declined to keep the status quo with no big structural changes. They will have to find agreement within their communities.
d. Maintain the openness of the Internet
Yes. 
There are no indications in the draft proposal to impose any restrictions.

e. Does not replace the NTIA role with a government-led or an inter-governmental organization solution
Yes. 
The proposal essentially places the CSC in the role of monitoring the performance of IANA naming functions currently occupied by the NTIA. 
Composition, rights and obligations of the CSC are described in Annex G.
Governments shall be represented in a way to not provide any leading position.
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