Individual Process and Proposal Assessment Sheet
Proposal title: Response to the IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group Request for Proposals on the IANA Stewardship Transition from the Cross Community Working Group on Naming Related Functions (CWG-Stewardship) 
Date when the ICG received the proposal: 25 June 2015
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What role, if any, the reviewer had in the development of the proposal:  None.  However, the reviewer commented from the floor during at least one public meeting, and provided input to comments from the numbers community to the CWG-Stewardship.

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? 

No process concerns were highlighted.

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 applicable, since no process concerns were highlighted.

3. How did the community define consensus in its community process?
The process for developing the process and for determining consensus is described in section VI.A of the proposal, beginning in paragraph 213 (page 44).  The term “consensus” is not explicitly defined, but it appears that the common understanding of “rough consensus” was used; that is, all objections must be considered, even if objections are ultimately rejected. Paragraphs 231 (page 46), 232 (page 47), 246, 247, and 248 (page 49) of the proposal make it clear that public comments were considered.

4. Did the proposal obtain community consensus (as defined in the community’s process) among those who participated in the community process?
Yes, the proposal obtained consensus.
An assessment of the consensus obtained during development of the propoal appears in section VI.A of the proposal, beginning in paragraph 249 (page 49).
A further indication of consensus is that, subsequent to finalization of the proposal, it was approved by all Chartering Organizations that created the CWG-Stewardship: Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC), Security and Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC), Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO), Country Codes Names Supporting Organisation (ccNSO), At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC).  This is documented in the cover letter that was sent to the ICG along with the proposal.
One message was sent to the ICG forum saying that comments had been considered but rejected, and claiming that this represents an absence of consensus  The message is avilable at <http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg-forum_ianacg.org/2015-June/000001.html>.  In the opinion of this reviewer, considering but then rejecting a comment does not indicate an absence of rough consensus.
B.  Meeting RFP requirements.
1. Completeness – are any RFP components are 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, (4) Transition Implications, (5) NTIA Requirements, (6) Community Process.
All the required parts are present.  However, the proposal is incomplete in that it depends on the implementation of accountability changes which are being considered by the CCWG-Accountability; this is mentioned in paragraph 106 (page 20).

In addition, some details are left for future work; some examples are the IANA Budget (see Annex Q, beginning on page 107), the drafting of a contract between ICANN and PTI (see Annex S, beginning on page 115), and the creation of PTI.

2. Clarity – does anything in the proposal not make sense or require clarification from the operational community?
Yes, the proposal is sufficiently clear.

There are cases where terms such as IANA Functions (and related terms) are used to refer only to the names component of the IANA functions, as opposed to referring to all components of the IANA functions, but the intended meaning is usually clear from context.

3. NTIA criteria – does the proposal fulfill the NTIA criteria?

a. Support and enhance the multistakeholder model
Yes.  This is described in section V.A, beginning in paragraph 198 (page 41).

b. Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet DNS
Yes.  This is described in section V.B, beginning in paragraph 200 (page 41).

c. Meet the needs and expectation of the global customers and partners of the IANA services
Yes.  This is described in section V.C, beginning in paragraph 205 (page 42).

d. Maintain the openness of the Internet
Yes.  This is described in section V.D, beginning in paragraph 209 (page 42).

e. Does not replace the NTIA role with a government-led or an inter-governmental organization solution
Yes.  This is described in section V.E, beginning in paragraph 211 (page 43).
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