	
	Questions
	Assessment response

	A. Compatibility and interoperability:
	A1. Do the proposals work together in a single proposal?
	· The communities are largely independent, there are few dependencies across the proposals. (Alhadeff)  Hence little overlap. (St. Amour)
· Yes, all proposals follow the RFP structure with readable components; together they offer a clear picture of the transition of the three major IANA functions. (Lee)
· The combined proposals (assuming that a set of mechanisms for ICANN accountability reaches consensus and fills the requirements outlined in the CWG‐Stewardship proposal) will create a workable system. (Housley)

	
	A2. Do they suggest any incompatible arrangements where compatibility appears to be required?
	IANA trademark and iana.org domain name issue:

	
	
	· IETF and RIRs have a path forward – use of mark easy to resolve, ownership has further external dependencies.  Names proposal creates a limited potential for incompatibility based on possible future actions (Combined proposal P1.I.D ¶1010). (Alhadeff)
· Names proposal does not contain provisions re IANA IP, at this time a resolution need be found only between Numbers and Protocols proposals – this should be confirmed before the ICG combined proposal is released to avoid objections during public comment period. (Wilson)
· The CRISP proposal is the only proposal that specifies handling of this issue and requests for it to be transitioned outside the operational communities.  IETF has indicated this is acceptable.  The Names proposal assumes that ICANN will hold the IANA trademark and iana.org domain name, however CWG chairs have asked ICG to ignore this text in brackets. (Housley)
· The RIR and IETF communities are aligned on a desired outcome, while the Names community continues to evaluate alternatives. It is too early to tell how this will be resolved and await further deliberations. (St. Amour) No incompatibilities per se, important to know the outcome of the discussions between the operational communities in order to conclude on the topic. (Ismail)
· Potential incompatibility: The fact that the IANA trademark and domain name are not part of the identifiable assets to be transferred to the PTI makes the Names proposal incompatible with the CRISP proposal. (Clark)
· Numbers and protocols have reached agreement on a compatible solution, but names has not.  It is not optimal to consider the absence of an agreed proposal from CWG to mean the Names community having reached consensus – better for the CWG to explicitly indicate their acceptance of the CRISP team proposal, or propose an alternative that can gain the acceptance of the numbers and protocol communities. (Mueller)

	
	
	PTI and IFO issues

	
	
	· No real incompatibility is foreseen. However, as three communities reach different decisions regarding the identity of the IANA Function Operator (IFO), efforts to facilitate further communication should be undertaken in preparation for implementation. (Lee)
· There is wide acceptance that the current IANA department in ICANN will move to the PTI, and all three operating communities will be served through the PTI, (directly contracted or sub‐contracted). Hence, do not foresee any incompatibilities in the implementation of the IANA Functions. (St. Amour, Wilson)
· If establishment of PTI is delayed, then Numbers and Protocols functions could be released from the NTIA contract at an appropriate time, allowing ICANN to carry out those functions under Post-transition arrangements. (Wilson)
· If the Names IANA Function Review (IFR) decides separation is needed? Would this be an issue that needs to be tackled? (Ismail)
· Under the Names proposal, IANA is no longer operated by ICANN, thus ICANN would require contractual or constitutional arrangement that is satisfactory to the Numbering and Protocol communities for this to be compatible. At this stage there is an incompatibility, but it is resolvable. (Clark)
· To avoid any incompatibilities related to this, it should be made clear that ICANN will use, and is required to use, its affiliate PTI to perform the contracted IANA functions for numbers and protocols. (Mueller)

	
	A3. Is the handling of any conflicting overlaps between the functions resolved in a workable manner? 
	· Names proposal is not a final proposal, there are significant dependencies on ICANN Accountability Mechanisms (such as PTI) – if proposal unchanged after finalization, and if trademark issue is resolved, then there should be compatibility with the other two proposals. (Alhadeff)
· 1) “iana.org” and any related names will be transferred to the IETF Trust upon transition. 2) The IETF Trust should formally confirm that it will ensure continued access to the domain name as needed by any future IANA functions operator(s). 3) Agreements with the IANA function operator should include provisions that they confer no rights to any IANA registry. (Wilson)
· No real conflicting overlaps identified. (Lee)
· ICG requests communities to coordinate re the IANA trademark issue during the implementation phase. (Housley)

	B. Accountability: 
	B1. Do the proposals together include appropriate and properly supported independent accountability mechanisms for running the IANA function?
	Numbers and Protocol Parameters proposals

	
	
	· RIRs and IETF have long operated under (mostly) existing and independent accountability mechanisms which are well documented and operationally effective.  The proposals build on those accountability functions. (Alhadeff, Wilson, Lee, St. Amour, Clark)

	
	
	Names proposal dependencies with CCWG-Accountability work

	
	
	· The Names proposal still needs to be reconciled with the outcome of the CCWG-Accountability process, therefore because of this dependency it is impossible to conclude at this time. (Alhadeff, Wilson, Lee)
· The Names proposal depends on CCWG-Accountability output – if this reaches consensus and fills the requirements outlined in the Names proposal, then the accountability proposal will be complete. (Housley, Mueller)
· Accountability mechanisms for the Names community have been in development/practice for a long time (some pre‐dating ICANN).  They have seen significant alterations in the past and will continue to evolve.  If the CCWG-Accountability output does not meet the needs as contemplated by the Names proposal, the CWG has indicated it will revise its proposal. (St. Amour)
· ICG will seek confirmation from CWG that CCWG final proposal meets its requirements. (Ismail)
· There is a gap in the overall accountability in the Names communities, in particular they should resolve the accountability issues in CCWG Work Stream 1 - Names community should resolve the accountability issues as they relate to what the CCWG has identified as Work Stream 1. (Clark)

	
	
	DNS Root Zone Management

	
	
	· Changes are require to replace oversight and accountability performed by the NTIA through the current NTIA‐IANA Functions Contract and their role as Root Zone Management Process Administrator for the naming functions. (St. Amour)

	
	
	IANA Trademark and domain name issue

	
	
	· All 3 proposals rely most directly for accountability on the right of the operational community to discard ICANN and select a new entity for the performance of the IANA functions.  Any solution that involves retention of the IANA trademark and domain by the incumbent IANA operator would make switching IANA operators more difficult and costly, with all that that entails for accountability. (Mueller)

	
	B2. Are there any gaps in overall accountability under the single proposal?
	· There are otherwise no known gaps (aside from dependencies on CCWG output) in the accountability mechanisms provided under the combined proposal. (Wilson)
· Responsibilities are delineated in three proposals and there is no shared responsibility for a single registry across multiple organizations, therefore no gap exists in overall accountability provided that every service is kept accountable to its customers. (Lee)

	C. Workability: 
	C1. 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?
	· RIRs proposal have indicated the ability to change operators as per of accountability.  Multiple operators may be workable, however will raise potential for fragmentation if not fully addressed – little demonstration that scenarios were appropriately considered.  Contractual or operational safeguards may be needed. (Alhadeff)
· Names proposal raises most issues of workability as it depends on entities and operational functions not yet in existence. (Alhadeff)  Accountability mechanisms are undefined in the Names proposal, and therefore untested. (Clark)
· 1) There are minimal interactions between the 3 community proposals that would affect their workability. 2) A dependency on the successful establishment of the PTI exists, but unforeseen delays need not affect the workability or timing of the Numbers and Protocols proposals. 3) The transfer of IANA trademark and domain name do not represent operational threats, providing continuity of access by the IANA communities. (Wilson)
· The resulting proposal is not streamlined, but it is workable. (Housley) And also supported by the community as a whole given the comments/lack of significant objections during the working phases and public comment periods ( St. Amour)
· The proposal is workable conditioned by above points (IANA trademark and domain name, PTI and scenario of functions separation by IFR, dependency of CWG-IANA’s proposal on CCWG-Accountability’s work). (Ismail)
· The Accountability mechanisms in the Names proposal are essentially undefined so therefore are untested. (Clark) Names proposal Section IV is labelled as "under development" in the CWG proposal. (Mueller)
· Handling of ccTLDs: RFC 1591 (public service on behalf of internet community) vs. the WSIS plan of action of Dec 2003 (governments manage based on national laws and policies) – is this a potential incompatibility with NTIA Criteria re not accepting a government-led or inter-governmental organization solution? (Clark)
· There are potential workability issues surrounding the revision in the role of Verisign and its cooperative agreement. The CWG‐Stewardship proposal is vague about the type of relationship between PTI and Verisign post‐transition; and the NTIA is vague about the future of the Verisign‐NTIA Cooperative Agreement. (Mueller)
· If the creation of PTI results in a separation of the IANA naming functions, the IANA numbering functions, and IANA protocol parameters functions, then 3 concerns arise: 1) operational stability 2) IANA department resources with respect to implementation 3) feasibility of separating the names-related functions to PTI while having ICANN remain as IFO for numbers and protocol parameters. (Lee)

	Other
	Other
	· [bookmark: _GoBack]The proposals as combined create an unwieldy document that is not easily accessible for the non-initiate.  However editing community consensus proposal will require reverting back to the original community and cause delay.  ICG may wish to address why a more streamlined version have not been produced. (Alhadeff)



