Executive Summary
On March 14, 2014, the U.S. Commerce Department’s National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) announced its intent to transition the stewardship of key Internet functions to the global multistakeholder community.
 NTIA asked the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) to convene global stakeholders to develop a proposal to replace NTIA’s current stewardship role over the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions. 

The proposal development process was grounded in the three communities with direct operational or service relationships with the IANA functions operator (“operational communities” or “OCs”) : the domain names community , the number resources community, and the protocol parameters community.  The IANA Stewardship Coordination Group (ICG) was formed in July 2014 to coordinate the proposals developed by these three operational communities.  

The ICG was tasked to help assure that the proposals met the articulated NTIA requirements and were supported by broad community consensus.  The ICG developed an RFP, provided to each of the communities setting forth these conditions and the need to have open processes that resulted in community consensus with workable proposals that met the NTIA criteria. 

The ICG assessed the proposals to determine whether:

· the community processes used to develop the proposals were open and inclusive, and whether they achieved consensus;

· the proposals are complete and clear;

· the three proposals together are compatible and interoperable, provide appropriate and properly supported accountability mechanisms, and are workable; and

· the proposals together meet the NTIA criteria.



The ICG has concluded that each of the individual proposals was developed in an open and inclusive manner and that each proposal achieved consensus as defined by each community. 

The ICG discussed the content of each proposal in depth and has published a matrix of topics discussed. With the one exception below, the ICG is satisfied that the proposals are complete and clear.

The ICG has concluded that the names proposal is complete on the condition that the dependencies on ICANN-level accountability mechanisms, currently under development by the Cross Community Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountability (CCWG), are concluded as specified in the names proposal.
Once the CCWG has concluded its work on these mechanisms (estimated to occur in Oct-Nov 2015), the ICG will seek confirmation from the CWG 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. 

Individual assessments were followed by a combined assessment of all the proposals together.
  The ICG Assembled this combined proposal from those provided by the OCs. The ICG is cognizant that some individuals may have been expecting one fully integrated proposal, but this would not reflect current operations. Further, it was necessary to protect the integrity of each community’s consensus-based submission, given the responsibilities that exist in these communities.  Ultimately, those communities will decide where their portion of the IANA functions will be implemented, so it is important that this is well understood.
 In conducting its assessment of the combined proposal, the ICG considered the following questions:

1. Compatibility and interoperability,

a. The ICG identified a potential compatibility issue regarding the IANA trademarks and the iana.org domain name.

b. The numbers proposal detailed specific requirements related to IANA intellectual property, so as long as the other two communities can accommodate the specified requirements as part of their implementation, then the proposals are compatible. The ICG has requested that the operational communities continue to coordinate on this topic during the implementation phase to ensure that the requirements are met.
2. Accountability

a. The three proposals together include appropriate and properly supported independent accountability mechanisms for running the IANA function, relying mostly on the right of each operational community to select a new entity for the performance of the IANA function. 
3.  Workability.

a. The proposals together are not streamlined but are workable. Dependency on the successful establishment of the PTI and the implementation of the CWG accountability requirements exist. The proposals have indicated future ability to change the IANA function operator. Should this take place further contractual and/or operational safeguards will need to be addressed.

b. 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.

The final and essential element of the individual and combined proposals was to meet the criteria set out by the NTIA:
1. Have broad community support

a. The ICG has concluded that each of the individual proposals has broad community support.  Each community ran an open and inclusive process in which any interested individual was able to participate. Each community produced a consensus proposal. Together, the openness and inclusiveness of the processes and the consensus results indicate broad community support.

b. Broad community support for the combined proposal is still being established.

2. Support and enhance the multistakeholder model;

a. The ICG has concluded that the combined proposal supports and enhances the multistakeholder model because it leverages existing multistakeholder arrangements, processes, and paradigms in defining the post-transition IANA oversight and accountability mechanisms. Each component of the proposal has this feature.

b. The combined proposal does not replace NTIA’s role with a government or inter-governmental organization. 

3. Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet DNS;

a. Neither the numbers proposal nor the protocol parameters proposal suggest changes that could affect the security, stability, or resiliency of the DNS.

b. While the names proposal calls for the IANA functions operator to be transferred to the PTI, operational roles are maintained. The separation of PTI as a subsidiary will ensure the independence of these roles from the contractor providing the service. This arrangement introduces minimum change and keeps the current IANA functions operation team intact and carrying out the same role as it has today.   
4. Meet the needs and expectations of the global customers and partners of the IANA services; and,

a. All three communities determined that the global customers and partners of the IANA services and their communities of stakeholders are presently satisfied with the performance of the IANA functions by the IANA department of ICANN. The combined proposal should not impact that.

5. Maintain the openness of the Internet.

a. The combined proposal requires that the IANA services, associated policy development processes, and IANA registries remain fully open and accessible just as they are today.

[Outline of the comment process. To be inserted here]

As the ICG considers the timely and effective implementation of proposal elements,
 the OCs were also asked to provide information related to the timeline and implementation of their proposal in relation to the transition.

Responses received indicate that the longest implementation step that can be estimated at this time relates to the creation of the PTI, which may require three to four months. Many of the preparatory steps for implementation across the three communities can take place in parallel assuming availability of community and ICANN staff resources to complete those steps. Those preparatory steps may occur before the transition is complete in its entirety. For other steps, it is not possible to estimate the time necessary at present. 
Given these factors, the ICG believes that at a minimum three to four months will be required to complete the transition after the proposal is approved by the U.S. government. This would imply that at the earliest the transition could be completed in the July 2016 time frame.
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�I moved it down.


�This is extracted from Milton’s assessment form. It was not discussed on the call. Do we want to include this here? 





