Web Page Material for the 
Combined Proposal Public Comment Period
The IANA Transition proposalProposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Functions: <insert links>

At the link above there is a detailed plan to end the U.S. government’s role as the contracting authority for the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions and to improve ICANN’s accountability. The IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) is asking the public to review this plan and express their opinions of it. If the plan obtains the broad communitypublic support required, it will be sent to the U.S. Commerce Department’s National Telecommunication and Information Administration (NTIA) for approval.it will be implemented by the U.S. government, ICANN, the five regional Internet address registries, and the Internet Engineering Task Force. 
Background

Since the formation of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) in 1998, the U.S. Commerce Department’s National Telecommunication and Information Administration (NTIA)NTIA has been responsible for administering approving changes to the authoritative root zone file of the Internet’s domain name system (DNS). - The root zone file is thethe database containing the lists of domain names and Internet addresses of all top-level domains.domains at the top level of the DNS. NTIA also contracts with ICANN to carry out the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions, which involves the management of top-level registries for domain names, Internet Protocol addresses and other numbers, and protocol parameters. NTIA also has a Cooperative Agreement with Verisign under which the company performs related root zone management functions. On March 14, 2014, the NTIA announced its intent to transfer its stewardship of these key Internet functions to the global Internet community. Transitioning NTIA out of its historic role marks the final phase of the privatization of the DNS as outlined by the U.S. Government’s policy statements in 1997-98.

For more information about the IANA functions, see:
<1> <2> <3> <4>

· Introducing IANA
· IANA: Who, What, Why?
· Overview and History of the IANA Functions
SSAC Report on the IANA Functions Contract

The proposal development process was grounded in the three communities with direct operational or service relationships with the IANA functions operator: the domain names community (organized around ICANN’s supporting organizations and advisory committees); the number resources community (organized around the regional Regional Internetaddress registriesRegistries (RIRs)); and the protocol parameters community (organized around the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF)).

The IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) was formed in July 2014 to coordinate the proposals developed by these three operational communities (OCs). On September 8, 2014, the ICG issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) which provided a template to be used by each community. Each of the communities then used its own processes to develop a proposal for transitioning itstheir part of the IANA functions, and submitted what it considered to be consensus resultsits response to the ICG. The ICG then assessed the proposals against a number of criteria, including the criteria that NTIA established for the transition proposal.The ICG then reviewed the proposals for completeness, compatibility, and conformance to the criteria the NTIA said the transition proposal must meet.

The ICG is now seeking public comment on the combined transition proposal that contains the component proposals received from each of the three communities.
Relationship to the Cross Community Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountability


In parallel with the process described above, the Cross Community Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountability (CCWG) has developed a proposal to Note that in the domain names community, there are two distinct but interrelated and interdependent proposals; one dealing directly with the transition of the names-related IANA functions, and another one for enhancing ICANN’s corporate governance in ways that would ensure ICANN’sits continued accountability in the absence of contractual oversight by the U.S. government. The accountability proposal does-related proposals, developed by the Cross-Community Working Group on Enhanced Accountability (CCWG) do not deal directly with the governance of the IANA functions, but nevertheless must have broad public support for the IANA transition to proceed. The domain names component of the combined transition proposal, about which the ICG is seeking comment here, is significantly dependent and expressly conditioned on the implementation of specific ICANN-level accountability mechanisms by the CCWG.

The ICG has put out the combined transition proposal for public comment at the same time as the CCWG has put out its ICANN accountability proposal for public comments. Comments about the combined transition proposal should be directed to the ICG as explained in the instructions section below whereas comments about the accountability proposal should be directed to the CCWG <insert link/instructions>.

Once the CCWG has concluded its work on the ICANN-level accountability mechanisms, the ICG will seek confirmation from the names community that its requirements have been met. At that point the ICG will make a final determination as to whether it considers the names proposal to be complete. 
Members of the public providing comments on the combined transition proposal should therefore provide their comments under the assumption that the dependencies in the names portion of the proposal on the outcome of the CCWG’s work will be met by the CCWG. The ICG will not finalize the combined transition proposal until that is the caseThe accountability-related proposals, developed by the Cross-Community Working Group on Enhanced Accountability (CCWG) do not deal directly with the governance of the IANA functions, but nevertheless must have broad public support for the IANA transition to proceed. 
Public comment period: <insert dates>

The public comment period opens 31 July 2015<date> and closes 8 September 2015.<date>
Instructions for how to submit public comments:

<Insert instructions here, including link to public comment sheet if we develop one.>
Combined Transition Proposal Summary

This combined transition proposal contains the report of the ICG and the RFP responses from each of the three operational communities. 
Part 0 contains the report of the ICG. <insert summary of ICG report here>
<Insert transition proposal summary, should be the same as what appears in the executive summary of the proposal.>Part 1 contains the domain names proposal. The names community proposed to form a new, separate legal entity, Post-Transition IANA (PTI), as an affiliate of ICANN. They proposed that the existing IANA functions administrative staff and related resources, processes, data, and know-how be legally transferred to PTI and that ICANN enter into a contract with PTI to serve as the IANA Functions Operator (IFO) for the naming functions, including service level agreements for the naming functions. The legal jurisdiction in which ICANN resides is to remain unchanged. The proposal includes the creation of a Customer Standing Committee (CSC) responsible for monitoring IFO performance according to the contractual requirements and service level expectations. The proposal establishes a multistakeholder IANA Function Review process (IFR) to conduct periodic and special reviews of PTI. The IFR  would have the ability to recommend a separation process that could result in termination or non-renewal of the ICANN-PTI IANA functions contract, among other actions. The names community proposes to discontinue the authorization of root zone changes that is currently performed by NTIA. They also proposed to give to the ICANN Board the authority to approve any major architectural and operational changes in the management of the root zone. This approval is to be based on the recommendations of a standing committee of stakeholders and experts.
The names community proposal is expressly conditioned on the implementation of ICANN-level accountability mechanisms proposed by the Cross Community Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountability. Those mechanisms are currently under development.
Part 2 contains the number resources proposal. The numbers community proposed that ICANN continue to serve as the IANA Functions Operator and perform those services under a contract with the five Regional Internet Registries (RIRs). The numbers community proposed that the trademarks and domain names associated with the provision of the IANA services be held by an entity that is not the provider of the IANA numbering services, the IETF Trust  being suggested as the repository. The numbers community also developed a Service Level Agreement with the IANA Numbering Services Operator, and proposed the establishment of a Review Committee, with representatives from each RIR, to advise the Number Resource Organization’s (NRO) Executive Committee on the IANA functions operator’s performance and adherence to identified service levels.
Part 3 contains the protocol parameters proposal. The protocol parameters community proposed to continue to rely on the system of agreements, policies, and oversight mechanisms created by the IETF, ICANN, and IAB for the provision of the protocols parameters-related IANA functions; specifically, RFC 2860, RFC 6220, and an annually updated service level agreement. The IETF asked for three acknowledgements to be made as part of the transition: 1) That the protocol parameters registries are in the public domain; 2) That ICANN carries out the obligations established under C.7.3 and I.61 of the ICANN-NTIA IANA functions contract and 3) that ICANN, the IETF, and subsequent IANA functions operator(s) work together to minimize disruption in the use of the protocol parameters registries or other resources currently located at iana.org.
Call for Public Comment

Each of the operational community proposals haveies has already sought public comments about the proposal componentsbeen the subject of extensive public comment and discussion <link to a section below that lists the public comment periods>. As a result, the ICG is focused in this call for public comments on the combined proposal as a whole and how it fares against the criteria established by NTIA for the transition. It is critical that the ICG build a public record that reflects broad community support for the proposal and justifies the proposal’s conformance with the NTIA criteria before the proposal can be submitted to NTIA. Thus, commenters are encouraged to file comments in support of the proposal even if they have no concerns to express about the proposal.

Specific questions about which the ICG is seeking comment are listed below.

Questions Concerning the Proposal as a Whole

1) Completeness and clarity: Is the combined proposal complete? Each of the operational community proposals contains aspects to be completed in the future when the proposal is implemented. Is the combined proposal specified in sufficient detail such that it can be evaluated against the NTIA criteria? 

2) Compatibility and interoperability: Do the operational community 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?

3) Accountability: Do the operational community proposals together include appropriate and properly supported independent accountability mechanisms for running the IANA functions? Are there any gaps in overall accountability under the single proposal?

4) Workability: Do the results of any tests or evaluations of workability that were included in the operational communitycomponent proposals conflict with each other or raise possible concerns when considered in combination?

Questions Concerning NTIA Criteria

5) Do you believe the proposal has broad community support? Why or why not?

6) Do you believe the proposal supports and enhances the multistakeholder model? Why or why not?If yes, please explain why. If not, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary.

7) Do you believe the proposal maintains the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS? If yes, please explain why. If not, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary.Why or why not?

8) Do you believe the proposal meets the needs and expectations of the global customers and partners of the IANA services? If yes, please explain why. If not, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary. Why or why not? Please indicate if you are a customer or partner of the IANA services.

9) Do you believe the proposal maintains the openness of the Internet? If yes, please explain why. If not, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary.
Why or why not?

10) Do you have any concerns that the proposal is replacing NTIA’s role with a government-led or inter-governmental organization solution? If yes, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary. If not, please explain why.

11)  Do you believe that the implementation of the proposal will continue to uphold the NTIA criteria in the future? If yes, please explain why. If not, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary.


Questions Concerning ICG Report and Executive Summary	Comment by Manal Ismail: Do we need to ask about Part 0 of the proposal, the ICG report? Do we plan to attach any other material (charter, RFP, .....) to the final proposal before submission? 


12) Do you believe the ICG report and executive summary accurately reflect all necessary aspects of the overall proposal? If not, please explain what modifications you believe are necessary.

General Questions

13)  Do you have any general comments for the ICG about the proposal?
14) 
Completed Community Public Comment Periods

CWG-Stewardship
https://community.icann.org/x/37fhAg
1st public comment period 01 Dec 2014 – 22 Dec 2014
https://www.icann.org/public-comments/cwg-naming-transition-2014-12-01-en
2nd public comment period 22 Apr 2015 – 20 May 2015
https://www.icann.org/public-comments/cwg-stewardship-draft-proposal-2015-04-22-en
CRISP Team
https://www.nro.net/crisp-team
First draft comment period: 19 Dec 2014 – 05 Jan 2015
Second draft comment period: 8 Jan 2015 – 12 Jan 2015
Feedback sent to ianaxfer@nro.net
Public archives: https://www.nro.net/pipermail/ianaxfer/
IANAPLAN WG
https://www.ietf.org/iana-transition.html
Shepherd’s summary of the WG consensus:
https://datatracker.ietf.org/doc/draft-ietf-ianaplan-icg-response/shepherdwriteup/
Last Call: 26-Nov-2015 - 15-Dec 2015
http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ietf-announce/current/msg13495.html
Summary of last call comments:
http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/msg01500.html <Insert links to past public comment periods.>
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