A. Compatibility and interoperability: Do the proposals work together in a single proposal? Do they suggest any incompatible arrangements where compatibility appears to be required? Is the handling of any conflicting overlaps between the functions resolved in a workable manner? 
The Communities by and large operate in a coordinated, yet mostly independent manner which is reflected in the fact that there are few dependencies or inconsistencies across the proposals.  One issue which has come to light involves the IANA trademark, its ownership and use.  IETF and RIRs seem to have a path forward on resolution though some details on timing may still need to be worked out. While use of the mark seems easy to resolve, its ownership may have further external dependencies.   The Names proposal, as drafted, creates limited potential for incompatibility based on possible future actions; it specifically outlines:

The IETF, through its responsibilities for developing the underlying DNS protocol and its extensions, could designate parts of the domain name space for particular protocol-related purposes that may overlap with usages assigned through ICANN policies. It may also designate portions of the namespace as invalid, illegal, or reserved based on the evolution of the underlying DNS protocol and its extensions. It may also expand the scope of namespace to be managed through such changes.
However, while addressing all required elements, the names proposal is not a final proposal as it has significant dependencies on the external work on ICANN Accountability Mechanisms; most importantly, the creation and operation of the PTI.  Without knowing the final outcome and detail of that proposal and the finalization of the names proposal it is impossible to answer this question with finality at present.  If the proposal remains unchanged after finalization there should be compatibility assuming the trademark issue, highlighted above, is appropriately resolved.

 

B. Accountability: Do the proposals together include appropriate and properly supported independent accountability mechanisms for running the IANA function? Are there any gaps in overall accountability under the single proposal? 
RIRs and IETF have long operated under mostly existing accountability mechanisms which are well documented and operationally effective.  The proposals build on those accountability functions.

The Names proposal provides very detailed elements of accountability that are only proposed, as opposed to final, because of their dependency on the CCWG accountability work, which is still in process.  While the elements described seem to provide appropriate accountability safeguards, the external dependencies make it impossible to conclude on this issue.
 

C. Workability: Do the results of any tests or evaluations of workability that were included in the component proposals conflict with each other or raise possible concerns when considered in combination?
The proposals as combined create an unwieldy document that is not easily accessible for the non-initiate.  That being said, any attempt to edit the community consensus proposals into a combined proposal would require us to revert to the operational communities and cause significant and unacceptable delay.  We may wish to address this, and why we have not developed a more streamlined version, in our companion materials.

The RIRs have indicated in their proposal the ability to change operators as part of overall accountability.  The issue was raised as a concern in our discussion of the proposal (also in direct e-mail exchanges), that multiple operators (as the contract seemed to imply the potential for multiple operators) might raise a greater potential for friction or fragmentation that was not fully addressed. Changing the operator, while a step that should not be taken lightly, would not necessarily impact the functionality or stability of operations where only one operator was being considered.  Multiple operators may likewise be workable, but there was little demonstration that the scenarios had been appropriately considered as to issues it might raise and possible needed safeguards whether contractual or operational.  I thought this had been addressed, but some recent exchanges seemed to have indicated this was still a possibility?  I raise this as an issue for consideration. If collectively we feel that this eventuality would not create these issues, I will defer to the greater technical expertise of the group. 
The Names proposal may well raise the most issues of workability as it depends on entities and operational functions not yet in existence.  The proposal does provide some aspects of scenario analysis related to workability, but again this is based on the proposal as it exists, which is not assured.
