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Question 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?
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 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?
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	/
	I would prefer it to be stated very explicitly that the proposed Customer Standing Committee applies only to TLD names issues.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	No the combined proposal is not complete.  It lacks a way to completely remove and disband it.  We do not need another government EPA to regulate the internet in any form.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	No
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	Yes and Yes
	Yes and Yes.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	?
	Je trouve que la proposition, dans son ensemble, répond au préoccupations majeures des parties prenantes. Je pense que la priorité a défendre est que Internet doit rester ouvert a tous, fonctionnant sur des règles évolutives et un prise en comptes des diversités culturelles.

Translation:
I think the proposal as a whole responds to the major concerns of stakeholders. I think the priority is to defend that the Internet remain open to all, that its operating rules be scalable and that cultural diversity be taken into account.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	No
	NO
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	No
	It is clear enough.
My answer is no I do not want this to take place period. Stay out of the internet operations period
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	No
	It is clear but I do not want any government entity in anyway controlling the internet.
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	No, the combined proposal2 is not complete, because, as stated in question 1 above, two of the operational community proposals are not complete. The missing parts of the proposals are essential elements and it is not possible to evaluate properly the “combined proposal”.


The addressing proposal cannot be evaluated until the SLA referred to in that proposal (see paragraph 66 of the combined proposal) is agreed, because many elements that are critical to the IANA functions for addressing will be specified in that SLA. We associate with the detailed criticism found at:  http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/msg00020.html.


The names proposal is not complete because the issue of the intellectual property rights associated with the IANA function (IANA trademark and “iana.org” domain name) is not resolved in that proposal, see paragraphs X013, 35, and 65 of the combined proposal.


Further, we associate with the criticism3 of the names proposal presented at: http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg-forum_ianacg.org/2015-June/000001.html

.
CWG-Stewardship has itself admitted4 that there were opposing views regarding the names proposal, so the final version reflects consensus of CWG-Stewardship, not necessarily broad consensus of the global multistakeholder community.


And the key issue of maintenance of the root zone file is not addressed, see paragraphs X016, 41 and 55 of the combined proposal.


Fundamentally, the proposal as a whole is not ready for implementation, because of the various incomplete aspects mentioned above. Thus it would be premature to submit the proposal to NTIA, because NTIA requested5 that the proposal as a whole be ready for implementation.


Footnotes:

2. https://www.ianacg.org/icg-files/documents/IANA-stewardship-transition-proposal-EN.pdf

3. And we note that, contrary to established practice in ICANN, the final CWG-Stewardship proposal was not published for public comment before being adopted. And this despite the fact that CWG-Stewardship has publicly stated that it is common practice in an ICANN context to publish a final proposal for public comment when substantive changes are made to the draft proposal, which was the case here. The CWG-Stewardship statement is at:  http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/internal-cg_ianacg.org/2015-August/001334.html (note that it is couched in the negative, that is, a contrario).

4. See http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/internal-cg_ianacg.org/2015-August/001334.html

5. http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/internal-cg/2015-February/003020.html 
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO. In no way do I as an American citizen consent to this proposal to give away anymore American
sovereignty, whether it be property or the internet control to a "world government". It stays here
period.
	 

	24
	Filiz Yilmaz
	/,
Yes
	A12. excerpts:

I believe that the criteria established by the NTIA to judge the multistakeholder community proposal are reasonable and in keeping with the Internet community’s principles.

- I believe that the ICG draft proposal satisfies the criteria developed by the NTIA.

- I am in support of the combined proposal, and as a member of the Number Community, I have no major issues for number resources component.
	Excerpts from A12.

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	/, Yes
	A12. excerpts:
My observations are that the Internet Numbers Community proposal:
- is complete and clear;
- meets the specific criteria outlined by the NTIA for a successful stewardship transition.
---
The proposal represents significant work on the part of the team members of the ICG and members communities and I am pleased to support the proposal generally. As with any proposal this complex, however, there continue to be areas that would benefit from additional clarification. These areas include:

3- Additional clarity is needed regarding the process for authorizing root zone changes. The Proposal notes a need to potentially investigate improving the robustness of operational arrangements for making changes. Any process here should be clarified further before implementation.

5- The ICG should harmonize the three proposals further before they are implemented, especially to clarify how the Numbers Community and Protocol Parameters Community will interact with PTI.
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis - ISOC
	/
	A12. excerpts:
In submitting these comments to the ICG, our aim is twofold: first, to support those elements that make the proposal workable from an operational perspective; and, second, to make some observations about how the details of implementation of this new structure will affect the operations and performance of IANA over the long term. We anticipate that the community will continue its work to address public comments received through the ICG and CCWG processes and, in particular, will concentrate on sorting out concerns over the implementation aspects of the proposal.
As we review the ICG proposal together with the CCWG proposal, we note that the proposed structure is complex. We would note with concern, that, as the complexity of the system increases, we run the risk of losing transparency in the overall decision-making processes.
It is crucial that both sets of recommendations work together and, after implementation, that the resulting system meets the IANA Functions Transition Principles. The real test of the NTIA principles is not in the proposal but rather in the “running code” – do we get the desired result once the implementation is complete?
-----
Moreover, the issue regarding the proper home of the IANA trademarks and the IANA domain names (iana.org; iana.net; and, iana.com) remains unsettled. The Internet Society agrees that the IANA-related intellectual property rights should be held by an independent entity in order to ensure that these assets are used in a non-discriminatory, stable and predictable manner for the benefit of all communities, users and the Internet. The IETF6 and the CRISP7 team have both indicated that they consider the IETF Trust to be an acceptable candidate for holding the trademark and domain. Further, the IETF Trust has said that it would be willing to hold intellectual property rights related to the IANA function8. Given the experience of the IETF Trust in holding, maintaining and licensing certain existing and future intellectual property and other property used in connection with the Internet standards process and its administration, we believe that the IETF Trust has the competency and legitimacy to serve as this independent entity. The licensing policy considerations that would accompany a transfer of the IPR for the operations of IANA are substantive in nature; it will be important to carry out a process to identify the concerns of the parties and for achieving community consensus on these matters.
Finally, we agree with the ICG that there is an outstanding issue with regard to the Root Zone Maintainer (RZM), a role currently performed by Verisign. The ICG states that some form of agreement between the RZM and the IA+E15NA Functions Operator (IFO) for the Root Zone management process will be essential when NTIA withdraws from the Root Zone Management process.
In this regard, we have taken note of the “Root Zone Administrator Proposal Related to the IANA Functions Stewardship Transition”. In that proposal, the current NTIA authorization role is replaced by an authentication role performed by ICANN. While the technical details of the transition proposal seem prudent, we do have a question regarding the implementation aspects of this change. Conceptually, NTIA’s current authorization role acts as an audit step for change requests. From our reading of the proposal, it is unclear whether this audit function remains post-transition and, if so, where it would live within the new structure (in the IFO or another part of ICANN). It is our view that the audit function offers a useful check in the review of change requests to the Root Zone file and is something that should be replicated within the new processes.
-----
Issues of implementation
In conclusion, we would like to draw attention to the need for timely resolution of outstanding issues with regards to the implementation of the various processes, mechanisms, and rules that relate to IANA. Details related to the structure of the new Post-Transition IANA (PTI) and the various bodies supporting it (e.g. CSC, IFR, etc.), implementation aspects of the CCWG proposal (as it relates to IANA), a plan to successfully conclude the SLAs, and a resolution of IANA-related intellectual property rights have yet to be fully fleshed out. We urge the community to determine:
--‐ How these implementation details will be addressed in a timely fashion to the satisfaction of all communities in a way that continues to meet the principles set forth by NTIA; and,
--‐ How all the communities will remain involved in the implementation of the new structure in an appropriate manner.
Footnotes:
6. http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/msg01659.html 
7. https://www.nro.net/wp-content/uploads/ICG-RFP-Number-Resource-Proposal.pdf 
8. http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/msg01664.html 
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	Yes
	Yes. Although I do not agree with all aspects of the proposal, it is reasonably complete to be evaluated against NTIA criteria.
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Question 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?
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 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?
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	Yes
	It's baroque. The artificial "PTI" body complicates matters for the numbers and protocol parameters community. It is essential for those communities to have direct working relationships with IANA staff, not just a formal contractual relationship at one remove. That said, it's liveable.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	No the operational community proposals do not work together in a single proposal because there is no single proposal to eliminate and remove this entire process.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	No
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	Yes, No, Yes
	Yes, No, Yes.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	?
	Le chevauchement est une réalité humaine lorsque les enjeux sont surtout économique, derrière les services qu'offre internet il ya évidement des intérêts commerciaux, c'est presque désormais du Busness.
Je propose qu'on ne traître pas différemment les questions politiques, économique et sociétales, le tout est un ensemble et doit être traité comme tel.
Translation:
Compatibility is a human reality when the stakes are mainly economic, for behind the services the Internet offers there are obviously commercial interests; so much so that one could even say it is a business.
I suggest we do not deal with political, economic and social issues differently: they constitute a whole which must be treated as such.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	No
	NO
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	/
	As the ICG itself has noted in paragraphs X013 and 35 of the combined proposal, the issue of the IANA trademark and the “iana.org” domain name has not yet been resolved. This is a material issue that must be resolved before the combined proposal can be properly evaluated.
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	Again, no!!!!!!!! I do not consent!!!!
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	/
	A12. excerpts:
My observations are that the Internet Numbers Community proposal:
- is compatible and interoperable with the proposals made by the other two communities;
----
The proposal represents significant work on the part of the team members of the ICG and members communities and I am pleased to support the proposal generally. As with any proposal this complex, however, there continue to be areas that would benefit from additional clarification. These areas include:
4- The ICG should request community approval regarding the potential for division of the IANA functions among multiple operators. Since each community provides for the opportunity to find a new operator, there is the potential that at some point in the future there could be 3 operators. Dependencies among the three separation processes need affirmative community approval.
5- The ICG should harmonize the three proposals further before they are implemented, especially to clarify how the Numbers Community and Protocol Parameters Community will interact with PTI.
	Excerpts from A12.

	31
	Hibah Hussain - Google
	/
	A12. excerpts:
1) ..., and the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities.
Furthermore, the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities. Google understands that each of the three communities associated with the IANA functions submitted separate proposals, and that PTI is not included in the numbers and protocol parameters proposals. Rather, the numbers and protocol parameters communities have proposed that they continue to work with ICANN as the IANA Functions Operator (IFO). Given this inconsistency, the ICG should provide additional details to harmonize the three proposals, including information regarding with whom the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and regional Internet registries (RIRs) will contract and whether or not the protocol and numbers communities will participate in PTI’s proposed Customer Standing Committee (CSC) and IANA Function Review (IFR).
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis - ISOC
	/
	A12. excerpts:
In submitting these comments to the ICG, our aim is twofold: first, to support those elements that make the proposal workable from an operational perspective; and, second, to make some observations about how the details of implementation of this new structure will affect the operations and performance of IANA over the long term. We anticipate that the community will continue its work to address public comments received through the ICG and CCWG processes and, in particular, will concentrate on sorting out concerns over the implementation aspects of the proposal.

As we review the ICG proposal together with the CCWG proposal, we note that the proposed structure is complex. We would note with concern, that, as the complexity of the system increases, we run the risk of losing transparency in the overall decision-making processes.

It is crucial that both sets of recommendations work together and, after implementation, that the resulting system meets the IANA Functions Transition Principles. The real test of the NTIA principles is not in the proposal but rather in the “running code” – do we get the desired result once the implementation is complete?
-----
Issues of implementation

In conclusion, we would like to draw attention to the need for timely resolution of outstanding issues with regards to the implementation of the various processes, mechanisms, and rules that relate to IANA. Details related to the structure of the new Post-Transition IANA (PTI) and the various bodies supporting it (e.g. CSC, IFR, etc.), implementation aspects of the CCWG proposal (as it relates to IANA), a plan to successfully conclude the SLAs, and a resolution of IANA-related intellectual property rights have yet to be fully fleshed out. We urge the community to determine:

-‐ How these implementation details will be addressed in a timely fashion to the satisfaction of all communities in a way that continues to meet the principles set forth by NTIA; and,

-‐ How all the communities will remain involved in the implementation of the new structure in an appropriate manner.
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	/
	The numbers and parameters proposals are sufficiently independent to work without overlap or conflicts.
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Question 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?
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 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?
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	No
	For IANA operational functions, I see no accountablity gap. However, I don't see any way that ICANN itself is held accountable for the consequences of its policy decisions (e.g. creating large numbers of unnecessary gTLDs for no discernible motive except money). That is not a new problem and the transition really won't make it worse.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	Yes
	Yes there any gaps in overall accountability under the single proposal because there is no accountability in this IANA function.  We the people do not get to vote on the IANA, who sits in it, who runs it, while we have to fund it.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	/
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	Yes and Yes
	Yes and yes. What recourse does the multistakeholder community have if ICANN violates its own policy? How long does this corrective action take to implement? What if ICANN simply ignores policy? Would the community take ICANN to court? How long would this process take and who would pay for it? In the meantime, what would be the status of the Internet administration and ICANN policy decisions?
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	?
	Je suis du même avis que les propositions relatives à la gestion du réseau internet fassent l'objet d'un débat communautaire contradictoire, soit régionale ou sous régionale. sauf que le traitement des sujets risque de prendre plus de temps que prévu, mais néanmoins constructif.
Translation:
I agree with the suggestion that those proposals regarding the management of the Internet should be subject to community discussion, either at the regional or sub regional levels. Although the discussion of each subject may take longer than expected, the process would nonetheless be constructive.
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	According to the NTIA’s original announcement6, its intent was “to transition key Internet domain name functions to the global multistakeholder community7”. The proposal does not achieve this goal. On the contrary, it transitions the key Internet domain name functions to an organ that is dominated by one stakeholder group: industry that is involved with domain names and addresses. This can be seen from paragraphs 307-314 of the proposed changes to ICANN’s bylaws and structure8.
We associate with the comments found at:  http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-ccwg- accountability-draft-proposal-04may15/msg00018.html
Footnotes:
6. http://www.ntia.doc.gov/press-release/2014/ntia-announces-intent-transition-key-internet-domain-name-functions
7. We consider the term “global multistakeholder community” used by NTIA as a biased and inexact representation of what is more properly called as the global public. However, since this is the term used in the IANA transition
process, we will continue to use it in our submission but with the stated reservation.
8. See the report of CWG-Accountability, at  https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/ccwg-draft-2-proposal- work-stream-1-recs-03aug15-en.pdf
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO NO and NO
	 

	24
	Filiz Yilmaz
	/
	A12. excerpt:
- I support the community-driven processes and oversight mechanisms that are the cornerstone of our mature RIR system and community.
	Excerpt from A12.

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	/, Yes
	A12. excerpts:
The proposal represents significant work on the part of the team members of the ICG and members communities and I am pleased to support the proposal generally. As with any proposal this complex, however, there continue to be areas that would benefit from additional clarification. These areas include:

6- Changes in stewardship must be accompanied by improvements in ICANN's accountability. The primary point here is that these are mutually interdependent and must be adopted in parallel. Gaps in specificity on accountability measures need to be addressed prior to implementation of the transition.
	Excerpts from A12.

	31
	Hibah Hussain - Google
	/
	A12. excerpt:
4) Enhancements to ICANN’s accountability must accompany the ICG’s proposed stewardship changes.

As a global Internet company, Google is deeply invested in ensuring the underlying security, stability, interoperability, resiliency, and openness of the Internet. We believe that in order to achieve a successful IANA transition that safeguards these principles, the organization carrying out the IANA functions must be accountable to its customers and the multistakeholder community. As the ICG notes, its proposal is contingent on a parallel work stream to enhance ICANN accountability. Bearing in mind that accountability reforms are a critical factor in the IANA transition, Google emphasizes that improvements to ICANN’s accountability are requisite companions to the ICG’s proposed stewardship changes.
	Excerpt from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis -ISOC
	/
	A12. excerpt:
We do note, however, that the CCWG accountability proposal requires heavy reliance on one community (the names community), which may impact how the IANA can perform all of the functions in a reliable and predictable way. This is particularly the case when it comes to decisions regarding the budget, strategic/operational plans, and bylaws changes. It is essential that the needs and expectations (i.e. funding, operational security, etc.) of the other operational communities with respect to the performance of IANA be taken into account. It is also important that the accountability proposal does not upset the existing balance between the communities and/or between specific stakeholder groups.
-----
We agree that well constructed accountability mechanisms within ICANN can and will contribute to the integrity of IANA. As indicated above, however, these very accountability mechanisms rely heavily on one community (the names community). In this regard,
--‐ Does the accountability recommendation sufficiently balance the interests of all stakeholders to safeguard the stability of the ICANN structure and to prevent capture by any interest group, governments in particular, after implementation?
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	Yes, /
	The numbers and parameters proposals have sufficient accountability controls place by virtue of bodies outside ICANN having ultimate responsibility for them.
However, the names proposal doe not given that the ultimate body it answers to is itself by virtue of a shared board with ICANN. A complete separation of PTI from ICANN with its own board would remedy this, as well as making ICANN a full voting membership organization. Where is the oversight on ICANN? The parallel CCWG mechanisms are also key here. Any minimization of the current CCWG mechanisms providing direct controls over budget, critical issues, fundamental bylaws is unacceptable as even these may not be sufficient.
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Question 4: Workability: Do the results of any tests or evaluations of workability that were included in the operational community proposals conflict with each other or raise possible concerns when considered in combination?
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 4:
Workability: Do the results of any tests or evaluations of workability that were included in the operational community proposals conflict with each other or raise possible concerns when considered in combination?
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	No
	No problem there.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter
	Yes
	Yes there are conflicts in the operational community proposals because this allows too much power in the hands of too few people.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	/
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	Yes
	Yes. Accountability mechanisms are unworkable from a chronological point of view. In a worst case scenario where the Board recall provisions are invoked, it will likely take a minimum of a year from start to finish given the input and voting required from the various constituent organizations. If ICANN were to do something so grievous as to invite the community to invoke this sanction, it is reasonable to conjecture that the action in question would pose a significant threat to the security, stability and resiliency of the DNS. Moreover, nothing constrains the Board from pursuing further courses of action contrary to the interests of the multistakeholder community while the latter pursues sanctions nor is the Board constrained from altering policies to undermine the recall process. Furthermore, what is the status of decisions made by a Board during the process.
I would suggest that the initiation of sanctions also trigger a recusement period, eliminating the ability of ICANN to alter rules and processes while they are being invoked and during which the Board may not advance or initiate policy.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	/
	J'ai pas bien compris la question
Translation:
I did not quite understand the question.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	Yes
	YES
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	Yes
	The proposals from the operational communities do nothing other than to enshrine the status quo. Thus, from an operational point of view they are workable. But, as noted above, that was not the purpose of the exercise. The purpose of the exercise was to replace NTIA’s oversight of the IANA function with oversight by the global multistakeholder community. That goal is not attained by the proposal. So, in that sense, the overall combined proposal is not workable.
Further, the names proposal is not workable. it can be characterized as "much ado about nothing": it uses many pages of very detailed text to enshrine the status quo, apart from accountability changes mentioned in paragraph 1106. PTI will be fully controlled by ICANN, so there is no meaningful separation and no real change with respect to the current situation. In particular, there will be no change in jurisdiction (see paragraph X005 and 07), so PTI will be subject to US law, as is the case today for the IANA function. This means that, in effect, the United States maintains its asymmetric role with respect to the management of domain names and addresses (PTI would have to obey US court orders and US laws), thus negating the objective of internationalizing the management of Internet domain names and addresses.
The lack of meaningful separation between ICANN and the IANA functions operator is a fatal flaw in the names proposal. In addition, we associate with the detailed criticism of the names proposal found at: http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg- forum_ianacg.org/attachments/20150625/3459ce38/attachment.pdf.
Worse, the proposals regarding improving accountability are such that it would be essentially impossible for ICANN to move outside of the USA9. This is not acceptable.
Footnotes:
9 See paragraphs 242 ff. of the report of CWG-Accountability, at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/ccwg-draft-2-proposal-work-stream-1-recs-03aug15-en.pdf
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No?
	No no and NO
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	/
	A12. excerpts:
The proposal represents significant work on the part of the team members of the ICG and members communities and I am pleased to support the proposal generally. As with any proposal this complex, however, there continue to be areas that would benefit from additional clarification. These areas include:
4- The ICG should request community approval regarding the potential for division of the IANA functions among multiple operators. Since each community provides for the opportunity to find a new operator, there is the potential that at some point in the future there could be 3 operators. Dependencies among the three separation processes need affirmative community approval.
5- The ICG should harmonize the three proposals further before they are implemented, especially to clarify how the Numbers Community and Protocol Parameters Community will interact with PTI.
	Excerpts from A12.

	31
	Hibah Hussain - Google
	/
	A12. excerpts:
1) The names community should consider potential weaknesses of the proposed Post-Transition (PTI) IANA’s structure, and the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities.
Google supports the establishment of PTI, a separate subsidiary within ICANN that will be responsible for performing the IANA functions. Furthermore, we agree that PTI’s remit should be limited to the operational oversight of IANA naming functions. However, we believe that it would be prudent to provide additional safeguards to ensure PTI remains accountable to the broader multistakeholder community.
Google has warned against “replicat[ing] the complexity of the multistakeholder ICANN Board at the PTI level,”2 and the ICANN’s Community Working Group (CWG) on the stewardship transition has explicitly recognized the importance of “maintain[ing] primary accountability at the ICANN level.” In order to promote clarity and accountability 3 around roles and responsibilities, Google recommends that the PTI Board be comprised of the ICANN Board itself or a subset of ICANN board members. Otherwise, the proposal creates confusion regarding who bears ultimate responsibility for ensuring that the IANA functions are performed effectively, thereby making it difficult to hold IANA accountable for any performance failures.
Furthermore, the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities. Google understands that each of the three communities associated with the IANA functions submitted separate proposals, and that PTI is not included in the numbers and protocol parameters proposals. Rather, the numbers and protocol parameters communities have proposed that they continue to work with ICANN as the IANA Functions Operator (IFO). Given this inconsistency, the ICG should provide additional details to harmonize the three proposals, including information regarding with whom the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and regional Internet registries (RIRs) will contract and whether or not the protocol and numbers communities will participate in PTI’s proposed Customer Standing Committee (CSC) and IANA Function Review (IFR).
2) More detail is required on the proposed IFO separation process, including clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate.
While Google agrees with the CWG’s decision to include a separation process in the naming proposal, the CWG should provide more detail on the necessary criteria to invoke separation and put forth clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate. The separation guidelines outlined in Annex L include some information on what will occur “if the IFR determines that a separation process is necessary,”4 but do not provide any insight into how and why the IFR might come to that decision.
In consideration of the significant risks that a separation process would pose to the stability and security of the DNS, we recommend that the CWG establish a substantive standard for separation of the naming functions. More specifically, the CWG should specify that a Separation Cross Community Working Group (SCWG) can be created only if the IFR deems that the status quo raises significant concerns regarding the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. In order to recommend separation, the SCWG should then be required to make a clear finding that keeping the functions with the current IFO poses a substantial threat to the security, stability, and resiliency of the functions and of the DNS as a whole . Furthermore, this threat should be substantiated by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) and Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO) in approving the initiation of separation procedures. As a general rule, the ccNSO and GNSO should only approve the initiation of separation proceedings where the IFR evidences that more moderate remedial procedures available to the IFR team could not reasonably address the deficiency.
3) The proposal should ensure a clear process for root zone management after the IANA transition.
After the transition, NTIA will no longer authorize changes to the root zone. As such, the proposal should identify a clear root zone management process that preserves the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. Verisign and ICANN’s recent proposal outlining a highlevel plan to “remove the NTIA’s administrative role associated with root zone management in a manner that maintains the security, stability and resiliency of the Internet’s domain name system” lays out a process for this transition and deserves consideration by the 5 full community. We agree on the importance of a smooth root zone management transition, and look forward to further development of this framework.
Footnotes:
2 2nd Draft Proposal of the Cross Community Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship Transition Proposal on Naming Related Functions 20, 21 (Apr. 22, 2015) (Second Draft Proposal), available at https://www.icann.org/news/announcement20150422en
3 Second Draft Proposal at 22; Google Public Comment in Response to Second Draft Proposal, May 20, 2015, available at http://forum.icann.org/lists/commentscwgstewardshipdraftproposal22apr15/
4 Second Draft Proposal at Annex L.
5 Verisign/ICANN Proposal in Response to NTIA Request,
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/root_zone_administrator_proposalrelatedtoiana_functionsstefinal.pdf.
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis - ISOC
	 
	A12. Excerpts:
In submitting these comments to the ICG, our aim is twofold: first, to support those elements that make the proposal workable from an operational perspective; and, second, to make some observations about how the details of implementation of this new structure will affect the operations and performance of IANA over the long term. We anticipate that the community will continue its work to address public comments received through the ICG and CCWG processes and, in particular, will concentrate on sorting out concerns over the implementation aspects of the proposal.
As we review the ICG proposal together with the CCWG proposal, we note that the proposed structure is complex. We would note with concern, that, as the complexity of the system increases, we run the risk of losing transparency in the overall decision-making processes.
It is crucial that both sets of recommendations work together and, after implementation, that the resulting system meets the IANA Functions Transition Principles. The real test of the NTIA principles is not in the proposal but rather in the “running code” – do we get the desired result once the implementation is complete?
-----
Issues of implementation
In conclusion, we would like to draw attention to the need for timely resolution of outstanding issues with regards to the implementation of the various processes, mechanisms, and rules that relate to IANA. Details related to the structure of the new Post-Transition IANA (PTI) and the various bodies supporting it (e.g. CSC, IFR, etc.), implementation aspects of the CCWG proposal (as it relates to IANA), a plan to successfully conclude the SLAs, and a resolution of IANA-related intellectual property rights have yet to be fully fleshed out. We urge the community to determine:
--- How these implementation details will be addressed in a timely fashion to the satisfaction of all communities in a way that continues to meet the principles set forth by NTIA; and,
--‐ How all the communities will remain involved in the implementation of the new structure in an appropriate manner.
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	No
	No.
	 


ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 4
ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 4

Question 5: Do you believe the proposal supports and enhances the multistakeholder model? If yes, please explain why. If not, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary.
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 5:
Do you believe the proposal supports and enhances the multistakeholder model? If yes, please explain why. If not, please explain why and what proposal modifications you believe are necessary.
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	Yes
	No problem there.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	No I do not believe the proposal supports and enhances the multistakeholder model.  I propose you do nothing and disband and cancel the IANA functions.  We simply cannot afford another EPA like entity funded by American citizens.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	/
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	Yes
	Yes. Internet stakeholders will have augmented capacity to influence and even coerce ICANN should the need arise. It alters the balance of power.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	Yes
	Oui la proposition améliore le modèle multiparrtie, déjà ces consultations en ligne de la communauté, les publication sur le rôle de l'IANA et ses relations avec les autres entités intervenant dans la gestion de internet en est une  manifestation.
Les plus optimistes voient un lendemain meilleur après la transition.
Translation:
Yes, the proposal enhances the multistakeholder model, which is manifest on the one hand through these online community consultations, but also through the articles concerning the role of IANA and its relations with the other entities involved in the management of the Internet.
The optimists see a better future after the transition.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	/
	All beliefs are based on a lie - see b e ( l i e ) f s.
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	No, the proposal does not support or enhance the multistakeholder model. The proposal transitions oversight of the IANA function from the US government to ICANN constituencies which are dominated by the domain name and address industry. That industry is a small part of the global multistakeholder community. Worse, the ICANN processes are typically heavily influenced by a small clique of insiders who represent the interests of companies active in the domain name and addressing business in one way or another. This is the opposite of supporting and enhancing the multistakeholder model.
Further, the governance mechanisms envisaged in the proposal are not consistent with the multistakeholder model outlined in the Tunis Agenda, and this because in the proposal governments would not be able to exercise their proper role and responsibilities regarding public policy matters: they are relegated to a purely advisory role within ICANN10 and consequently cannot have an appropriate oversight role regarding the IANA function.
Footnote:
10. Note also that, at a US Congressional hearing, the ICANN CEO made it clear that the GAC will remain a purely advisory body. See 1h17’ of the video stream at:  http://energycommerce.house.gov/hearing/internet-governance- progress-after-icann-53 
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO....
	 

	24
	Filiz Yilmaz
	Yes
	A12. excerpts:
- I support the bottom-up, multistakeholder model and believe it is the foundation of the ongoing success of the Internet.
	Excerpt from A12.

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	Yes
	A12. excerpts:
Having considered the comprehensive Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Function, I observe that the proposal:
- was produced through a satisfactory bottoms-up process which solicited and received feedback from a global multi-stakeholder community;
- furthers the goals of the global multi-stakeholder governance model by relying on existing and proven bottoms-up and inclusive mechanisms in the Numbers, Domains, and Protocol Parameters communities;
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis - ISOC
	Yes
	A12. excerpts:
Support and Enhance the Multistakeholder Model:
The principle that any acceptable IANA Stewardship transition proposal must “support and enhance the multistakeholder model” means that the outcome must ensure that:
a) The bottom-up, consensus based processes used by the Internet’s operational communities regarding the global management of the IANA functions remain in place.
b) The IANA functions are not subject to capture by any single set of stakeholders.
Collectively, the ICG proposal clearly represents the outcome of discussions conducted under the unique multistakeholder processes of the relevant communities. The various processes were transparent and open; mailing lists were inclusive and publicly archived; and, throughout the process, communities held open virtual and face-to-face meetings and open teleconferences. This lends credibility and legitimacy to the outcomes.
The result of this multistakeholder process in the ICG is a structure in which the operational communities maintain their bottom-up consensus processes with regards to the IANA functions; they also maintain their ability to make their own arrangements and agreements for the performance of the IANA functions.
We do note, however, that the CCWG accountability proposal requires heavy reliance on one community (the names community), which may impact how the IANA can perform all of the functions in a reliable and predictable way. This is particularly the case when it comes to decisions regarding the budget, strategic/operational plans, and bylaws changes. It is essential that the needs and expectations (i.e. funding, operational security, etc.) of the other operational communities with respect to the performance of IANA be taken into account. It is also important that the accountability proposal does not upset the existing balance between the communities and/or between specific stakeholder groups.
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	/
	Again, the numbers and parameters proposals do support the multistakeholder model. However, the PTI-ICANN proposal does not give sufficient voice to stakeholders and my ultimately diminish it without an external body providing oversight like NTIA has provided over the years. The CCWG proposal, if taken in its entirety, does provide a similar backstop although lacking in the level of independence (financial or otherwise on ICANN board/management decisions) that NTIA provided.
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ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 5

Question 6: 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.
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 6:
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.
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	No
	I've been concerned since 1998 that unchecked expansion of the number of gTLDs will eventually take us into uncharted territory from a technical resilience point of view. I see no technical and operational feedback mechanism to protect us against this operational risk in the proposal. I would like to see a multistakeholder DNS Operations Committee with a clear role in identifying DNS-wide technical issues and pressing for their resolution. This is pretty much orthogonal to the contractual and clerical issues covered in the current proposal.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	No, this proposal does not maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS.  In fact, this will do the opposite by limiting the freedom individuals have over their gifts and talents and it will make the platforms less secure, more watched and therefore limit free speech, less stable, less resilient, and put this power in the hands of our enemies who will never agree to these rules and laws.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	No
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	No
	No, see 4 above.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	?
	Personnellement, je ne suis pas trop technique pour évaluer cette question, je m'en remet aux spécialistes de la technique, notamment les gestionnaires des ressources critiques.
Translation:
I'm not personally too knowledgeable in technical matters to assess this, so I shall refer to the advice of technical specialists, including that of those who manage critical resources.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	/
	SEE #5
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	No, the proposal does not maintain security, stability and resiliency of the DNS. On the contrary, it gravely threatens resiliency because the domain name and address industry is given a dominant role, without adequate checks and balances. And it threatens stability because many states are likely to consider that it threatens their national interests for the DNS to be unilaterally overseen by the domain name and address industry, so they may make arrangements for alternative DNS resolution systems.
Further, the “casting in stone” of the USA as the seat of ICANN11 and the IANA function may be unacceptable to many states. This threatens stability and resiliency because it gives the US Congress the ability to pass laws that would directly affect the management of the DNS: since ICANN and the IANA operator would be based in the USA, US courts would issue orders that would be easily enforced.
Footnote:
11. See paragraphs 242 ff. of the report of CWG-Accountability, at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/ccwg-draft-2-proposal-work-stream-1-recs-03aug15-en.pdf
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO..why would America give up control to a world that hates us??? That would not be good on many fronts!!!!
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	Yes
	A12. excerpts:
Having considered the comprehensive Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Function, I observe that the proposal:
- ensures the ongoing security and stability of the Domain Name System;
	Excerpts from A12.

	31
	Hibah Hussain - Google
	/
	A12. excerpts:
2) More detail is required on the proposed IFO separation process, including clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate.
While Google agrees with the CWG’s decision to include a separation process in the naming proposal, the CWG should provide more detail on the necessary criteria to invoke separation and put forth clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate. The separation guidelines outlined in Annex L include some information on what will occur “if the IFR determines that a separation process is necessary,”4 but do not provide any insight into how and why the IFR might come to that decision. In consideration of the significant risks that a separation process would pose to the stability and security of the DNS, we recommend that the CWG establish a substantive standard for separation of the naming functions. More specifically, the CWG should specify that a Separation Cross Community Working Group (SCWG) can be created only if the IFR deems that the status quo raises significant concerns regarding the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. In order to recommend separation, the SCWG should then be required to make a clear finding that keeping the functions with the current IFO poses a substantial threat to the security, stability, and resiliency of the functions and of the DNS as a whole. Furthermore, this threat should be substantiated by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) and Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO) in approving the initiation of separation procedures. As a general rule, the ccNSO and GNSO should only approve the initiation of separation proceedings where the IFR evidences that more moderate remedial procedures available to the IFR team could not reasonably address the deficiency.
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis -ISOC
	/
	A12. excerpts:
Maintain the Security, Stability and Resiliency of the Internet DNS:
A key purpose of the IANA functions is to ensure global uniqueness in the allocation of Internet names, numbers, and protocol parameters. Ensuring that the operation of the registries is stable and secure contributes to the overall security, stability and resiliency of the DNS root and other IANA functions.
Operationally, the ICG proposal maintains the appropriate separation between policy development and implementation. The organizational change to ensure independence of oversight is important and the proposal foresees the need to ensure appropriate staffing, resourcing and know-how to run the IANA functions. The proposal also includes an important shared commitment to performance and performance metrics that is crucial for the ongoing security and stability of the IANA functions operation. Finally, the current proposal allows the three functions to continue to evolve together in a way that facilitates coordination among registries and contributes to the overall stability of the IANA.5
ICANN has two different but inter-related roles for which it is responsible in the current operations of IANA. The first relates to policy development for domain names and the second is to perform the IANA functions. We agree with the ICG that some aspects of the proposed ICANN accountability model will have implications for both the policy development process and the IANA functions. These linkages create the immediate need for the communities to come together in order to ensure that those aspects of the new accountability model are coherent and they do not impact the stable operations of the IANA functions.
It is clearly within the purview of the ICG and CCWG to communicate and find constructive ways to address these dependencies and find a timely way forward; indeed, given our collective commitment to multistakeholder, bottom up processes for governing these critical technical Internet functions, it is the responsibility of the global Internet community.
Moreover, the issue regarding the proper home of the IANA trademarks and the IANA domain names (iana.org; iana.net; and, iana.com) remains unsettled. The Internet Society agrees that the IANA-related intellectual property rights should be held by an independent entity in order to ensure that these assets are used in a non-discriminatory, stable and predictable manner for the benefit of all communities, users and the Internet. The IETF6 and the CRISP7 team have both indicated that they consider the IETF Trust to be an acceptable candidate for holding the trademark and domain. Further, the IETF Trust has said that it would be willing to hold intellectual property rights related to the IANA function8. Given the experience of the IETF Trust in holding, maintaining and licensing certain existing and future intellectual property and other property used in connection with the Internet standards process and its administration, we believe that the IETF Trust has the competency and legitimacy to serve as this independent entity. The licensing policy considerations that would accompany a transfer of the IPR for the operations of IANA are substantive in nature; it will be important to carry out a process to identify the concerns of the parties and for achieving community consensus on these matters.
Finally, we agree with the ICG that there is an outstanding issue with regard to the Root Zone Maintainer (RZM), a role currently performed by Verisign. The ICG states that some form of agreement between the RZM and the IANA Functions Operator (IFO) for the Root Zone management process will be essential when NTIA withdraws from the Root Zone Management process.
In this regard, we have taken note of the “Root Zone Administrator Proposal Related to the IANA Functions Stewardship Transition”. In that proposal, the current NTIA authorization role is replaced by an authentication role performed by ICANN. While the technical details of the transition proposal seem prudent, we do have a question regarding the implementation aspects of this change. Conceptually, NTIA’s current authorization role acts as an audit step for change requests. From our reading of the proposal, it is unclear whether this audit function remains post-transition and, if so, where it would live within the new structure (in the IFO or another part of ICANN). It is our view that the audit function offers a useful check in the review of change requests to the Root Zone file and is something that should be replicated within the new processes.
Footnotes:
5. https://www.iab.org/wp-content/IAB-uploads/2011/04/2011-03-30-iab-iana-noi-response.pdf
6. http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/msg01659.html 
7. https://www.nro.net/wp-content/uploads/ICG-RFP-Number-Resource-Proposal.pdf 
8. http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/msg01664.html
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	Yes
	It does, so long as it can be guaranteed that ICANN's corporate interests will not in any way impact PTI operations. Currently this is in NO WAY the case. Community members close to IANA operations have pointed out that the corporation's interest in being given the IANA contract have stifled much needed improvements and transparency at IANA. If this is true now, why not in the future and hence the need for further separation of naming functions and/or external independent oversight.
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ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 6

Question 7: 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. Please indicate if you are a customer or partner of the IANA services.
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 7:
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. Please indicate if you are a customer or partner of the IANA services.
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	Yes
	No problem there. (As an IETF contributor I am an IANA customer.)
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	No, the proposal does not meet the needs and expectations of the global customers and partners of the IANA services because our enemies will never agree to this and will continue to hack into our lives and government.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	No
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	No
	No. Potential uncertainty and disruption when conflict arises between the community and ICANN. See other points in this feedback.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	?
	Je pense que les clients et les partenaires de l'IANA sont satisfait de leurs collaboration avec cet département de ICANN. Si le contraire était vrai, nous le s'auront a travers les gestionnaires des ccTLD  dans nos pays respectifs.
Je suis juste un utilisateurs et actif dans la société civile TIC du Mali
Translation:
I think that the customers and partners of the IANA are satisfied about their cooperation with this Department of ICANN. If it were not so, the ccTLD managers in each country would have made us aware of it.
I'm but a user who is active in the ICT civil society of Mali.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	/
	SEE #5
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	No. As we have indicated previously, the actual customers and partners of the IANA services should exercise oversight through the well-known and well-proven mechanism of being members of the organization that provides the IANA function. All comparable organizations are membership organizations (in the true sense of the concept, not the degenerate one-member version proposed for ICANN), so there is no valid reason not to adopt such a structure. We reiterate our proposal12 in this respect.
Footnote:
12  http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/msg00009.html 
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO..is that clear?????????
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	Yes
	A12. excerpts:
Having considered the comprehensive Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Function, I observe that the proposal:
- meets the requirements of the direct customers of IANA services;
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis - ISOC
	/
	A12. excerpts:
Meet the needs and expectations of the global customers and partners of the IANA services
Like any high quality service, the post-transition IANA arrangements should continue to support the performance of the IANA functions in a predictable, reliable and responsive way, consistent with operational excellence. They should also continue to be performed in a neutral and transparent manner in line with customer needs and expectations.
The three operational communities have all confirmed that they are satisfied with the performance of the IANA functions by the IANA department of ICANN. The combined proposal, with the addition of the Post Transition IANA (PTI), is meant to ensure that the IANA functions will continue to be performed in line with customer expectations.
Each of the IANA functions is associated with a community that has a direct operational or service relationship with the IANA functions operator, which includes the right of each operational community to select a new entity for the performance of the IANA functions as a last resort. This relationship is ensured through contractual agreements – in the form of Memoranda of Understanding and Service Level Agreements. These contractual agreements provide important clarity and reflect the needs and expectations of the operational communities.
In the ICG proposal, the operational communities recognize the need to either conclude or update contractual agreements with ICANN for the provision of the IANA functions in order to align with community expectations. As the various contractual agreements become ready, they should proceed. Unless the various agreements are in place in a time appropriate to meet the respective needs and expectations of each of the communities, the mutual rights and responsibilities between the parties will be unclear and might lead to a post-transition tussle. Unresolved, this could create a high degree of uncertainty and result in instability of the IANA functions.
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	No
	No. See number 6.
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ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 8

Question 8: 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.
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 8:
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.
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	/
	The proposal is orthogonal to the question of openness; it neither damages nor enhances openness.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	I believe this proposal will do just the opposite and close the internet by censoring and limiting free speech and the exchange of ideas and thoughts.  This proposal puts excessive power in the hands of a few people who will determine outcomes.  I find it similar to the Supreme Court of America where a few supposed master minds will make poor decisions similar to Plessy v Ferguson, or Koramotsu and similar.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	No
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control. This proposal dies not maintain openness of the Internet, quite the opposite.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	No
	No. As a steward and administrator of the Internet, ICANN's records and processes should be fully open and public. Full transparency is called for.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	Yes
	OUI la proposition maintient l'ouverture du réseau, a chaque fois l'IANA et ICANN ont eu l’opportunité, ils ont soutenu la nécessite qu'internet reste ouvert. Donc il ya pas de raisons que cette proposition ne soit pas positive à un réseau ouvert.

Translation:
Yes the proposal maintains the openness of the Internet. Every time IANA and ICANN had the chance to express themselves on the matter, they have stressed the need for an open Internet. There is therefore no reason why this proposal should not support an open Internet.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	/
	SEE # 5
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	No, the proposal does not maintain the openness of the Internet. As noted above, it hands oversight of the IANA functions to the domain name and address industry, which is not representative of the global multistakeholder community. We, and others, have repeatedly pointed out what needs to be done, and the proposal should be modified accordingly: there must be true separation of the IANA function from ICANN, governance should be performed through a membership structure, and the IANA function must not be under US jurisdiction (ideally it would be immune from any national jurisdiction, alternatively it could be in a jurisdiction whose government and parliament are less likely to intervene). We have already submitted specific proposals13.
Footnote:
13. http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/pdfXXrCnTxCwW.pdf
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO...it will be more regulated and controlled and NOT in a good way. I believe in freedom and this is NOT it!
	 

	22
	Jeff Eshom
	No
	Absolutely not. Privatization in this manner is a back door to remove net-neutrality. The internet must remain a public sector venture.
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	Yes
	A12. excerpts:
Having considered the comprehensive Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Function, I observe that the proposal:
- ensures the Internet continues to be an open collective of networks;
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis -ISOC
	Yes
	A12. excerpts:
Maintain the Openness of the Internet
Openness has long been a core value of the Internet system. With respect to the narrow role of IANA in the Internet, openness ensures that the processes by which policies are set by the IANA operational communities are open to anyone wishing to contribute. Furthermore, information on the identifier allocations made by the IANA function itself is freely available on the Internet. Similarly, within the numbering and protocol communities, policy development remains open to all participants and is closely coupled with the open standards development process used in the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) for the creation of technical standards.
The IANA registries are open and in the public domain and the ICG proposal makes no change to this approach. Nothing in the ICG proposal restricts the openness of policy development processes within each operational community.
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	/
	For the reasons stated above, “no” for naming, “yes” for numbers and parameters.
	 


ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 9
ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 8

Question 9: 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.
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 9:
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.
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	No
	No problem there.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	Yes
	Yes I am concerned the proposal is replacing NTIA's role with a government-led or inter-governmental organization solution.  As stated above too much power in the hands of a too few supposed noble and virtuous human beings who are flawed and susceptible to power and money.  My suggestion:  close down immediately and stop doing this.
	 

	6
	Michael Lesage
	Yes
	Yes.  The US at least pretends to believe in free speech, while many of the other new stakeholder governments, i.e. Russia, China, North Korea, the whole of the Middle East do not.  How will the internet remain open and free when it is under the control of many who do not believe in freedom and openness?  Why should the content available to me be reduced because some organizations or governments don't want me to have access to it?  Will the new multi stakeholder model work as well as the UN?  How long until pressure is exerted to 'cleanse' the internet of anything deemed anti-Islam, or anti-China etc.?  Basically, I fail to see the benefit of inviting certain parties to the decision making process.  Isn't it kind of like inviting the bullies to supervise the activities at recess, generally a very poor idea?
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	Yes
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control. This proposal dies not maintain openness of the Internet, quite the opposite.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	No
	No. The GAC's role is minimal and does not rise to the bar of "government-led." That said, it is unclear whether the GAC will sign off on the accountability measures when its voice is so diminished.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	?
	J'ai des inquiétudes qu'un jour le rôle des gouvernements ne se renforce, alors qu'il n'arrive pas encore a gérer nos quotidiens vitaux. De plus les lois nationales et autres décrets ministériels auront du mal a bien canaliser l'usage fait de internet et surtout son évolution rapide.
Internet (outil de démocratie), est jusqu’ à pressent le seul outil qui a donné la voix aux sans voix, le citoyen a désormais la parole au meme titre que le chef de l’Etat sur internet, une révolution en soi.
Translation:
I have concerns that one day the role of governments might grow, while to this day they cannot meet our essential needs. Furthermore, the applicable national laws and other ministerial decrees will struggle to properly regulate the use of the Internet and particularly its rapid evolution.
The Internet (a democratic tool) is currently the only tool that made the voiceless heard, the citizen and the Head of State now have the same possibilities to speak up online, which is a revolution in itself.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	No?
	NO
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	Yes
	The proposal perpetuates the asymmetric role of the USA, because it obliges ICANN and the IANA function to remain in the USA and to be subject to US laws and US courts. The goal of transitioning oversight to the global multistakeholder community is not met.
Indeed, even if NTIA's direct role is removed, the US government has full jurisdictional and legislative authority over ICANN and the IANA operator. Therefore, the proposed transition fails fully to remove the US government from oversight of ICANN and the IANA function.
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	Yes
	YES!!!! DUH
	 

	22
	Jeff Eshom
	Yes
	Yes. Privatization would be extremely destructive to the Internet as a whole. It is a loop-hole for netneutrality. With such a privatization will come lack of standardization, and monetizing of everything.
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	No
	A12. excerpts:
Having considered the comprehensive Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Function, I observe that the proposal:
- satisfies the requirement that the governance function over IANA services is performed by a non-governmental body.
	Excerpts from A12.

	32
	Konstantinos Komaitis
	No
	A12. excerpts:
The transition proposal must not replace NTIA’s role with a government-led or intergovernmental organization solution
The current proposal does not replace NTIA’s role with a government-led or intergovernmental organization. Within each community, there are mechanisms in place to prevent capture by governments.
We agree that well constructed accountability mechanisms within ICANN can and will contribute to the integrity of IANA. As indicated above, however, these very accountability mechanisms rely heavily on one community (the names community). In this regard,
--‐ Does the accountability recommendation sufficiently balance the interests of all stakeholders to safeguard the stability of the ICANN structure and to prevent capture by any interest group, governments in particular, after implementation?
Further, the proposal seems to create internal layers in favor of judicial redress instead of multistakeholder, community-based consensus. The relevant communities should carefully consider the long-range implications of such an approach.
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	No
	No.
	 


ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 9
ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 9

Question 10: 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.
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 10:
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.
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	Yes
	No problem there.
	 

	3
	Community representative
	Yes
	The proposal, fine-tuned with respect to the concerns expressed in #12, effectuates the multistakeholder model of Internet policy making and governance that meets the needs and expectation of the global community with IANA stewardship that maintains the openness of the Internet. While tangible to the questions above, a more direct, question-specific, response may ensue from an assessment of sentiment.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	No I do not believe that the implementation of the proposal will continue to uphold the NTIA criteria in the future.  My suggestion, end this non-sense and close down.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	No
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control. This proposal dies not maintain openness of the Internet, quite the opposite.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	No
	No. NTIA oversight is not replaceable. While there are many concerns about effective US oversight, it remains true that being beholden to the US government is a result of the significant coercive force that the US government can potentially wield. This is not replicable. Absent that force, it is unlikely the the NTIA criteria will continue to be upheld over the long run. One potential solution would be going a step further than the Board recall mechanism: allow the community to petition the NTIA to reassert oversight and build such a clause into all IANA function contracts.
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	/
	Je ne maîtrise pas ces critères.
Translation:
I do not know these criteria well enough.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	/
	SEE #5
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	No, as noted above the solution will not uphold the NTIA criteria.
NTIA clearly asked for oversight to be transitioned to the global multistakeholder community. However the current proposal envisages no, or a weak, role for the global community as such, because governance of ICANN and the IANA operator will be dominated by ICANN constituencies, that is, by the ICANN community which is dominated by the domain name and addressing industry.
Therefore contrary to the key NTIA requirement, oversight would not be transitioned to the global multistakeholder community.
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO..I propse that there NOT be ANY proposal and if you insist on pushing it through Congress and We the People have the last say....this is all about power and control and destruction of the USA
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	33
	Sue Randel
	No
	No for the naming portion. As stated above, for all the geo-political drawbacks of a US government oversight body for ICANN, NTIA has always maintained a critical, independent, and responsible stance toward ICANN. And given the importance of the IANA functions, ICANN has been quick to respond to any concerns from NTIA. Without stronger controls or balance of power, the same mutual respect between overseer (the community) and ICANN will not be reserved and I predict periods of inaction and delay in the future.
	 


ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 10
ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 10

Question 11: 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.
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Y/N
	Question 11:
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.
	Comments

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	Yes
	No problem there.
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	No
	No I do not believe the ICG report and executive summary accurately reflect all necessary aspects of the overall proposal because there is no way to end this enterprise when bad decisions are made and no one is held accountable, while the people who created the very laws that destroyed free speech and ideas are millionaires and billionaires.  I think this should be cancelled that nothing should be done by this organization and that you should all go home and try to add value.
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	/
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control. This proposal dies not maintain openness of the Internet, quite the opposite.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	Yes
	Yes
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	/
	Je continu de fouiller dans les rapports de ICG, donc il m'est difficile de répondre a cette question maintenant.

Translation:
I am still going through the ICG reports, so it is hard for me to answer to this question currently.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	/
	SEE # 5
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer Number 1
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	/
	See answer 1
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	No
	No, the report and executive summary do not accurately reflect all necessary aspects. As noted above, they gloss over the incompleteness of the proposals from two of the operational communities. And they fail to do justice to two key issues: (1) the jurisdiction in which ICANN and the IANA function should be located and (2) what will happen regarding operation and maintenance of the authoritative root zone file.
The ICG correctly states in paragraph X009 that each of the proposals from the operational communities achieved consensus according to the rules of those communities. But if fails to note that that does not necessarily indicate that the proposals had broad support from the global multistakeholder community, which is an NTIA requirement14.
The IETF held that its proposal achieved “rough consensus”. “Rough consensus” is a term of art within IETF and it cannot be compared to the common use of the term “consensus”. Thus “rough consensus” within IETF cannot be equated to consensus (or even broad support) of the global multistakeholder community.
As explained in more detail in the response to question 12 below, the names and addresses proposals achieved consensus within the groups chartered to prepare those proposals, but those groups were not fully open. So consensus within those groups cannot be equated to consensus (or even broad support) of the global multistakeholder community.
Further, the ICG violated its own rules15 by publishing the names proposal before the relevant group, CWG-Stewardship, had an opportunity to address an objection16 sent directly to the ICG and forwarded by the ICG to CWG-Stewardship. Worse, the ICG co-chair sent the ICG views17 regarding that objection to CWG-Stewardship before the CWG-Stewardship considered them. We associate with the cited comments at: http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg- forum_ianacg.org/2015-August/000003.html
Footnotes:
14. http://www.ntia.doc.gov/press-release/2014/ntia-announces-intent-transition-key-internet-domain-name-functions
15. https://www.ianacg.org/icg-files/documents/Community-Comments-Handling-1May15-final.pdf
16. http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg-forum_ianacg.org/2015-June/000001.html
17. http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg-forum_ianacg.org/2015-August/000003.html
	 

	20
	Debra Shawver
	No
	NO..it should not be put forth to begin with!
	 

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	/
	see response to question 12.
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	/
	A12. excerpts:
The proposal represents significant work on the part of the team members of the ICG and members communities and I am pleased to support the proposal generally. As with any proposal this complex, however, there continue to be areas that would benefit from additional clarification. These areas include:
3- Additional clarity is needed regarding the process for authorizing root zone changes. The Proposal notes a need to potentially investigate improving the robustness of operational arrangements for making changes. Any process here should be clarified further before implementation.
5- The ICG should harmonize the three proposals further before they are implemented, especially to clarify how the Numbers Community and Protocol Parameters Community will interact with PTI.
	Excerpts from A12.

	31
	Hibah Hussain - Google
	/
	A12. excerpts:
1) ..., and the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities.
Furthermore, the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities. Google understands that each of the three communities associated with the IANA functions submitted separate proposals, and that PTI is not included in the numbers and protocol parameters proposals. Rather, the numbers and protocol parameters communities have proposed that they continue to work with ICANN as the IANA Functions Operator (IFO). Given this inconsistency, the ICG should provide additional details to harmonize the three proposals, including information regarding with whom the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and regional Internet registries (RIRs) will contract and whether or not the protocol and numbers communities will participate in PTI’s proposed Customer Standing Committee (CSC) and IANA Function Review (IFR).
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	Yes
	Yes. Although I do not agree with all aspects of the proposal.
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ICG Public Comment Matrix: Question 11

Question 12: Do you have any general comments for the ICG about the proposal
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Question 12:
Do you have any general comments for the ICG about the proposal
	Comments

	1
	Peggy Binzel - individual
	International Organizations are inherently next to impossible to manage.  The internet is the backbone of not only the US economy but entrepreneurs around the world.  For me and my small company, I absolutely do NOT want to turn oversight of the internet and internet domain names to any international body.  I have not commented about the specifics of the proposal above because there is no fix whatsoever that will remove my basic concern about oversight transfer to an international organization.  I am extremely opposed.
	 

	2
	Brian Carpenter
	No.
	 

	3
	Community representative
	Recent stewardship transition proposal consolidation summarizes opportunity that warrants global multi-stakeholder community attention to issues impacting the state of structures capacitated for future Internet governance. The proposal suggests subordinate affiliation in assigned IANA functional obligations in order to contain possible conflicts of interest. Through language that effectuates similarity to the current IANA contract, new organizational oversight subjects Internet functions to arms length policy and revenue efficiencies.
Contractually, historical basis to IANA functions oversight has been derived from noble principles that disassociate financial incentive from remedial oversight. The pervasive nature to modern communications that undermines application of this principle beyond vertical oversight necessitates independence through systemic checks, balances, and jurisdictions.
The explicit contract in equitable IANA functions oversight, regardless of central accountability posture to various international interests, is technically susceptible to the minority at its frontier. Thus the implicit promise in decentralized oversight must mitigate intrinsic tendencies that create conflicts of interest in international scope.
To compromise between the minority in technical democracy and potential that demonstrates global diversity is to balance that frontier with locally representative interests that reduce uncertainty. That balance between the frontier and the greater diversity in ICANN and PTI organization is facilitated through distinct legal personalities, independently instated, reciprocally empowered, proportionate to issue, and respective to their region.
Organizations that together govern against asymmetry, limit potential to gain from policy making, adjudicative, or executive powers. Concurrently governing organizations with requisite executive functions, imply counterbalance through adjudication and policy, such that policy does not interfere with adjudication and IRP, and new adjudication is not construed as policy. Post transition IANA next to the multi-stakeholder community that represents global diversity may enable each nation to map regional consensus through their platform for neighborhoods to participate in adjudication with respect to relevant local frameworks and national laws.
Yet the challenge remains for governments that conventionally represent regional interests to cultivate local participation, free from external influence, facing the backdrop of vocal stakeholders. If social media collaboration throughout the world was any indicator of potential, then that challenge translates to the opportunity of self-hosted, transparent applications nations may network to facilitate international community participation by any ITU or IGF associate. International participation by non-IANA technical staff within the PTI community enables experiential, cultural, and geographic diversity, which distributes the burden of IRP and adjudication across jurisdictions.
Beyond the organizational structure, community platform, and its processes that converge local communities to balance ICANN driven policy, redundant agreements between entities such as RZM, IETF, and NRO, and operational separation including that between Root key and L-ROOT management by either organization respectively assures mutual dependency. Independent practice to deter activity outside national acceptability, through resource record specific, country level geolocated split zone capabilities, key to global freedom in tandem, may be destigmatized in the global community by both local support backed by national legal opinion and in respectfully representative arbitration.
Consensus in global diversity is a function of acceptability due to local norms. Global consensus is represented through regional consensus without impediment to that local right of others. True freedom is that instilled knowledge for effort to maximize value to others, with respect to their values, that may then diversify into ideas that interact. That mutually empowered exploration builds economic value for its pursuit through prosperity. Opportunity to maximize individual contribution integral to the progress of humanity results from diversity in access to equitably enabling technologies. Those equitable enable means through technology by building mutual consideration in transition to the future foundation to support global Internet governance.
http://www.radialbasis.com/resources/IANA-Considering-the-Transition-Proposal.pdf
	 

	4
	Owen DeLong
	I would like to see it include language requiring that the RIRs get consent of their communities on any new
agreement prior to executing it.
Otherwise, the RIR boards and/or the RIR CEOs can literally replace the agreement in its entirety without community involvement or approval.
Beyond that, the following nits should also be addressed…
Minor nit: Page vi “... agreement ICANN is refer to as…" should be “… agreement ICANN is referred to as…”
Why would we choose Paris for the arbitration? I can understand not wanting to be in a country that hosts an RIR or ICANN, but surely we can find such a country with better internet connectivity to support use of electronic communication whenever possible. I realize EU is readily accessible to all of the regions in question,but wouldn’t Germany or UK make more sense from a connectivity perspective?
13.5 cries out desperately for wordsmithing. It is a horribly awkward runon sentence.
14.1 NIT: “…in which Operator1s main office…” should be “… in which Operator’s main office…”.
Thanks,
Owen
	 

	5
	Richard Hunter - The Home Depot
	I detest this entire proposal where is the ability to end it this program by the people?  One more government program is going to do nothing to give people their individual freedom to pursue their endeavors.
	 

	7
	Miguel Galvão
	STOP PORNOGRAPHY !!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
	 

	8
	Paul Nehlen
	Great question. The USA developed the Internet through DARPA funding and we should not release it to any entity that is not fully controlled by the USA. This is not workable and should remain in USA control. This proposal dies not maintain openness of the Internet, quite the opposite.
	 

	9
	John Laprise
	I commend all of the work of the many representatives and volunteers who worked very hard to deal with an incredibly thorny issue.
	 

	10
	G Louis Roberts
	To Whom It May Concern: 
• I am not convinced that ICANN as proposed will be able to handle the task of managing Internet names. The more opinions from factions believing themselves to be "owners" of a process, the less sensible the decisions. Based on abundant evidence from our own internal politics, foolish attempts to satisfy all parties will unavoidably yield complex, unresponsive, and failure-prone processes.
• I strongly believe that so-called "countries that have strained relations with the US" have no place whatsoever in any control of Internet services. The internet is a strategic national resource for many countries, not just the US. I am nationalist enough to believe that the strategic interests of my own country are and must remain paramount. Limit participation! Keep ownership!
• I stand proudly beside members of  the US congress who are are wary of surrendering power to the international community. They are right! No part of the internet should ever be allowed to become an international bargaining chip in which the US has only one tiny voice amidst a huge international babble of conflicting interests and (possibly dubious, if not actually Machiavellian) motives.
• Members of congress whose views allow them to  speak in opposition to the US continuing to maintain control of IANA are wrong. It may be true that internet naming could be funded through international cooperation. Possibly it should be; that said, such funding should not entitle a chair at the table, so to speak. As a taxpayer, I am delighted to find that at least one tiny fragment of my taxes actually supports such a critical national interest.
Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration of these views. 

I track, I remember, and I vote!
-- G Louis Roberts
	 

	11
	Samson Sliteye
	Youre not really changing anything...
The internet should be controlled and managed by the united nations
	 

	12
	Yacouba Keita - Coordination des Associations TIC du Mali, CACTIC
	Non pour le moment.
Translation:
Not at the moment.
	 

	13
	The King of and in The Altruen Nation - THE ALTRUEN NATION
	The Altruen Nation's private property includes an, any and all internet(s) and/or intranet(s).
The Altruen Nation's website is "TheAltruenNation.Gov", in a, any and all font(s) and/or language(s), which is~are The Altruen Nation's private properties of and in The Altruen Nation.
Provided, not submitted, not surrendered.  temporal copyrights (c) The Altruen Nation
Eternal Copyrights (EC) THE ALTRUEN NATION
	 

	14
	John Butts
	IT would be a very bad move too give control of internet to Global Multistakeholder Community.It should be very apparent they are not mature enough too handle the internet.with all the in fighting between them and games of playground vintage.not being honest with them self's or the world.surely you can do better than giving control too kindergarden.
	 

	15
	Alan Knabenbauer
	Good Day,
This proposal is all wrong, it will do nothing for commerce nor the free use of the Internet.
I am very much against this.
Please take this into consideration.
Also there was nearly no publication of this nor means to locate a comment page, this is not a good thing.
Yours Truly
AL Knabenbauer & Family
"A nation can survive its fools, and even the ambitious. But it cannot survive treason from within.
An enemy at the gates is less formidable, for he is known and carries his banner openly.
But the traitor moves amongst those within the gate freely, his sly whispers rustling through all the alleys, heard in the very halls of government itself.
For the traitor appears not a traitor, he speaks in accents familiar to his victims, and he wears their face and their arguments, he appeals to the baseness that lies deep in the hearts of all men.
He rots the soul of a Nation, he works secretly and unknown in the night to undermine the pillars of the city, he infects the body politic so that it can no longer resist.
A murderer is less to fear."
- Marcus Cicero 106 B.C. -
	 

	16
	Wayne Blunk - AARP
	Yes. Forget it. Leave ALL governments out of the control of the internet in any way. Governments
always screw up something that works well without their meddling.
	 

	17
	Barbara Blunk - AARP
	The internet works fin now and it is free and must remain free. No one wants the government
involved in control of any aspect of it. Leave it alone. Period!!
	 

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	This entire process has been flawed from the start, because it was based on a unilateral decision of the US government. The NTIA did not seek public comment regarding its proposal for the transition. If there had been public consultation, then perhaps some people might have pointed out that it might have been better to avoid mandating ICANN to organize a process whose outcome could, in principle, materially affect ICANN. This is not purely a theoretical consideration: some of the proposed transition measures could affect ICANN.18 It is manifestly inappropriate to expect an interested party, ICANN, to run a process that is supposed to be open and impartial.19 Further, the US government intervened during the process.20
And the process will be fundamentally flawed at the end, because the final decision regarding whether or not to adopt a proposal will be made unilaterally by the US government.21 For sure the US government will evaluate whether or not, in its view, there is broad support from the global multistakeholder community, but, given the historical background22, it is not appropriate that the US government makes a determination of whether or not there is consensus for a particular proposal.
Further, while the IETF process for the IANA transition was fully open, the same is not the case for the ICANN processes dealing with names and accountability, nor for the NRO process dealing with addresses.
ICANN created cross-community working groups, whose members were selected by ICANN. Other people could join the group, but as participants, not as full members. Some think that the distinction is not significant, but we disagree. Under ICANN's rules, only members have full decision-making rights. So, in our view, the ICANN processes were not fully open. We associate with the criticism found at:  http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/msg00011.html
While discussions in the RIRs were fully open, decisions regarding the addressing part of the proposal were made by a small team (CRISP) nominated by the RIRs. While CRISP did solicit inputs, in the end consensus was determined solely on the basis of the views of the CRISP team members. Again, in our view this was not a fully open process.
Further, the process has been unduly influenced by the US Congress.23 Indeed, NTIA has recently indicated, in response to queries from the US Congress, that "maintaining security and stability" of the IANA function will likely require that ICANN and the IANA operator remain in the USA and be subject to US laws and US courts.24
CWG-Stewardship has publicly stated that its work was influenced by what it thought the US government wanted: “We believed that the IANA Stewardship Transition proposal would be more likely to be supported by the U.S. Government in a timely manner if jurisdiction was not changed at the outset.”25
Footnotes:
18. See for example
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/06/28/the-iana-trademarks-the-transition-puzzle-piece-that- refuses-to-fit/ 
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/06/04/power-shift-the-ccwgs-icann-membership-proposal/ 
19. For examples of how this created at a minimum an appearance of conflict of interest, see:
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/05/07/the-gulf-of-tonkin-icann-board-responds-to- monopoly-allegations/ 
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-ccwg-accountability-draft-proposal-04may15/pdfXMRLCzslox.pdf 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003835.html http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003864.html 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003896.html 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003959.html 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003960.html 
20. See for example
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/blog/2015/stakeholder-proposals-come-together-icann-meeting-argentina 
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/06/22/icann-accountability-present-future-and-past/#comment-40234
http://www.ip-watch.org/2015/06/22/experts-debate-iana-transition-designing-in-a-straitjacket-or-securing- stability/ 
21. See http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/cwg-stewardship/attachments/20150506/36816b5b/LettertoICGMay6-0001.pdf 
22. Which includes the unilateral assertion of its right to oversee the IANA function that the US government made back in 1998. For a complete account of the events, see http://www.amazon.com/Ruling-Root-Internet-Governance-Cyberspace/dp/0262632985 
23. See for example 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-resolution/71/text
http://judiciary.house.gov/index.cfm/2015/5/ip-subcommittee-to-hold-icann-oversight-hearing 
http://judiciary.house.gov/index.cfm/2015/5/hearing-stakeholder-perspectives-icann 
http://energycommerce.house.gov/hearing/stakeholder-perspectives-iana-transition 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-March/001939.html 
http://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R44022.pdf 
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-ccwg-accountability-draft-proposal-04may15/pdfJZ0aRwwmZN.pdf 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-June/003695.html 
24. http://energycommerce.house.gov/hearing/internet-governance-progress-after-icann-53 During this hearing, the NTIA Administrator said that a condition for the transition would likely be that ICANN and IANA remain in the US, see the video stream at 45'57 and 46'50. See also the statement by Rep. Walden at 24’28.
25. See http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/internal-cg_ianacg.org/2015-August/001334.html
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	Parminder Jeet Singh - Just Net Coalition
	As explained in more detail below, the IANA Transition process is fatally flawed, for the following reasons:
1. It was not legitimate for the US to decide unilaterally what process to use for the transition to what should be the political oversight of ICANN in a structure adequately representative of the global public, along with the necessary techno-administrative changes.
2. The chosen process is not legitimate.
3. The outcome of the process is not acceptable and does not reflect a sufficiently broad consensus, nor does it transition ICANN oversight to the global public, along with the necessary techno-administrative changes.
4. It is further not legitimate for the US to decide unilaterally whether the outcome is or is not acceptable.
Points 1, 2 and 4 above relate to violations of the principle of democracy, that is, to the right to take part in governance decisions either directly or through freely chosen representatives.2 Non- US citizens cannot take any part in decisions made by the US government, so those decisions should not determine the outcome of what is clearly an issue that has global implications.
Point 3 above is developed in more detail below. In a nutshell, the proposal empowers a set of ICANN insiders, largely working in the interests of US-based and allied businesses,3 to control what is a global public resource. Meanwhile the US in any case retains all the political oversight that it would ever need over ICANN through its jurisdictional control. This is not acceptable.
To summarize, we reject the transition proposal in toto.
Without prejudice to that overall rejection, explained below, we have responded separately to the structured questions posed by the ICG.
The process fails to achieve its basic geopolitical objective
What has been called the IANA transition process is in our view fundamentally flawed, as it flows from some illegitimate political interests and focuses on protecting them. These interests are primarily those of the US government that intransigently refuses to give up its unilateral political oversight over what has emerged as perhaps the most important global infrastructure today.4 These interests are in nexus with commercial interests of global business, much of it US- based; it is this combination of interests that has driven the process; and, predictably enough, the results of it simply serve them.
The IANA transition should basically have been about shifting from, what in the current circumstances is, illegitimate and unacceptable unilateral political oversight by the US over the Internet's technical and logical infrastructure (see the Tunis Agenda of the World Summit on the Information Society, or WSIS) to legitimate political oversight by the global public. However, the process seems to have been rigged and closely chaperoned from the beginning toward what apparently are predetermined outcomes, with minor room left here and there to fill in details, as possible variables, but with no option to introduce any structural changes. Whereas, being the central Internet-related geo-political controversy since the early WSIS days, structural changes to ICANN oversight should have been the real objective and outcome of this process. What we now have is mere eyewash and, to the extent that it is being projected as a structural change that was the long-standing global demand, it can be considered instead a step backwards.
Let us first make clear what were our expectations for the process.
1. Any technical policy making – which indeed can be done by a narrow group of experts and/or immediately involved 'stakeholders' – requires appropriate political oversight that is fully representative of the concerned (larger) public.
2. In the case of ICANN, such political oversight should be representative of the global public. An appropriate structure must be evolved in this regard. It must be configured in an arms-length manner to avoid ad hoc political interference.
3. This first of all requires that ICANN cannot be answerable to jurisdiction of the US. It must be incorporated under international law, with appropriate jurisdictional immunities.
We tend to understand the fear of direct inter-governmental oversight, which of course was expressly excluded by NTIA's5 framing conditions. However, there have been proposals on the table that provided alternative ways of representing the global public6. Proposals along those lines were presented to the process, including by an official advisor to the process, but given no heed.
The current final proposals on the table fail on all the above counts. We therefore suggest that these be rejected out of hand by all right-thinking parties, and that effort be renewed toward finding a genuine solution to this long-standing problem of US unilateral oversight of ICANN. Accepting, even as an interim solution, something that does not address, at all, the key issues will only set back the political process of resolving the very important question of appropriate globally-democratic ICANN oversight.
Just removing NTIA from the root zone change authorization process achieves little. The US government's judicial, legislative, and some important executive agencies, retain complete jurisdiction over ICANN's processes and decisions. What happens when one of these agencies asserts its right to influence ICANN's processes and decisions – something that is bound to happen sooner or later – is a question that is never answered. Pivotally, it has not been answered in the current process, even though it was raised repeatedly, including by some advisors officially appointed to the process.
A process with glass walls, underground tunnels and invisible hands
Having not addressed what was the principal objective of the 'transition' – the issue of political oversight of ICANN, which centrally includes the jurisdiction issue – the IANA process cannot be evaluated to have succeeded nor on subsidiary issues/elements. In fact one of the biggest defects of the process (whether deliberate or not) was that it did not follow the normal process of dealing with issues in an appropriately hierarchical manner, as is logical, especially for political issues that involve distribution of power. While key, hierarchically-higher issues were still open, the process would rush to sort out lower level details, sometimes right down to absurd minutiae, and work hard to come out with solutions. These decisions on details would then by default constrain and thus decide the higher hierarchical issue in a particular manner. We saw this happen again and again throughout the process, which thus left us completely dissatisfied with the process, as much as with its result.
The whole process was so tightly and opaquely 'controlled' that it can serve as a useful case study about how an apparently 'open process' can turn out to be much worse than an institutionalized and, to that extent, constrained/closed process. Turning out a pre-determined result is something more associated with closed or semi-closed processes. However, in this particular case it was its openness and non-institutionalized form that was 'innovatively' used, whenever required, to turn the process toward directions that were considered suitable by the 'invisible hands' (though also not all that invisible). The 'openness' of the process meant that, whenever it suited the 'invisible hands', a process was forked, new processes were instituted, and so on, all at a bewildering pace. Most of it seemed to get done in the name of the 'community,' which ghost rented the entire space and process, even when there was never an adequate response to the question “what is the community?”, a question that some of us did ask repeatedly.
Refusing to answer clearly the question 'what is the community?', when everything seemed to get done in its name, is even more surprising when at many other points the process became ludicrously legalistic and precise, often in pursuit of what appeared to be deliberate complexity. Whenever a knotty political issue cropped up, heavy complexity got thrown at it ‘til things reached a point where only those who were in a position to employ considerable committed resources could remain tuned. Subsequently – after applying the 'exclusion by required time / human resources method' – some detailed solutions for the matter were hammered out. This more than anything else contributed to foreclose the hierarchically-higher political issue that had been the original problem.
Complementing this kaleidoscopic play with 'openness' were several more brazen intrusions into the process by the two primary interested parties. It was never explained how a party which had such a deep interest in the outcomes, namely ICANN (there was considerable demand that the final process should come up with strong checks on ICANN – indeed the whole process was about oversight of ICANN), could be entrusted with conducting the process of developing recommendations for IANA transition. Throughout the process, whenever discussions tended toward certain 'uncomfortable' directions, one would hear rumors of ICANN's displeasure etc.; and, magically, things would turn away toward 'more comfortable' directions, even if taking some torturous, basically time-consuming steps, trying to make the shift look relatively logical. But the end was always very predictable – things moved in the direction that ICANN was comfortable with.
Similar things happened with regard to the other (bigger) principal in the process, the US government. Statements were frequently received about what the US wants or does not want, from congressional hearings, speeches of key government officials, and so on. And the process would immediately take the cue. One good example of how the whole process worked on 'unstated orders or interests' was the manner in which the ICANN's jurisdiction question was simply never considered in any appropriate length and depth. This, even though keeping ICANN in the US jurisdiction was not among the initial framing conditions that NTIA laid for the process.
Complete arbitrariness in process-related decisions, and deliberate complexity in conducting the process, were two complementing methods exercised right from the start. It first became clear when the globally recognized geopolitical issue of 'ICANN oversight' was disingenuously presented as a technical issue about managing the root zone. This gambit was further compounded when the various involved committees were almost fully stacked with ICANN insiders, whereas it was actually the global public outside ICANN that needed to be consulted on proper political oversight of ICANN.
As it proceeded, the main process got suddenly forked, creating a different line for ICANN accountability. This in itself carried a very strong suggestion, almost a confirmation, even before the matter was officially decided, that ICANN would indeed be given the IANA function, or rather oversight over itself, which is really no oversight. (Even while, as explained above, the US retains all the political powers that it would ever need in order to be able to, for example, remove a country's country-code top-level domain name from the Internet.) Any hope of the transition process resulting in any kind of genuine international oversight was already as good as dead by this stage.
If anything could still get past this rather impregnable defensive formation, it would immediately run into the all-powerful legal teams (paid by ICANN) who promptly filled up any possible remaining spaces that could even remotely look like providing some chance to move toward a politically effective direction. And the legal views were more or less final, contributing to the method or stratagem described earlier of detail being more important than structural issues. Throughout, US legalese triumphed over what was supposed to be a geo-political discussion, process and outcome.
It also requires mentioning here that even within such a tightly controlled environment, the discussions that constituted the process were so overwhelmingly dominated by Northern actors, by far most of them from the US, that it does not carry even prima facie legitimacy. Making the excuse that the process was open to anyone to join more than anything else simply serves as an indictment of what the process really was!
It may be a step backwards
Significantly, not only has the process failed to transition political oversight of ICANN from the US to the global public, it has dangerously left ICANN in a situation where it is even less accountable than it was before. With ICANN dominated by the domain name and other interested businesses, this is not a tenable situation. US oversight at least created some semblance of a political back-stop and therefore accountability. A few years back the US government refused to accept ICANN's decision to let Verisign increase the prices for .com registration. Where is such a check now? There have been a number of other decisions by ICANN that seemed to have no better purpose than to improve its own bottom-line at the expense of the public. Left with no real oversight in the current proposal on the table, we fear that ICANN would become even more commercial-minded, in its own interests and in those of closely involved businesses, at the expense of the larger public interest.
The currently proposed accountability processes only involve a relatively tightly-knit ICANN community. While such an arrangement may have some use in checking any brazen misuse of power by the ICANN board, it will have no effectiveness in addressing larger structural problems to ensure that ICANN works in the global public interest, rather than just the interest of a small set of actors closely involved with ICANN.
The current proposals therefore achieve nothing, and may even have significant negative consequences. We therefore reject them in toto. Further, we are greatly disappointed by the manner in which the whole process has been conducted, which serves to reduce further any confidence that one might have had in ICANN’s being able independently to manage the technical and logical aspects of this most important of global infrastructures.
The US retains all the oversight that it needs over ICANN; and ICANN insiders, to a good extent working for US business interests, retain their very advantageous control over ICANN. It is a win-win for these two parties, which is hardly surprising since these two parties completely controlled the whole 'transition process'. There were minor co-optations here and there, which were embarrassingly few and weak. It is a perfect case study of control structures with glass walls, underground tunnels and invisible hands, which is what the so called 'open process' really turned out to be.
In sum: the US seems to have agreed to leave the full range of ICANN's policy and administrative activities to the clique of ICANN insiders, without any effective accountability, in exchange for the latter's continued acceptance or non-questioning of the US' jurisdictional control over ICANN, which is enough to serve US political purposes. The whole process appears to be a fixed match between these two parties, as the rest of the world stood by and watched.
We therefore appeal to all parties, especially civil society groups and non-US governments, to fully reject these proposals. They go against all democratic norms, and they endanger their political interests (meaning that of the publics that they represent). Even a partial or qualified acceptance of these proposals will greatly set back the long outstanding, and increasingly urgent, geo-political demand and effort for democratizing the governance of this key global infrastructure.
These are our main political points. Since some of us had the opportunity to observe the process, we critique in a separate submission many points about the details of the process, as per the format of the questionnaire that has been provided. However, as said above, we reject both the process and its outcomes in toto, and our detailed points merely attest to our larger conclusions described here.
Footnotes:
1. (not referenced in answer to question 12)
2. See article 21 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
3. An overall analysis of the issues can be found at: http://www.theregister.co.uk/2015/08/04/removal_us_government_from_internet_control/
4. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/carl-bildt/who-govern-internet_b_7922948.html 
5. the National Telecommunications and Information Administration, the cognizant agency of the US government
6. See for example http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/democratising-global-governance-of-the-internet/164 
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	Debra Shawver
	Don't do it. I as an American citizen do not consent. And you WILL get more than 14 comments!
	 

	21
	Ernest Masters
	Do not surrender U.S. control to any entity.
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	Jeff Eshom
	Please do not privatize. How will openness be maintained? In every venture that is privatized quality always plummets. Costs always skyrocket. The internet has become a necessity for modern life. The act of transferring would be extremely destructive.
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	Rishabh Dara
	Due to the three proposals being developed independently by each community, ICANN has been attributed two different types of roles post-transition. In its first role, ICANN is the steward for the names community while PTI becomes the new IANA Functions Operator (for names). In its second role, ICANN continues to be the IANA Functions Operator (IFO) for the protocols and numbers community while the IETF and RIRs become the new stewards (for protocols and numbers respectively). This dual role of ICANN as both the Steward (for names) and the IFO (for numbers and protocols) leads to a number of institutional challenges:
1. Subcontracting to PTI: It has been suggested in the CWG Proposal that ICANN should subcontract the IFO operations for numbers and protocols to PTI. However, the CWG has also rightly recognized that such an arrangement is outside the scope of the CWG charter. Since such a subcontracting contract is outside the scope of the charters of all three working groups (CWG, CRISP and IANAPLAN), I believe the ICG is the right entity to ensure that such an arrangement is put in force to ensure compatibility between the three proposals. Accordingly,
a. the ICG should specifically mandate in the combined proposal that ICANN is mandatorily required to subcontract all IANA Functions Operations to PTI for the numbers and protocols community. This is necessary to avoid any conflict in interest as a result of ICANN's dual role as IFO and steward, and to ensure logistical coherence in the performance of all three services.
b. while the IANA Functions Contract between ICANN and PTI for the names function has been annexed to the CWG proposal, no responsibility has been taken for developing the subcontracting contract (for numbers and protocols) between ICANN and PTI. Since such a subcontracting contract is outside the scope of the charters of all three working groups (CWG, CRISP and IANAPLAN), the high level details of this subcontracting contract should be developed by the ICG and placed in the public domain prior to finalising the proposal. ICG is requested to ensure that reasonable checks and balances are built into the subcontracting contract.
c. the ICG needs to convey to the protocol and numbers communities that the MoU between ICANN and IETF, and the SLA between ICANN and the RIRs, should allow for subcontracting of the IANA Functions from ICANN to PTI.
2. Institutional Separation of IANA: it is imperative that each of the three IANA functions be made functionally and institutionally separate from the other two IANA functions so that the power of separability remains in the hands of respective stewards. While each of the three communities has endorsed separability (and the ability to move the IANA functions), the constraint that all three IANA functions are currently performed together using shared human and material resources, hampers the practical implementation of the separability envisioned by the three communities. It is feared that if institutional separation between the three IANA functions is not achieved then the ability of each of the three communities to move the IFO will be at the whims and fancies of the other two communities, each with different priorities, working methods, service level expectations and timelines. For example, if the names community is unsatisfied with PTI, but IETF is satisfied with ICANN (sub contracted to PTI), then the power of separability with the names community should not be unintentionally constrained by IETF's refusal to change the IFO. In order to ensure such institutional separation, ICG should require PTI to produce a document explaining how such institutional and functional separation can be achieved within a period of three years; or how such separation can be achieved at the time of separation if only one of the communities decides to move IANA.
3. Continuity and Contingency Document: I would like to bring the attention of the ICG to the “Continuity and Contingency Plan” developed by ICANN under clause C.7.3 of the present IANA Functions Contract. This document operationalises separability and outlines how continuity will be ensured in case IANA functions are transferred from ICANN to another operator. In its present form, there are numerous deficiencies that have been highlighted by the CWG. However, this document is extremely relevant to the numbers and protocol communities as well, and has presently not been reviewed by them at all. This can lead to serious implications for the security and the stability of the Internet. Further, the plan needs to be revised for how continuity will be ensured if IANA were to be split into three parts and only one community decides to move IANA. The ICG is requested to take serious note of this document and include the revised version of this document in its final proposal.
4. Conflict of Interest: In ICANN's post-transition role as the steward (for names) and IFO (for numbers and protocols), there is expected to be serious conflict of interest in which the incumbent IFO can be reasonably expected to resist any attempt to change the IFO in the future. The ICG is the appropriate entity to stress test the possibility that ICANN may leverage its position as the steward (for names) to resist any attempt to change ICANN as the IFO (for numbers and protocols). This conflict of interest is of grave concern if the three IANA functions are kept practically inseparable; and can possibly be avoided by making each of the IANA functions functionally and institutionally separate.
5. Domain Name and IPR: It has recently been suggested by CWG's legal counsel that ICANN, as the steward, should be allowed to hold the IPR related to IANA. However, given ICANN's dual role as steward (for names) and IFO (for numbers and protocols), this is not a reasonable proposition. ICANN can be expected to leverage the use of this joint IPR to resist change in IFO in the future. Further, if any one community holds the IPR on behalf of the other two communities, then that one community should be accountable to the other two communities. Specifically, if the IETF Trust is allowed to hold the IPR, then the IETF, RIRs and ICANN should enter a joint MoU agreeing that the IETF Trust will allow the other two communities to grant a non-exclusive license of the IPR to any future IFO of their choosing, even if there are three independent IFOs for each of the three communities in the future.
6. Control of ICANN over IANA: I would like to highlight serious concerns about strong hold of ICANN over PTI, making separability extremely weak, and practically unenforceable, thus resulting in IANA being gifted to ICANN in perpetuity. While RIR's and IETF (as stewards) do not have direct control over the IANA operator, ICANN (as steward) has direct control over the IANA operator. This sets a dangerous precedent where one community has greater control over the IANA functions than the other two communities creating an asymmetric relationship between the three communities. Further, PTI can be held accountable through two mechanisms - either externally accountable as part of the names contract, or internally accountable as a result of ICANN control over PTI. It is stressed that there should be higher dependence on external accountability and lower dependence on internal accountability because if the IANA operator is changed to a third party in the future internal accountability mechanisms will not be available. As a result the proposal lacks foresight and may affect the stability and security of the domain name system.
Process Related Comments: I would also like to state for the record that the Stewardship Transition process is not legitimate for the following reasons:
a. The unilateral imposition of 4 principles for any transition proposal by the US Government; and the requirement that the US Government will need to approve any transition proposal deem the process as not legitimate as no one government should have special stakeholder status in Internet Governance.
b. The process adopted by ICG was flawed as it did not require the three communities to distinguish between the 'proposal development process' and 'approval process'. This resulted in the names community trying to actively guess what the US Government may eventually approve or disapprove as the final proposal. Many of the decisions of the CWG were not based on merits but based on the fear that their endless man-hours would go to waste in case the US Government rejected the proposal. For example, the decision to discard Contract Co and the decision to retain US jurisdiction were based on fears that the US Government would not accept any alternative proposal thus putting the CWG's effort to waste. I specifically draw attention to the transcripts of the CWG meeting in which the Contract Co model was sidelined.1 The motion to drop the Contract Co model began with the following opening statement: “I’ve grown to be a little concerned about the fact that it’s been repeated many times that the U.S. Department of Commerce might have a problem with a Contract Co. And so I would propose that this gets kindly dropped to the side…” This opening statement received widespread acknowledgement and support by other members within the CWG: “If I could also - just also add too I think to Olivier’s point I think that if we don’t put forward a solution that is acceptable to the NTIA I think we’ve failed and that’s a personal opinion.” Members within the CWG acknowledged that they wanted to drop Contract Co fearing that their efforts would go to waste if the proposal is not accepted by the US Congress: “If I thought it was just Larry Strickling we had to convince that would be one thing, but there’s strong indications it’s not just Larry Strickling. It’s good parts of the U.S. Congress. I have real aversion to wasting a vast part of my life over the last four or five months, maybe a little bit longer because I really haven’t had much other life in a lot of aspects other than this. So I’d like to put something forward that we think we have some chance of getting accepted.” This discussion eventually resulted in Contract Co model being sidelined in the same meeting despite process concerns being raised by various members of the CWG about the elevated status of the US Government in the proposal development process. It is stressed that the ICG could have avoided this flawed guessing game by instructing the communities to distinguish between the ‘proposal development process’ and ‘approval process’; and requiring the communities not to concern themselves with the approval process at this stage.
c. The opaque process adopted by NTIA, Verisign and ICANN to privately develop the proposal for root zone management (RZM), at the exclusion of the global multi-stakholder community, lacks legitimacy. Further, since the CWG proposal is closely interdependent and interrelated with the RZM proposal, it is reasonable to question the legitimacy of the CWG proposal for the reason that various members of the community may have expressed support to the CWG proposal under information asymmetry thus failing the test of “informed” consensus.
d. The process has failed in its primary objective of internationalising the IANA functions and removing US oversight (judicial and legislative).
Footnote:
1. See https://community.icann.org/download/attachments/52893304/Transcript%20CWG%20IANA%20F2F%20Session%208%2027%20March.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1427584692000&api=v2 
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	Filiz Yilmaz
	Dear Colleagues,
Since the beginning of the IANA transition process, as a member of the Number Community, I have followed and contributed to the development of the Number Community’s proposal on the future stewardship of the IANA functions. The IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) has now published their first draft of a proposal that brings together the proposals from each of the IANA communities (numbers, names and protocol parameters). I have reviewed the ICG proposal from the perspective of someone who was very supportive of the Number Community’s proposal. I have also reviewed the CRISP team’s recent response to the ICG proposal and would like to offer the following observations:
- I agree that it is time for the IANA stewardship transition, and I support the process by which the transition plan was developed.
- I believe that the criteria established by the NTIA to judge the multistakeholder community proposal are reasonable and in keeping with the Internet community’s principles.
- I believe that the ICG draft proposal satisfies the criteria developed by the NTIA.
- I support the bottom-up, multistakeholder model and believe it is the foundation of the ongoing success of the Internet.
- I support the community-driven processes and oversight mechanisms that are the cornerstone of our mature RIR system and community.
- I am in support of the combined proposal, and as a member of the Number Community, I have no major issues for number resources component.
- I am also in agreement with the points made in CRISP team’s response to the combined ICG proposal.
I am sharing this feedback to the ICG on the Number Community’s <ianaxfer@nro.net> mailing list too, and would like to encourage others who followed or were involved in the development of the Number Community proposal to provide their feedback to the ICG as well.
Finally I would like to express my gratitude to the ICG and the CRISP team for their work.
Kind Regards
Filiz Yilmaz
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	Nick Hilliard
	Regarding the future of the IANA functions, I have closely followed and provided feedback to the Number Community's proposal and am satisfied that this part of the proposal:
· has solicited and has received wide input from the global multi-stakeholder community and that it reflects community consensus.
· fulfils the criteria established by the NTIA's IANA stewardship transition process
· provides a complete, appropriate, balanced and reasonable administration mechanism which acts in the interests of the global multi-stakeholder community.
· maintains the openness of the Internet because of its inclusive input mechanism and commitment to maintaining this in future.
· maintains the security, stability, and resiliency of the IANA numbers function.
I also support the CRISP response to the combined ICG proposal and would like to thank the ICG and CRISP teams for their hard work and dedication.
Nick Hilliard
-- 
Network Ability Ltd. | Chief Technical Officer | Tel: REDACTED
52 Lower Sandwith St | INEX - Internet Neutral | 
Dublin 2, Ireland    | Exchange Association    | Email: REDACTED
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	Jim Reid
	On 31 Aug 2015, at 13:17, Nick Hilliard <EMAIL REDACTED> wrote:
> I also support the CRISP response to the combined ICG proposal and would like to thank
the ICG and CRISP teams for their hard work and dedication.
<AOL Mode>Me too!</AOL Mode>
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	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	Please scroll in cell C31 for+C27
	On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs
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	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	Hello,
Over the last thirteen months, I have closely followed the proceedings of the IANA Stewardship Transition Coordinating Group ("ICG"). As a long-standing member of the Numbers Community, my specific focus has been on the work performed by the  Consolidated RIR IANA Stewardship Proposal ("CRISP") team. This work resulted in the Internet Numbers Community proposal now being considered alongside the responses from the Domain Names Community and the Protocol Parameters Registries Community.
My observations are that the Internet Numbers Community proposal:
· was developed in a bottoms-up, inclusive process;
· achieved consensus among the five RIR communities;
· is complete and clear;
· is compatible and interoperable with the proposals made by the other two communities; and
· meets the specific criteria outlined by the NTIA for a successful stewardship transition.
Having considered the comprehensive Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Function, I observe that the proposal:
· was produced through a satisfactory bottoms-up process which solicited and received feedback from a global multi-stakeholder community;
· furthers the goals of the global multi-stakeholder governance model by relying on existing and proven bottoms-up and inclusive mechanisms in the Numbers, Domains, and Protocol Parameters communities;
· ensures the ongoing security and stability of the Domain Name System;
· meets the requirements of the direct customers of IANA services;
· ensures the Internet continues to be an open collective of networks; and
· satisfies the requirement that the governance function over IANA services is performed by a non-governmental body.
The proposal represents significant work on the part of the team members of the ICG and members communities and I am pleased to support the proposal generally.  As with any proposal this complex, however, there continue to be areas that would benefit from additional clarification.  These areas include:
1- While I support the creation of PTI as a separate legal entity, it should have a limited remit and be clearly accountable to the ICANN Board. The current Proposal does not explicitly limit the PTI board's functions or PTI remit.  Adjustments should be made to prevent mission creep in the future.
2- The proposed separate review should include a standard for determining whether separation is appropriate.  The ICG should clarify what escalation process must occur in order to invoke separation.  The current Proposal discusses this only in vague example process terms.
3- Additional clarity is needed regarding the process for authorizing root zone changes.  The Proposal notes a need to potentially investigate improving the robustness of operational arrangements for making changes.  Any process here should be clarified further before implementation.
4- The ICG should request community approval regarding the potential for division of the IANA functions among multiple operators.  Since each community provides for the opportunity to find a new operator, there is the potential that at some point in the future there could be 3 operators.  Dependencies among the three separation processes need affirmative community approval.
5- The ICG should harmonize the three proposals further before they are implemented, especially to clarify how the Numbers Community and Protocol Parameters Community will interact with PTI.
6- Changes in stewardship must be accompanied by improvements in ICANN's accountability.  The primary point here is that these are mutually interdependent and must be adopted in parallel.  Gaps in specificity on accountability measures need to be addressed prior to implementation of the transition.
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comment. I would like to close by extending sincere gratitude to both the team members of the ICG and to the members of the Numbers Community's CRISP team for their excellent work, their dedication, and their perseverance in driving to an acceptable Proposal.
David R Huberman
Principal, Global IP Addressing
Microsoft Corporation
	For a formatted version, see: https://comments.ianacg.org/pdf/submission/submission29.pdf 

	30
	Carlos Friacias
	I, as a member of the Number Community, am in favour of the ICG proposal on the IANA stewardship transition.
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	Hibah Hussain - Google
	September 3, 2015
Via Electronic Mail: publiccomments@ianacg.org
Re: Google Public Comment in Response to Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA)
Background
Google commends the IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) for putting forth a proposal to transition the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions. Google supports the transition of the National Telecommunications and Information Association’s (NTIA) stewardship role over the IANA functions to the global multistakeholder community, provided that the conditions detailed by NTIA in its announcement regarding the transition are met. We believe that the ICG’s proposal lays the groundwork1 for a successful IANA transition. Furthermore, Google commends the ICG for engaging with all interested stakeholders in developing the proposal and appreciates the proposal’s commitment to multistakeholderism.
However, we believe that key aspects of the proposal would benefit from further clarification or refinement:
1) The names community should consider potential weaknesses of the proposed Post-Transition (PTI) IANA’s structure, and the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities.
Google supports the establishment of PTI, a separate subsidiary within ICANN that will be responsible for performing the IANA functions. Furthermore, we agree that PTI’s remit should be limited to the operational oversight of IANA naming functions. However, we believe that it would be prudent to provide additional safeguards to ensure PTI remains accountable to the broader multistakeholder community.
Google has warned against “replicat[ing] the complexity of the multistakeholder ICANN Board at the PTI level,”2 and the ICANN’s Community Working Group (CWG) on the stewardship transition has explicitly recognized the importance of “maintain[ing] primary accountability at the ICANN level.” In order to promote clarity and accountability3 around roles and responsibilities, Google recommends that the PTI Board be comprised of the ICANN Board itself or a subset of ICANN board members. Otherwise, the proposal creates confusion regarding who bears ultimate responsibility for ensuring that the IANA functions are performed effectively, thereby making it difficult to hold IANA accountable for any performance failures.
Furthermore, the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities. Google understands that each of the three communities associated with the IANA functions submitted separate proposals, and that PTI is not included in the numbers and protocol parameters proposals. Rather, the numbers and protocol parameters communities have proposed that they continue to work with ICANN as the IANA Functions Operator (IFO). Given this inconsistency, the ICG should provide additional details to harmonize the three proposals, including information regarding with whom the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and regional Internet registries (RIRs) will contract and whether or not the protocol and numbers communities will participate in PTI’s proposed Customer Standing Committee (CSC) and IANA Function Review (IFR).
2) More detail is required on the proposed IFO separation process, including clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate.
While Google agrees with the CWG’s decision to include a separation process in the naming proposal, the CWG should provide more detail on the necessary criteria to invoke separation and put forth clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate. The separation guidelines outlined in Annex L include some information on what will occur “if the IFR determines that a separation process is necessary,”4 but do not provide any insight into how and why the IFR might come to that decision.
In consideration of the significant risks that a separation process would pose to the stability and security of the DNS, we recommend that the CWG establish a substantive standard for separation of the naming functions. More specifically, the CWG should specify that a Separation Cross Community Working Group (SCWG) can be created only if the IFR deems that the status quo raises significant concerns regarding the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. In order to recommend separation, the SCWG should then be required to make a clear finding that keeping the functions with the current IFO poses a substantial threat to the security, stability, and resiliency of the functions and of the DNS as a whole . Furthermore, this threat should be substantiated by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) and Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO) in approving the initiation of separation procedures. As a general rule, the ccNSO and GNSO should only approve the initiation of separation proceedings where the IFR evidences that more moderate remedial procedures available to the IFR team could not reasonably address the deficiency.
3) The proposal should ensure a clear process for root zone management after the IANA transition.
After the transition, NTIA will no longer authorize changes to the root zone. As such, the proposal should identify a clear root zone management process that preserves the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. Verisign and ICANN’s recent proposal outlining a highlevel plan to “remove the NTIA’s administrative role associated with root zone management in a manner that maintains the security, stability and resiliency of the Internet’s domain name system” lays out a process for this transition and deserves consideration by the5 full community. We agree on the importance of a smooth root zone management transition, and look forward to further development of this framework.
4) Enhancements to ICANN’s accountability must accompany the ICG’s proposed stewardship changes.
As a global Internet company, Google is deeply invested in ensuring the underlying security, stability, interoperability, resiliency, and openness of the Internet. We believe that in order to achieve a successful IANA transition that safeguards these principles, the organization carrying out the IANA functions must be accountable to its customers and the multistakeholder community. As the ICG notes, its proposal is contingent on a parallel work stream to enhance ICANN accountability. Bearing in mind that accountability reforms are a critical factor in the IANA transition, Google emphasizes that improvements to ICANN’s accountability are requisite companions to the ICG’s proposed stewardship changes.
Footnotes:
1. Press Release, NTIA Announces Intent to Transition Key Internet Domain Name Functions, Mar. 14, 2014, available at http://www.ntia.doc.gov/pressrelease/2014/ntiaannouncesintenttransitionkeyinternetdomainnamefunctions 
2. 2nd Draft Proposal of the Cross Community Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship Transition Proposal on Naming Related Functions 20, 21 (Apr. 22, 2015) (Second Draft Proposal), available at https://www.icann.org/news/announcement20150422en 
3. Second Draft Proposal at 22; Google Public Comment in Response to Second Draft Proposal, May 20, 2015, available at http://forum.icann.org/lists/commentscwgstewardshipdraftproposal22apr15/ 
4. Second Draft Proposal at Annex L.
5. Verisign/ICANN Proposal in Response to NTIA Request, http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/root_zone_administrator_proposalrelatedtoiana_functionsstefinal.pdf 
	For a formatted version, see: https://comments.ianacg.org/pdf/submission/submission31.pdf 
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	Konstantinos Komaitis - ISOC
	To Whom It May Concern: 
Please find attached the comments of the Internet Society on the the Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) Functions from the U.S. Commerce Department’s National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) to the Global Multistakeholder Community
Respectfully submitted
Dr. Konstantinos Komaitis
------
Internet Society Comments on the IANA Stewardship Transition Proposal
03 SEPTEMBER 2015
The Internet Society (ISOC) commends the progress made by the global Internet community on the IANA Stewardship Transition and the associated issues of ICANN accountability. We congratulate the IANA Coordination Group (ICG) and the Cross Community Working Group (CCWG) for their tireless efforts to produce proposals for community review and comment.
We firmly believe that the time is right to globalize the IANA functions and that a successful transition will reinforce the value of the collaborative, multistakeholder model1. As the Internet Society, alongside leaders of the technical community, noted back in March 2014, “The Internet technical community is strong enough to continue its role, while assuming the stewardship function as it transitions from the US Government”2.
The Internet Society is a trusted, independent source for Internet information, thought leadership and advocacy for a global, open Internet. We are also the organizational home for the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF). With a principled vision, a substantial technological foundation and a global presence, the Internet Society is a long-standing advocate for a decentralized, community-driven approach to the design, deployment and operation of the global Internet. The core principles that have guided ISOC for over twenty years are also the fundamental characteristics that have enabled the Internet to serve as a platform for seemingly limitless innovation around the globe.
In its March 2014 announcement3, the United States government National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) identified the Internet Society as a "directly affected party" to this process. ISOC has two seats on the IANA Coordination Group (ICG) and has been actively participating in all IANA-related discussions in the three operational communities, as well as the ICG, over the past year.
The ICG has asked the public to review the combined transition proposal and submit comments on whether and how it meets the criteria established by NTIA. The Internet Society recently published an analysis of the NTIA IANA Functions Transition Principles (often referred to as the NTIA criteria) in which we noted that these principles are the products of global consensus and that they have been ingrained in the Internet’s architecture from its earliest days4. Our comments on the combined proposal should be seen in light of the IANA stewardship transition principles and our perspective as a global and diverse organization with deep roots in the Internet technical community.
In submitting these comments to the ICG, our aim is twofold: first, to support those elements that make the proposal workable from an operational perspective; and, second, to make some observations about how the details of implementation of this new structure will affect the operations and performance of IANA over the long term. We anticipate that the community will continue its work to address public comments received through the ICG and CCWG processes and, in particular, will concentrate on sorting out concerns over the implementation aspects of the proposal.
As we review the ICG proposal together with the CCWG proposal, we note that the proposed structure is complex. We would note with concern, that, as the complexity of the system increases, we run the risk of losing transparency in the overall decision-making processes.
It is crucial that both sets of recommendations work together and, after implementation, that the resulting system meets the IANA Functions Transition Principles. The real test of the NTIA principles is not in the proposal but rather in the “running code” – do we get the desired result once the implementation is complete?
Support and Enhance the Multistakeholder Model:
The principle that any acceptable IANA Stewardship transition proposal must “support and enhance the multistakeholder model” means that the outcome must ensure that:
a) The bottom-up, consensus based processes used by the Internet’s operational communities regarding the global management of the IANA functions remain in place.
b) The IANA functions are not subject to capture by any single set of stakeholders.
Collectively, the ICG proposal clearly represents the outcome of discussions conducted under the unique multistakeholder processes of the relevant communities. The various processes were transparent and open; mailing lists were inclusive and publicly archived; and, throughout the process, communities held open virtual and face-to-face meetings and open teleconferences. This lends credibility and legitimacy to the outcomes.
The result of this multistakeholder process in the ICG is a structure in which the operational communities maintain their bottom-up consensus processes with regards to the IANA functions; they also maintain their ability to make their own arrangements and agreements for the performance of the IANA functions.
We do note, however, that the CCWG accountability proposal requires heavy reliance on one community (the names community), which may impact how the IANA can perform all of the functions in a reliable and predictable way. This is particularly the case when it comes to decisions regarding the budget, strategic/operational plans, and bylaws changes. It is essential that the needs and expectations (i.e. funding, operational security, etc.) of the other operational communities with respect to the performance of IANA be taken into account. It is also important that the accountability proposal does not upset the existing balance between the communities and/or between specific stakeholder groups.
Maintain the Security, Stability and Resiliency of the Internet DNS:
A key purpose of the IANA functions is to ensure global uniqueness in the allocation of Internet names, numbers, and protocol parameters. Ensuring that the operation of the registries is stable and secure contributes to the overall security, stability and resiliency of the DNS root and other IANA functions.
Operationally, the ICG proposal maintains the appropriate separation between policy development and implementation. The organizational change to ensure independence of oversight is important and the proposal foresees the need to ensure appropriate staffing, resourcing and know-how to run the IANA functions. The proposal also includes an important shared commitment to performance and performance metrics that is crucial for the ongoing security and stability of the IANA functions operation. Finally, the current proposal allows the three functions to continue to evolve together in a way that facilitates coordination among registries and contributes to the overall stability of the IANA.5
ICANN has two different but inter-related roles for which it is responsible in the current operations of IANA. The first relates to policy development for domain names and the second is to perform the IANA functions. We agree with the ICG that some aspects of the proposed ICANN accountability model will have implications for both the policy development process and the IANA functions. These linkages create the immediate need for the communities to come together in order to ensure that those aspects of the new accountability model are coherent and they do not impact the stable operations of the IANA functions.
It is clearly within the purview of the ICG and CCWG to communicate and find constructive ways to address these dependencies and find a timely way forward; indeed, given our collective commitment to multistakeholder, bottom up processes for governing these critical technical Internet functions, it is the responsibility of the global Internet community.
Moreover, the issue regarding the proper home of the IANA trademarks and the IANA domain names (iana.org; iana.net; and, iana.com) remains unsettled. The Internet Society agrees that the IANA-related intellectual property rights should be held by an independent entity in order to ensure that these assets are used in a non-discriminatory, stable and predictable manner for the benefit of all communities, users and the Internet. The IETF6 and the CRISP7 team have both indicated that they consider the IETF Trust to be an acceptable candidate for holding the trademark and domain. Further, the IETF Trust has said that it would be willing to hold intellectual property rights related to the IANA function8. Given the experience of the IETF Trust in holding, maintaining and licensing certain existing and future intellectual property and other property used in connection with the Internet standards process and its administration, we believe that the IETF Trust has the competency and legitimacy to serve as this independent entity. The licensing policy considerations that would accompany a transfer of the IPR for the operations of IANA are substantive in nature; it will be important to carry out a process to identify the concerns of the parties and for achieving community consensus on these matters.
Finally, we agree with the ICG that there is an outstanding issue with regard to the Root Zone Maintainer (RZM), a role currently performed by Verisign. The ICG states that some form of agreement between the RZM and the IANA Functions Operator (IFO) for the Root Zone management process will be essential when NTIA withdraws from the Root Zone Management process.
In this regard, we have taken note of the “Root Zone Administrator Proposal Related to the IANA Functions Stewardship Transition”. In that proposal, the current NTIA authorization role is replaced by an authentication role performed by ICANN. While the technical details of the transition proposal seem prudent, we do have a question regarding the implementation aspects of this change. Conceptually, NTIA’s current authorization role acts as an audit step for change requests. From our reading of the proposal, it is unclear whether this audit function remains post-transition and, if so, where it would live within the new structure (in the IFO or another part of ICANN). It is our view that the audit function offers a useful check in the review of change requests to the Root Zone file and is something that should be replicated within the new processes.
Meet the needs and expectations of the global customers and partners of the IANA services
Like any high quality service, the post-transition IANA arrangements should continue to support the performance of the IANA functions in a predictable, reliable and responsive way, consistent with operational excellence. They should also continue to be performed in a neutral and transparent manner in line with customer needs and expectations.
The three operational communities have all confirmed that they are satisfied with the performance of the IANA functions by the IANA department of ICANN. The combined proposal, with the addition of the Post Transition IANA (PTI), is meant to ensure that the IANA functions will continue to be performed in line with customer expectations.
Each of the IANA functions is associated with a community that has a direct operational or service relationship with the IANA functions operator, which includes the right of each operational community to select a new entity for the performance of the IANA functions as a last resort. This relationship is ensured through contractual agreements – in the form of Memoranda of Understanding and Service Level Agreements. These contractual agreements provide important clarity and reflect the needs and expectations of the operational communities.
In the ICG proposal, the operational communities recognize the need to either conclude or update contractual agreements with ICANN for the provision of the IANA functions in order to align with community expectations. As the various contractual agreements become ready, they should proceed. Unless the various agreements are in place in a time appropriate to meet the respective needs and expectations of each of the communities, the mutual rights and responsibilities between the parties will be unclear and might lead to a post-transition tussle. Unresolved, this could create a high degree of uncertainty and result in instability of the IANA functions.
Maintain the Openness of the Internet
Openness has long been a core value of the Internet system. With respect to the narrow role of IANA in the Internet, openness ensures that the processes by which policies are set by the IANA operational communities are open to anyone wishing to contribute. Furthermore, information on the identifier allocations made by the IANA function itself is freely available on the Internet. Similarly, within the numbering and protocol communities, policy development remains open to all participants and is closely coupled with the open standards development process used in the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) for the creation of technical standards.
The IANA registries are open and in the public domain and the ICG proposal makes no change to this approach. Nothing in the ICG proposal restricts the openness of policy development processes within each operational community.
The transition proposal must not replace NTIA’s role with a government-led or intergovernmental organization solution
The current proposal does not replace NTIA’s role with a government-led or intergovernmental organization. Within each community, there are mechanisms in place to prevent capture by governments.
We agree that well constructed accountability mechanisms within ICANN can and will contribute to the integrity of IANA. As indicated above, however, these very accountability mechanisms rely heavily on one community (the names community). In this regard,
· Does the accountability recommendation sufficiently balance the interests of all stakeholders to safeguard the stability of the ICANN structure and to prevent capture by any interest group, governments in particular, after implementation?
Further, the proposal seems to create internal layers in favor of judicial redress instead of multistakeholder, community-based consensus. The relevant communities should carefully consider the long-range implications of such an approach.
Issues of implementation
In conclusion, we would like to draw attention to the need for timely resolution of outstanding issues with regards to the implementation of the various processes, mechanisms, and rules that relate to IANA. Details related to the structure of the new Post-Transition IANA (PTI) and the various bodies supporting it (e.g. CSC, IFR, etc.), implementation aspects of the CCWG proposal (as it relates to IANA), a plan to successfully conclude the SLAs, and a resolution of IANA-related intellectual property rights have yet to be fully fleshed out. We urge the community to determine:
· How these implementation details will be addressed in a timely fashion to the satisfaction of all communities in a way that continues to meet the principles set forth by NTIA; and,
· How all the communities will remain involved in the implementation of the new structure in an appropriate manner.
Conclusion
The Internet Society submits these comments in the spirit of cooperation and collaboration and in support of an IANA stewardship transition. We have raised a number of questions that we believe merit further reflection within the communities. Resolution of these issues will strengthen the overall outcome of the transition process and, we believe, will provide increased confidence in the continued openness, stability and administration of the critical
IANA functions.
Again, we would like to congratulate all the communities and the ICG for their hard work and for their continuous effort to develop a proposal for the successful transition of the IANA functions away from the United States government. The Internet Society remains committed to a successful transition and supportive of the globalization of the IANA functions. We will continue to assist the efforts of the global Internet community towards a successful transition, which can help reinforce the value of collaborative, multistakeholder model.9
Internet Society
Galerie Jean-Malbuisson, 15
CH-1204 Geneva
Switzerland
Tel: +41 22 807 1444
Fax: +41 22 807 1445
www.internetsociety.org
1775 Wiehle Ave.
Suite 201
Reston, VA 20190
USA
Tel: +1 703 439 2120
Fax: +1 703 326 9881
Email: info@isoc.org
Footnotes:
1. http://www.internetsociety.org/news/internet-society-board-trustees-encourages-continued-trustmultistakeholder-process-iana 
2. http://www.internetsociety.org/news/internet-technical-leaders-welcome-iana-globalization-progress 
3. http://www.ntia.doc.gov/press-release/2014/ntia-announces-intent-transition-key-internet-domain-namefunctions 
4. http://www.internetsociety.org/doc/perspectives-iana-stewardship-transition-principles 
5. https://www.iab.org/wp-content/IAB-uploads/2011/04/2011-03-30-iab-iana-noi-response.pdf 
6. http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/msg01659.html 
7. https://www.nro.net/wp-content/uploads/ICG-RFP-Number-Resource-Proposal.pdf 
8. http://www.ietf.org/mail-archive/web/ianaplan/current/msg01664.html 
9. http://www.internetsociety.org/news/internet-society-board-trustees-encourages-continued-trustmultistakeholder-process-iana 
	For a formatted version, see: https://comments.ianacg.org/pdf/submission/submission32.pdf 
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	Sue Randel
	In the current proposal PTI is not sufficiently separated from ICANN to be considered independent nor safe from influence.
Specifically the names portion of PTI appears to ultimately have no external control other than its own ICANN shared board like the numbers (RIRs) and protocol parameters (IETF) portions.
Consider as an example the current situation at IANA as I understand it from those in the community that work closely with IANA.
Any improvements and/or publication of reports on incidents, as a normal course of IANA operations, are being blocked or withheld on orders from upper management at ICANN.
If this is the case now with current management, why would it not be the case in the future?
During this period that the US government has given ICANN to prepare, at minimum IANA should come clean regarding any issues and practice the utmost transparency and continue, regular, improvement efforts. This as a normal course of operations and in fulfillment of the current IANA functions obligations to the US government.
The controls the CSC and IFR have over PTI given the ICANN board's continued ultimate control are byzantine at best, ineffectual at worst.
Ideally a completely separate organization unrelated to ICANN would eliminate such conflicts of interest.
At the very least, each of the CCWG accountability controls (over budget, ICANN-PTI board, fundamental bylaws, and major issues) must be fully implemented to ensure the names portion of PTI remains true to the multistakeholder community it serves.
As described in the sister proposals, making ICANN a voting membership organization may also solve this problem by not only providing mechanisms for coarse corrections such as eliminating board members, but also provide what we have seen as much needed specific guidance on particular naming issues (such as Verisign CRADA and COM registry selection).
The SLA proposed by the RIRs and ICANN is a reasonable approach so long as the remedy for any failure on ICANN's part is simply severing of the relationship between the RIRs and ICANN.
Similarly for the IETF regarding protocol parameters. Any breach of the agreements, policies, and oversight mechanisms should be remedied with the IETF's selection of another body to act as registry for protocol parameters.
As long as the final approach has this flexibility, I support it.
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	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	A1. excerpts: Fundamentally, the proposal as a whole is not ready for implementation, because of the various incomplete aspects mentioned above. 
Thus it would be premature to submit the proposal to NTIA, because NTIA requested5 that the proposal as a whole be ready for implementation.
-----
A5. excerpts: Worse, the ICANN processes are typically heavily influenced by a small clique of insiders who represent the interests of companies active in the domain name and addressing business in one way or another. This is the opposite of supporting and enhancing the multistakeholder model.
-----
A11. excerpts: Further, the ICG violated its own rules15 by publishing the names proposal before the relevant group, CWG-Stewardship, had an opportunity to address an objection16 sent directly to the ICG and forwarded by the ICG to CWG-Stewardship. Worse, the ICG co-chair sent the ICG views17 regarding that objection to CWG-Stewardship before the CWG-Stewardship considered them. We associate with the cited comments at: http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icgforum_ianacg.org/2015-August/000003.html
-----
A12. excerpts: This entire process has been flawed from the start, because it was based on a unilateral decision of the US government. The NTIA did not seek public comment regarding its proposal for the transition. If there had been public consultation, then perhaps some people might have
pointed out that it might have been better to avoid mandating ICANN to organize a process whose outcome could, in principle, materially affect ICANN. This is not purely a theoretical consideration: some of the proposed transition measures could affect ICANN.18 It is manifestly
inappropriate to expect an interested party, ICANN, to run a process that is supposed to be open and impartial.19 Further, the US government intervened during the process.20

And the process will be fundamentally flawed at the end, because the final decision regarding whether or not to adopt a proposal will be made unilaterally by the US government.21 For sure the US government will evaluate whether or not, in its view, there is broad support from the global multistakeholder community, but, given the historical background22, it is not appropriate that the US government makes a determination of whether or not there is consensus for a particular proposal.
Footnotes:
5. http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/internal-cg/2015-February/003020.html
15. https://www.ianacg.org/icg-files/documents/Community-Comments-Handling-1May15-final.pdf
16. http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg-forum_ianacg.org/2015-June/000001.html
17. http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg-forum_ianacg.org/2015-August/000003.html
18. See for example
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/06/28/the-iana-trademarks-the-transition-puzzle-piece-that- refuses-to-fit/ 
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/06/04/power-shift-the-ccwgs-icann-membership-proposal/ 
19. For examples of how this created at a minimum an appearance of conflict of interest, see:
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/05/07/the-gulf-of-tonkin-icann-board-responds-to- monopoly-allegations/ 
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-ccwg-accountability-draft-proposal-04may15/pdfXMRLCzslox.pdf 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003835.html http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003864.html 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003896.html 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003959.html 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-July/003960.html 
20. See for example
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/blog/2015/stakeholder-proposals-come-together-icann-meeting-argentina 
http://www.internetgovernance.org/2015/06/22/icann-accountability-present-future-and-past/#comment-40234
http://www.ip-watch.org/2015/06/22/experts-debate-iana-transition-designing-in-a-straitjacket-or-securing- stability/ 
21. See http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/cwg-stewardship/attachments/20150506/36816b5b/LettertoICGMay6-0001.pdf 
22. Which includes the unilateral assertion of its right to oversee the IANA function that the US government made back in 1998. For a complete account of the events, see http://www.amazon.com/Ruling-Root-Internet-Governance-Cyberspace/dp/0262632985
	Excerpts from A1, A5, A11, A12.
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	Parminder Jeet Singh - Just Net Coalition
	As explained in more detail below, the IANA Transition process is fatally flawed, for the following reasons:
5. It was not legitimate for the US to decide unilaterally what process to use for the transition to what should be the political oversight of ICANN in a structure adequately representative of the global public, along with the necessary techno-administrative changes.
6. The chosen process is not legitimate.
7. The outcome of the process is not acceptable and does not reflect a sufficiently broad consensus, nor does it transition ICANN oversight to the global public, along with the necessary techno-administrative changes.
8. It is further not legitimate for the US to decide unilaterally whether the outcome is or is not acceptable.
Points 1, 2 and 4 above relate to violations of the principle of democracy, that is, to the right to take part in governance decisions either directly or through freely chosen representatives.2 Non- US citizens cannot take any part in decisions made by the US government, so those decisions should not determine the outcome of what is clearly an issue that has global implications.
Point 3 above is developed in more detail below. In a nutshell, the proposal empowers a set of ICANN insiders, largely working in the interests of US-based and allied businesses,3 to control what is a global public resource. Meanwhile the US in any case retains all the political oversight that it would ever need over ICANN through its jurisdictional control. This is not acceptable.
To summarize, we reject the transition proposal in toto.
Without prejudice to that overall rejection, explained below, we have responded separately to the structured questions posed by the ICG.
The process fails to achieve its basic geopolitical objective
What has been called the IANA transition process is in our view fundamentally flawed, as it flows from some illegitimate political interests and focuses on protecting them. These interests are primarily those of the US government that intransigently refuses to give up its unilateral political oversight over what has emerged as perhaps the most important global infrastructure today.4 These interests are in nexus with commercial interests of global business, much of it US- based; it is this combination of interests that has driven the process; and, predictably enough, the results of it simply serve them.
The IANA transition should basically have been about shifting from, what in the current circumstances is, illegitimate and unacceptable unilateral political oversight by the US over the Internet's technical and logical infrastructure (see the Tunis Agenda of the World Summit on the Information Society, or WSIS) to legitimate political oversight by the global public. However, the process seems to have been rigged and closely chaperoned from the beginning toward what apparently are predetermined outcomes, with minor room left here and there to fill in details, as possible variables, but with no option to introduce any structural changes. Whereas, being the central Internet-related geo-political controversy since the early WSIS days, structural changes to ICANN oversight should have been the real objective and outcome of this process. What we now have is mere eyewash and, to the extent that it is being projected as a structural change that was the long-standing global demand, it can be considered instead a step backwards.
Let us first make clear what were our expectations for the process.
4. Any technical policy making – which indeed can be done by a narrow group of experts and/or immediately involved 'stakeholders' – requires appropriate political oversight that is fully representative of the concerned (larger) public.
5. In the case of ICANN, such political oversight should be representative of the global public. An appropriate structure must be evolved in this regard. It must be configured in an arms-length manner to avoid ad hoc political interference.
6. This first of all requires that ICANN cannot be answerable to jurisdiction of the US. It must be incorporated under international law, with appropriate jurisdictional immunities.
We tend to understand the fear of direct inter-governmental oversight, which of course was expressly excluded by NTIA's5 framing conditions. However, there have been proposals on the table that provided alternative ways of representing the global public6. Proposals along those lines were presented to the process, including by an official advisor to the process, but given no heed.
The current final proposals on the table fail on all the above counts. We therefore suggest that these be rejected out of hand by all right-thinking parties, and that effort be renewed toward finding a genuine solution to this long-standing problem of US unilateral oversight of ICANN. Accepting, even as an interim solution, something that does not address, at all, the key issues will only set back the political process of resolving the very important question of appropriate globally-democratic ICANN oversight.
Just removing NTIA from the root zone change authorization process achieves little. The US government's judicial, legislative, and some important executive agencies, retain complete jurisdiction over ICANN's processes and decisions. What happens when one of these agencies asserts its right to influence ICANN's processes and decisions – something that is bound to happen sooner or later – is a question that is never answered. Pivotally, it has not been answered in the current process, even though it was raised repeatedly, including by some advisors officially appointed to the process.
A process with glass walls, underground tunnels and invisible hands
Having not addressed what was the principal objective of the 'transition' – the issue of political oversight of ICANN, which centrally includes the jurisdiction issue – the IANA process cannot be evaluated to have succeeded nor on subsidiary issues/elements. In fact one of the biggest defects of the process (whether deliberate or not) was that it did not follow the normal process of dealing with issues in an appropriately hierarchical manner, as is logical, especially for political issues that involve distribution of power. While key, hierarchically-higher issues were still open, the process would rush to sort out lower level details, sometimes right down to absurd minutiae, and work hard to come out with solutions. These decisions on details would then by default constrain and thus decide the higher hierarchical issue in a particular manner. We saw this happen again and again throughout the process, which thus left us completely dissatisfied with the process, as much as with its result.
The whole process was so tightly and opaquely 'controlled' that it can serve as a useful case study about how an apparently 'open process' can turn out to be much worse than an institutionalized and, to that extent, constrained/closed process. Turning out a pre-determined result is something more associated with closed or semi-closed processes. However, in this particular case it was its openness and non-institutionalized form that was 'innovatively' used, whenever required, to turn the process toward directions that were considered suitable by the 'invisible hands' (though also not all that invisible). The 'openness' of the process meant that, whenever it suited the 'invisible hands', a process was forked, new processes were instituted, and so on, all at a bewildering pace. Most of it seemed to get done in the name of the 'community,' which ghost rented the entire space and process, even when there was never an adequate response to the question “what is the community?”, a question that some of us did ask repeatedly.
Refusing to answer clearly the question 'what is the community?', when everything seemed to get done in its name, is even more surprising when at many other points the process became ludicrously legalistic and precise, often in pursuit of what appeared to be deliberate complexity. Whenever a knotty political issue cropped up, heavy complexity got thrown at it ‘til things reached a point where only those who were in a position to employ considerable committed resources could remain tuned. Subsequently – after applying the 'exclusion by required time / human resources method' – some detailed solutions for the matter were hammered out. This more than anything else contributed to foreclose the hierarchically-higher political issue that had been the original problem.
Complementing this kaleidoscopic play with 'openness' were several more brazen intrusions into the process by the two primary interested parties. It was never explained how a party which had such a deep interest in the outcomes, namely ICANN (there was considerable demand that the final process should come up with strong checks on ICANN – indeed the whole process was about oversight of ICANN), could be entrusted with conducting the process of developing recommendations for IANA transition. Throughout the process, whenever discussions tended toward certain 'uncomfortable' directions, one would hear rumors of ICANN's displeasure etc.; and, magically, things would turn away toward 'more comfortable' directions, even if taking some torturous, basically time-consuming steps, trying to make the shift look relatively logical. But the end was always very predictable – things moved in the direction that ICANN was comfortable with.
Similar things happened with regard to the other (bigger) principal in the process, the US government. Statements were frequently received about what the US wants or does not want, from congressional hearings, speeches of key government officials, and so on. And the process would immediately take the cue. One good example of how the whole process worked on 'unstated orders or interests' was the manner in which the ICANN's jurisdiction question was simply never considered in any appropriate length and depth. This, even though keeping ICANN in the US jurisdiction was not among the initial framing conditions that NTIA laid for the process.
Complete arbitrariness in process-related decisions, and deliberate complexity in conducting the process, were two complementing methods exercised right from the start. It first became clear when the globally recognized geopolitical issue of 'ICANN oversight' was disingenuously presented as a technical issue about managing the root zone. This gambit was further compounded when the various involved committees were almost fully stacked with ICANN insiders, whereas it was actually the global public outside ICANN that needed to be consulted on proper political oversight of ICANN.
As it proceeded, the main process got suddenly forked, creating a different line for ICANN accountability. This in itself carried a very strong suggestion, almost a confirmation, even before the matter was officially decided, that ICANN would indeed be given the IANA function, or rather oversight over itself, which is really no oversight. (Even while, as explained above, the US retains all the political powers that it would ever need in order to be able to, for example, remove a country's country-code top-level domain name from the Internet.) Any hope of the transition process resulting in any kind of genuine international oversight was already as good as dead by this stage.
If anything could still get past this rather impregnable defensive formation, it would immediately run into the all-powerful legal teams (paid by ICANN) who promptly filled up any possible remaining spaces that could even remotely look like providing some chance to move toward a politically effective direction. And the legal views were more or less final, contributing to the method or stratagem described earlier of detail being more important than structural issues. Throughout, US legalese triumphed over what was supposed to be a geo-political discussion, process and outcome.
It also requires mentioning here that even within such a tightly controlled environment, the discussions that constituted the process were so overwhelmingly dominated by Northern actors, by far most of them from the US, that it does not carry even prima facie legitimacy. Making the excuse that the process was open to anyone to join more than anything else simply serves as an indictment of what the process really was!
It may be a step backwards
Significantly, not only has the process failed to transition political oversight of ICANN from the US to the global public, it has dangerously left ICANN in a situation where it is even less accountable than it was before. With ICANN dominated by the domain name and other interested businesses, this is not a tenable situation. US oversight at least created some semblance of a political back-stop and therefore accountability. A few years back the US government refused to accept ICANN's decision to let Verisign increase the prices for .com registration. Where is such a check now? There have been a number of other decisions by ICANN that seemed to have no better purpose than to improve its own bottom-line at the expense of the public. Left with no real oversight in the current proposal on the table, we fear that ICANN would become even more commercial-minded, in its own interests and in those of closely involved businesses, at the expense of the larger public interest.
The currently proposed accountability processes only involve a relatively tightly-knit ICANN community. While such an arrangement may have some use in checking any brazen misuse of power by the ICANN board, it will have no effectiveness in addressing larger structural problems to ensure that ICANN works in the global public interest, rather than just the interest of a small set of actors closely involved with ICANN.
The current proposals therefore achieve nothing, and may even have significant negative consequences. We therefore reject them in toto. Further, we are greatly disappointed by the manner in which the whole process has been conducted, which serves to reduce further any confidence that one might have had in ICANN’s being able independently to manage the technical and logical aspects of this most important of global infrastructures.
The US retains all the oversight that it needs over ICANN; and ICANN insiders, to a good extent working for US business interests, retain their very advantageous control over ICANN. It is a win-win for these two parties, which is hardly surprising since these two parties completely controlled the whole 'transition process'. There were minor co-optations here and there, which were embarrassingly few and weak. It is a perfect case study of control structures with glass walls, underground tunnels and invisible hands, which is what the so called 'open process' really turned out to be.
In sum: the US seems to have agreed to leave the full range of ICANN's policy and administrative activities to the clique of ICANN insiders, without any effective accountability, in exchange for the latter's continued acceptance or non-questioning of the US' jurisdictional control over ICANN, which is enough to serve US political purposes. The whole process appears to be a fixed match between these two parties, as the rest of the world stood by and watched.
We therefore appeal to all parties, especially civil society groups and non-US governments, to fully reject these proposals. They go against all democratic norms, and they endanger their political interests (meaning that of the publics that they represent). Even a partial or qualified acceptance of these proposals will greatly set back the long outstanding, and increasingly urgent, geo-political demand and effort for democratizing the governance of this key global infrastructure.
These are our main political points. Since some of us had the opportunity to observe the process, we critique in a separate submission many points about the details of the process, as per the format of the questionnaire that has been provided. However, as said above, we reject both the process and its outcomes in toto, and our detailed points merely attest to our larger conclusions described here.
Footnotes:
1. (not referenced in answer to question 12)
2. See article 21 of the Universal Declaration of Human Rights
3. An overall analysis of the issues can be found at: http://www.theregister.co.uk/2015/08/04/removal_us_government_from_internet_control/
4. http://www.huffingtonpost.com/carl-bildt/who-govern-internet_b_7922948.html 
5. the National Telecommunications and Information Administration, the cognizant agency of the US government
6. See for example http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/democratising-global-governance-of-the-internet/164 
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	Rishabh Dara
	A12. excerpts:
Process Related Comments: I would also like to state for the record that the Stewardship Transition process is not legitimate for the following reasons:
a) The unilateral imposition of 4 principles for any transition proposal by the US Government; and the requirement that the US Government will need to approve any transition proposal deem the process as not legitimate as no one government should have special stakeholder status in Internet Governance.
b) The process adopted by ICG was flawed as it did not require the three communities to distinguish between the 'proposal development process' and 'approval process'. This resulted in the names community trying to actively guess what the US Government may eventually approve or disapprove as the final proposal. Many of the decisions of the CWG were not based on merits but based on the fear that their endless man-hours would go to waste in case the US Government rejected the proposal. For example, the decision to discard Contract Co and the decision to retain US jurisdiction were based on fears that the US Government would not accept any alternative proposal thus putting the CWG's effort to waste. I specifically draw attention to the transcripts of the CWG meeting in which the Contract Co model was sidelined.1 The motion to drop the Contract Co model began with the following opening statement: “I’ve grown to be a little concerned about the fact that it’s been repeated many times that the U.S. Department of Commerce might have a problem with a Contract Co. And so I would propose that this gets kindly dropped to the side…” This opening statement received widespread acknowledgement and support by other members within the CWG: “If I could also - just also add too I think to Olivier’s point I think that if we don’t put forward a solution that is acceptable to the NTIA I think we’ve failed and that’s a personal opinion.” Members within the CWG acknowledged that they wanted to drop Contract Co fearing that their efforts would go to waste if the proposal is not accepted by the US Congress: “If I thought it was just Larry Strickling we had to convince that would be one thing, but there’s strong indications it’s not just Larry Strickling. It’s good parts of the U.S. Congress. I have real aversion to wasting a vast part of my life over the last four or five months, maybe a little bit longer because I really haven’t had much other life in a lot of aspects other than this. So I’d like to put something forward that we think we have some chance of getting accepted.” This discussion eventually resulted in Contract Co model being sidelined in the same meeting despite process concerns being raised by various members of the CWG about the elevated status of the US Government in the proposal development process. It is stressed that the ICG could have avoided this flawed guessing game by instructing the communities to distinguish between the ‘proposal development process’ and ‘approval process’; and requiring the communities not to concern themselves with the approval process at this stage.
c) The opaque process adopted by NTIA, Verisign and ICANN to privately develop the proposal for root zone management (RZM), at the exclusion of the global multi-stakholder community, lacks legitimacy. Further, since the CWG proposal is closely interdependent and interrelated with the RZM proposal, it is reasonable to question the legitimacy of the CWG proposal for the reason that various members of the community may have expressed support to the CWG proposal under information asymmetry thus failing the test of “informed” consensus.
d) The process has failed in its primary objective of internationalising the IANA functions and removing US oversight (judicial and legislative).
Footnote:
1 See https://community.icann.org/download/attachments/52893304/Transcript%20CWG%20IANA%20F2F%20Session%208%2027%20March.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1427584692000&api=v2
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	Filiz Yilmaz
	A12 Excerpts:
· I agree that it is time for the IANA stewardship transition, and I support the process by which the transition plan was developed.
· I support the bottom-up, multistakeholder model and believe it is the foundation of the ongoing success of the Internet.
· I support the community-driven processes and oversight mechanisms that are the cornerstone of our mature RIR system and community.
	Excerpts from A12.
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	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	A12. excerpts:
My observations are that the Internet Numbers Community proposal:
- was developed in a bottoms-up, inclusive process;
-----
Having considered the comprehensive Proposal to Transition the Stewardship of the IANA Function, I observe that the proposal:
- was produced through a satisfactory bottoms-up process which solicited and received feedback from a global multi-stakeholder community;
-----
The proposal represents significant work on the part of the team members of the ICG and members communities and I am pleased to support the proposal generally.  As with any proposal this complex, however, there continue to be areas that would benefit from additional clarification.  These areas include:
…
2. The proposed separate review should include a standard for determining whether separation is appropriate.  The ICG should clarify what escalation process must occur in order to invoke separation.  The current Proposal discusses this only in vague example process terms.
3. Additional clarity is needed regarding the process for authorizing root zone changes.  The Proposal notes a need to potentially investigate improving the robustness of operational arrangements for making changes.  Any process here should be clarified further before implementation.
4. The ICG should request community approval regarding the potential for division of the IANA functions among multiple operators. Since each community provides for the opportunity to find a new operator, there is the potential that at some point in the future there could be 3 operators. Dependencies among the three separation processes need affirmative community approval.
	Excerpts from A12.
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	Hibah Hussain - Google
	A12. excerpts:
2) More detail is required on the proposed IFO separation process, including clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate.
While Google agrees with the CWG’s decision to include a separation process in the naming proposal, the CWG should provide more detail on the necessary criteria to invoke separation and put forth clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate. The separation guidelines outlined in Annex L include some information on what will occur “if the IFR determines that a separation process is necessary,”4 but do not provide any insight into how and why the IFR might come to that decision.
In consideration of the significant risks that a separation process would pose to the stability and security of the DNS, we recommend that the CWG establish a substantive standard for separation of the naming functions. More specifically, the CWG should specify that a Separation Cross Community Working Group (SCWG) can be created only if the IFR deems that the status quo raises significant concerns regarding the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. In order to recommend separation, the SCWG should then be required to make a clear finding that keeping the functions with the current IFO poses a substantial threat to the security, stability, and resiliency of the functions and of the DNS as a whole . Furthermore, this threat should be substantiated by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) and Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO) in approving the initiation of separation procedures. As a general rule, the ccNSO and GNSO should only approve the initiation of separation proceedings where the IFR evidences that more moderate remedial procedures available to the IFR team could not reasonably address the deficiency.
3) The proposal should ensure a clear process for root zone management after the IANA transition.
After the transition, NTIA will no longer authorize changes to the root zone. As such, the proposal should identify a clear root zone management process that preserves the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. Verisign and ICANN’s recent proposal outlining a highlevel plan to “remove the NTIA’s administrative role associated with root zone management in a manner that maintains the security, stability and resiliency of the Internet’s domain name system” lays out a process for this transition and deserves consideration by the 5 full community. We agree on the importance of a smooth root zone management transition, and look forward to further development of this framework.
Footnotes:
4 Second Draft Proposal at Annex L.
5 Verisign/ICANN Proposal in Response to NTIA Request, http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/root_zone_administrator_proposalrelatedtoiana_functionsstefinal.pdf.
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	Konstantinos Komaitis - ISOC
	A12. excerpts:
Collectively, the ICG proposal clearly represents the outcome of discussions conducted under the unique multistakeholder processes of the relevant communities. The various processes were transparent and open; mailing lists were inclusive and publicly archived; and, throughout the process, communities held open virtual and face-to-face meetings and open teleconferences. This lends credibility and legitimacy to the outcomes.
The result of this multistakeholder process in the ICG is a structure in which the operational communities maintain their bottom-up consensus processes with regards to the IANA functions; they also maintain their ability to make their own arrangements and agreements for the performance of the IANA functions.
	Excerpts from A12.
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Comments on Jurisdiction
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Comments on Jurisdiction
	Comments

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	A4. excerpts: 
In particular, there will be no change in jurisdiction (see paragraph X005 and 07), so PTI will be subject to US law, as is the case today for the IANA function. This means that, in effect, the United States maintains its asymmetric role with respect to the management of domain names
and addresses (PTI would have to obey US court orders and US laws), thus negating the objective of internationalizing the management of Internet domain names and addresses.

Worse, the proposals regarding improving accountability are such that it would be essentially impossible for ICANN to move outside of the USA9. This is not acceptable.
-----
A6. excerpts: 
Further, the “casting in stone” of the USA as the seat of ICANN11 and the IANA function may be unacceptable to many states. This threatens stability and resiliency because it gives the US Congress the ability to pass laws that would directly affect the management of the DNS: since ICANN and the IANA operator would be based in the USA, US courts would issue orders that would be easily enforced.
-----
A8. excerpts: 
We, and others, have repeatedly pointed out what needs to be done, and the proposal should be modified accordingly: there must be true separation of the IANA function from ICANN, governance should be performed through a membership structure, and the IANA function must not be under US jurisdiction (ideally it would be immune from any national jurisdiction, alternatively it could be in a jurisdiction whose government and parliament are less likely to intervene).
-----
A9 full response: 
The proposal perpetuates the asymmetric role of the USA, because it obliges ICANN and the IANA function to remain in the USA and to be subject to US laws and US courts. The goal of transitioning oversight to the global multistakeholder community is not met.
Indeed, even if NTIA's direct role is removed, the US government has full jurisdictional and legislative authority over ICANN and the IANA operator. Therefore, the proposed transition fails fully to remove the US government from oversight of ICANN and the IANA function.
-----
A11. excerpts: 
No, the report and executive summary do not accurately reflect all necessary aspects. As noted
above, they gloss over the incompleteness of the proposals from two of the operational communities. And they fail to do justice to two key issues: (1) the jurisdiction in which ICANN and the IANA function should be located...
-----
A12. excerpts: Further, the process has been unduly influenced by the US Congress.23 Indeed, NTIA has recently indicated, in response to queries from the US Congress, that "maintaining security and stability" of the IANA function will likely require that ICANN and the IANA operator remain in the USA and be subject to US laws and US courts.24

CWG-Stewardship has publicly stated that its work was influenced by what it thought the US government wanted: “We believed that the IANA Stewardship Transition proposal would be more likely to be supported by the U.S. Government in a timely manner if jurisdiction was not changed at the outset.”25
Footnotes:
9 See paragraphs 242 ff. of the report of CWG-Accountability, at
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/ccwg-draft-2-proposal-work-stream-1-recs-03aug15-en.pdf
23. See for example 
https://www.congress.gov/bill/114th-congress/senate-resolution/71/text
http://judiciary.house.gov/index.cfm/2015/5/ip-subcommittee-to-hold-icann-oversight-hearing 
http://judiciary.house.gov/index.cfm/2015/5/hearing-stakeholder-perspectives-icann 
http://energycommerce.house.gov/hearing/stakeholder-perspectives-iana-transition 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-March/001939.html 
http://fas.org/sgp/crs/misc/R44022.pdf 
http://forum.icann.org/lists/comments-ccwg-accountability-draft-proposal-04may15/pdfJZ0aRwwmZN.pdf 
http://mm.icann.org/pipermail/accountability-cross-community/2015-June/003695.html 
24. http://energycommerce.house.gov/hearing/internet-governance-progress-after-icann-53 During this hearing, the NTIA Administrator said that a condition for the transition would likely be that ICANN and IANA remain in the US, see the video stream at 45'57 and 46'50. See also the statement by Rep. Walden at 24’28.
25 See http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/internal-cg_ianacg.org/2015-August/001334.html
	Excerpts from A4, A6, A8, A11, A12.
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	Parminder Jeet Singh - Just Net Coalition
	A12 excerpt:
3. The outcome of the process is not acceptable and does not reflect a sufficiently broad consensus, nor does it transition ICANN oversight to the global public, along with the necessary techno-administrative changes.
---
A12 excerpt:
Point 3 above is developed in more detail below. In a nutshell, the proposal empowers a set of ICANN insiders, largely working in the interests of US-based and allied businesses,3 to control what is a global public resource. Meanwhile the US in any case retains all the political oversight that it would ever need over ICANN through its jurisdictional control. This is not acceptable.
---
A12 excerpt:
Just removing NTIA from the root zone change authorization process achieves little. The US government's judicial, legislative, and some important executive agencies, retain complete jurisdiction over ICANN's processes and decisions. What happens when one of these agencies asserts its right to influence ICANN's processes and decisions – something that is bound to happen sooner or later – is a question that is never answered. Pivotally, it has not been answered in  the  current  process,  even  though  it  was  raised  repeatedly, including  by  some  advisors officially appointed to the process.
---
A12 excerpt:
A process with glass walls, underground tunnels and invisible hands
Having not addressed what was the principal objective of the 'transition' – the issue of political oversight of ICANN, which centrally includes the jurisdiction issue – the IANA process cannot be evaluated to have succeeded nor on subsidiary issues/elements.
---
A12 excerpt:
Similar things happened with regard to the other (bigger) principal in the process, the US government. Statements were frequently received about what the US wants or does not want, from congressional hearings, speeches of key government officials, and so on. And the process would immediately take the cue. One good example of how the whole process worked on
'unstated orders or interests' was the manner in which the ICANN's jurisdiction question was
simply never considered in any appropriate length and depth. This, even though keeping ICANN in the US jurisdiction was not among the initial framing conditions that NTIA laid for the process.
---
A12 excerpt:
In sum: the US seems to have agreed to leave the  full range of ICANN's policy and administrative activities to the clique of ICANN insiders, without any effective accountability, in exchange for the latter's continued acceptance or non-questioning of the US' jurisdictional control over ICANN, which is enough to serve US political purposes. The whole process appears to be a fixed match between these two parties, as the rest of the world stood by and watched.
Footnote:
3. An overall analysis of the issues can be found at: http://www.theregister.co.uk/2015/08/04/removal_us_government_from_internet_control/
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	Rishabh Dara
	A12. excerpt: 
d) The process has failed in its primary objective of internationalising the IANA functions and removing US oversight (judicial and legislative).
Footnote:
1 See https://community.icann.org/download/attachments/52893304/Transcript%20CWG%20IANA%20F2F%20Session%208%2027%20March.pdf?version=1&modificationDate=1427584692000&api=v2 
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Comments on the Names proposal
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Comments on the Names proposal
	Comments

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	A1. excerpts: 
The names proposal is not complete because the issue of the intellectual property rights associated with the IANA function (IANA trademark and “iana.org” domain name) is not resolved in that proposal, see paragraphs X013, 35, and 65 of the combined proposal.
Further, we associate with the criticism3 of the names proposal presented at: http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icg-forum_ianacg.org/2015-June/000001.html CWG-Stewardship has itself admitted4 that there were opposing views regarding the names proposal, so the final version reflects consensus of CWG-Stewardship, not necessarily broad consensus of the global multistakeholder community.
And the key issue of maintenance of the root zone file is not addressed, see paragraphs X016, 41 and 55 of the combined proposal.
-----
A4. excepts: 
Further, the names proposal is not workable. it can be characterized as "much ado about nothing": it uses many pages of very detailed text to enshrine the status quo, apart from accountability changes mentioned in paragraph 1106. PTI will be fully controlled by ICANN, so there is no meaningful separation and no real change with respect to the current situation. In particular, there will be no change in jurisdiction (see paragraph X005 and 07), so PTI will be subject to US law, as is the case today for the IANA function. This means that, in effect, the United States maintains its asymmetric role with respect to the management of domain names and addresses (PTI would have to obey US court orders and US laws), thus negating the objective of internationalizing the management of Internet domain names and addresses.
The lack of meaningful separation between ICANN and the IANA functions operator is a fatal flaw in the names proposal. In addition, we associate with the detailed criticism of the names proposal found at: http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/icgforum_ianacg.org/attachments/20150625/3459ce38/attachment.pdf 
-----
A11. excerpts: 
As explained in more detail in the response to question 12 below, the names and addresses proposals achieved consensus within the groups chartered to prepare those proposals, but those groups were not fully open. So consensus within those groups cannot be equated to consensus (or even broad support) of the global multistakeholder community.
-----
A12. excerpts: 
Further, while the IETF process for the IANA transition was fully open, the same is not the case for the ICANN processes dealing with names and accountability, nor for the NRO process dealing with addresses.
ICANN created cross-community working groups, whose members were selected by ICANN. Other people could join the group, but as participants, not as full members. Some think that the distinction is not significant, but we disagree. Under ICANN's rules, only members have full decision-making rights. So, in our view, the ICANN processes were not fully open. We associate with the criticism found at: http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/msg00011.html 
CWG-Stewardship has publicly stated that its work was influenced by what it thought the US government wanted: “We believed that the IANA Stewardship Transition proposal would be more likely to be supported by the U.S. Government in a timely manner if jurisdiction was not changed at the outset.”25
Footnotes:
3. And we note that, contrary to established practice in ICANN, the final CWG-Stewardship proposal was not published for public comment before being adopted. And this despite the fact that CWG-Stewardship has publicly stated that it is common practice in an ICANN context to publish a final proposal for public comment when substantive changes are made to the draft proposal, which was the case here. The CWG-Stewardship statement is at:  http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/internal-cg_ianacg.org/2015-August/001334.html (note that it is couched in the negative, that is, a contrario).

25. See http://mm.ianacg.org/pipermail/internal-cg_ianacg.org/2015-August/001334.html
	Excerpts from A1, A4, A11, A12.

	23
	Rishabh Dara
	A12. excerpts:
Due to the three proposals being developed independently by each community, ICANN has been attributed two different types of roles post-transition. In its first role, ICANN is the steward for the names community while PTI becomes the new IANA Functions Operator (for names). In its second role, ICANN continues to be the IANA Functions Operator (IFO) for the protocols and numbers community while the IETF and RIRs become the new stewards (for protocols and numbers respectively). This dual role of ICANN as both the Steward (for names) and the IFO (for numbers and protocols) leads to a number of institutional challenges:
1) Subcontracting to PTI: It has been suggested in the CWG Proposal that ICANN should subcontract the IFO operations for numbers and protocols to PTI. However, the CWG has also rightly recognized that such an arrangement is outside the scope of the CWG charter. Since such a subcontracting contract is outside the scope of the charters of all three working groups (CWG, CRISP and IANAPLAN), I believe the ICG is the right entity to ensure that such an arrangement is put in force to ensure compatibility between the three proposals. Accordingly,
a) the ICG should specifically mandate in the combined proposal that ICANN is mandatorily required to subcontract all IANA Functions Operations to PTI for the numbers and protocols community. This is necessary to avoid any conflict in interest as a result of ICANN's dual role as IFO and steward, and to ensure logistical coherence in the performance of all three services.
b) while the IANA Functions Contract between ICANN and PTI for the names function has been annexed to the CWG proposal, no responsibility has been taken for developing the subcontracting contract (for numbers and protocols) between ICANN and PTI. Since such a subcontracting contract is outside the scope of the charters of all three working groups (CWG, CRISP and IANAPLAN), the high level details of this subcontracting contract should be developed by the ICG and placed in the public domain prior to finalising the proposal. ICG is requested to ensure that reasonable checks and balances are built into the subcontracting contract.
c) the ICG needs to convey to the protocol and numbers communities that the MoU between ICANN and IETF, and the SLA between ICANN and the RIRs, should allow for subcontracting of the IANA Functions from ICANN to PTI.
	Excerpts from A12

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	A12. excerpts:
1- While I support the creation of PTI as a separate legal entity, it should have a limited remit and be clearly accountable to the ICANN Board. The current Proposal does not explicitly limit the PTI board's functions or PTI remit.  Adjustments should be made to prevent mission creep in the future.
	Excerpts from A12.

	31
	Hibah Hussain - Google
	A12. excerpts:
1) The names community should consider potential weaknesses of the proposed Post-Transition (PTI) IANA’s structure, and the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities.
Google supports the establishment of PTI, a separate subsidiary within ICANN that will be responsible for performing the IANA functions. Furthermore, we agree that PTI’s remit should be limited to the operational oversight of IANA naming functions. However, we believe that it would be prudent to provide additional safeguards to ensure PTI remains accountable to the broader multistakeholder community.
Google has warned against “replicat[ing] the complexity of the multistakeholder ICANN Board at the PTI level,”2 and the ICANN’s Community Working Group (CWG) on the stewardship transition has explicitly recognized the importance of “maintain[ing] primary accountability at the ICANN level.” In order to promote clarity and accountability 3 around roles and responsibilities, Google recommends that the PTI Board be comprised of the ICANN Board itself or a subset of ICANN board members. Otherwise, the proposal creates confusion regarding who bears ultimate responsibility for ensuring that the IANA functions are performed effectively, thereby making it difficult to hold IANA accountable for any performance failures.
Furthermore, the ICG should clarify the relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities. Google understands that each of the three communities associated with the IANA functions submitted separate proposals, and that PTI is not included in the numbers and protocol parameters proposals. Rather, the numbers and protocol parameters communities have proposed that they continue to work with ICANN as the IANA Functions Operator (IFO). Given this inconsistency, the ICG should provide additional details to harmonize the three proposals, including information regarding with whom the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and regional Internet registries (RIRs) will contract and whether or not the protocol and numbers communities will participate in PTI’s proposed Customer Standing Committee (CSC) and IANA Function Review (IFR).
2) More detail is required on the proposed IFO separation process, including clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate.
While Google agrees with the CWG’s decision to include a separation process in the naming proposal, the CWG should provide more detail on the necessary criteria to invoke separation and put forth clear standards for determining if and when separation is appropriate. The separation guidelines outlined in Annex L include some information on what will occur “if the IFR determines that a separation process is necessary,”4 but do not provide any insight into how and why the IFR might come to that decision.
In consideration of the significant risks that a separation process would pose to the stability and security of the DNS, we recommend that the CWG establish a substantive standard for separation of the naming functions. More specifically, the CWG should specify that a Separation Cross Community Working Group (SCWG) can be created only if the IFR deems that the status quo raises significant concerns regarding the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. In order to recommend separation, the SCWG should then be required to make a clear finding that keeping the functions with the current IFO poses a substantial threat to the security, stability, and resiliency of the functions and of the DNS as a whole. Furthermore, this threat should be substantiated by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) and Country Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO) in approving the initiation of separation procedures. As a general rule, the ccNSO and GNSO should only approve the initiation of separation proceedings where the IFR evidences that more moderate remedial procedures available to the IFR team could not reasonably address the deficiency.
3) The proposal should ensure a clear process for root zone management after the IANA transition.
After the transition, NTIA will no longer authorize changes to the root zone. As such, the proposal should identify a clear root zone management process that preserves the security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS. Verisign and ICANN’s recent proposal outlining a highlevel plan to “remove the NTIA’s administrative role associated with root zone management in a manner that maintains the security, stability and resiliency of the Internet’s domain name system” lays out a process for this transition and deserves consideration by the 5 full community. We agree on the importance of a smooth root zone management transition, and look forward to further development of this framework.
Footnotes:
2. 2nd Draft Proposal of the Cross Community Working Group to Develop an IANA Stewardship Transition Proposal on Naming Related Functions 20, 21 (Apr. 22, 2015) (Second Draft Proposal), available at https://www.icann.org/news/announcement20150422en  
3. Second Draft Proposal at 22; Google Public Comment in Response to Second Draft Proposal, May 20, 2015, available at http://forum.icann.org/lists/commentscwgstewardshipdraftproposal22apr15/ 
4. Second Draft Proposal at Annex L.
5. Verisign/ICANN Proposal in Response to NTIA Request, http://www.ntia.doc.gov/files/ntia/publications/root_zone_administrator_proposalrelatedtoiana_functionsstefinal.pdf.
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	A3. excerpt:
However, the names proposal doe not given that the ultimate body it answers to is itself by virtue of a shared board with ICANN. A complete separation of PTI from ICANN with its own board would remedy this, as well as making ICANN a full voting membership organization. Where is the oversight on ICANN? The parallel CCWG mechanisms are also key here. Any minimization of the current CCWG mechanisms providing direct controls over budget, critical issues, fundamental bylaws is unacceptable as even these may not be sufficient.
-----
A4. excerpt:
However, the PTI-ICANN proposal does not give sufficient voice to stakeholders and my ultimately diminish it without an external body providing oversight like NTIA has provided over the years. The CCWG proposal, if taken in its entirety, does provide a similar backstop although lacking in the level of independence (financial or otherwise on ICANN board/management decisions) that NTIA provided.
-----
A10. excerpt:
No for the naming portion. As stated above, for all the geo-political drawbacks of a US government oversight body for ICANN, NTIA has always maintained a critical, independent, and responsible stance toward ICANN. And given the importance of the IANA functions, ICANN has been quick to respond to any concerns from NTIA. Without stronger controls or balance of power, the same mutual respect between overseer (the community) and ICANN will not be preserved and I predict periods of inaction and delay in the future.
-----
A12. excerpts:
In the current proposal PTI is not sufficiently separated from ICANN to be considered independent nor safe from influence.
Specifically the names portion of PTI appears to ultimately have no external control other than its own ICANN shared board like the numbers (RIRs) and protocol parameters (IETF) portions.
Consider as an example the current situation at IANA as I understand it from those in the community that work closely with IANA.
Any improvements and/or publication of reports on incidents, as a normal course of IANA operations, are being blocked or withheld on orders from upper management at ICANN.
If this is the case now with current management, why would it not be the case in the future?
During this period that the US government has given ICANN to prepare, at minimum IANA should come clean regarding any issues and practice the utmost transparency and continue, regular, improvement efforts. This as a normal course of operations and in fulfillment of the current IANA functions obligations to the US government.
The controls the CSC and IFR have over PTI given the ICANN board's continued ultimate control are byzantine at best, ineffectual at worst.
Ideally a completely separate organization unrelated to ICANN would eliminate such conflicts of interest.
At the very least, each of the CCWG accountability controls (over budget, ICANN-PTI board, fundamental bylaws, and major issues) must be fully implemented to ensure the names portion of PTI remains true to the multistakeholder community it serves.
As described in the sister proposals, making ICANN a voting membership organization may also solve this problem by not only providing mechanisms for coarse corrections such as eliminating board members, but also provide what we have seen as much needed specific guidance on particular naming issues (such as Verisign CRADA and COM registry selection).
	Excerpts from A3, A4, A10, A12.
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ICG Public Comment Matrix: Comments on the Names proposal

Comments on the Numbers proposal
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Comments on the Numbers proposal
	Comments

	4
	Owen DeLong
	I would like to see it include language requiring that the RIRs get consent of their communities on any new
agreement prior to executing it.
Otherwise, the RIR boards and/or the RIR CEOs can literally replace the agreement in its entirety without
community involvement or approval.
Beyond that, the following nits should also be addressed…
Minor nit: Page vi “... agreement ICANN is refer to as…" should be “… agreement ICANN is referred to as…”
Why would we choose Paris for the arbitration? I can understand not wanting to be in a country that hosts an RIR or ICANN, but surely we can find such a country with better internet connectivity to support use of electronic communication whenever possible. I realize EU is readily accessible to all of the regions in question, but wouldn’t Germany or UK make more sense from a connectivity perspective?
13.5 cries out desperately for wordsmithing. It is a horribly awkward runon sentence.
14.1 NIT: “…in which Operator1s main office…” should be “… in which Operator’s main office…”.
Thanks,
Owen
	A12 full response.

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	A1. excerpts: The addressing proposal cannot be evaluated until the SLA referred to in that proposal (see paragraph 66 of the combined proposal) is agreed, because many elements that are critical to the IANA functions for addressing will be specified in that SLA. We associate with the detailed
criticism found at: http://forum.icann.org/lists/icg-forum/msg00020.html 
-----
A11. excerpts: As explained in more detail in the response to question 12 below, the names and addresses proposals achieved consensus within the groups chartered to prepare those proposals, but those groups were not fully open. So consensus within those groups cannot be equated to consensus (or even broad support) of the global multistakeholder community.
-----
A12. excerpts: Further, while the IETF process for the IANA transition was fully open, the same is not the case for the ICANN processes dealing with names and accountability, nor for the NRO process dealing with addresses.
While discussions in the RIRs were fully open, decisions regarding the addressing part of the proposal were made by a small team (CRISP) nominated by the RIRs. While CRISP did solicit inputs, in the end consensus was determined solely on the basis of the views of the CRISP team members. Again, in our view this was not a fully open process.
	Excerpts from A1, A11

	24
	Filiz Yilmaz
	A12. excerpts:
Dear Colleagues,
Since the beginning of the IANA transition process, as a member of the Number Community, I have followed and contributed to the development of the Number Community’s proposal on the future stewardship of the IANA functions. The IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG) has now published their first draft of a proposal that brings together the proposals from each of the IANA communities (numbers, names and protocol parameters). I have reviewed the ICG proposal from the perspective of someone who was very supportive of the Number Community’s proposal. I have also reviewed the CRISP team’s recent response to the ICG proposal and would like to offer the following observations:
----
· I support the community-driven processes and oversight mechanisms that are the cornerstone of our mature RIR system and community.
· I am in support of the combined proposal, and as a member of the Number Community, I have no major issues for number resources component.
· I am also in agreement with the points made in CRISP team’s response to the combined ICG proposal.
	Excerpts from A12.

	29
	David R Huberman - Microsoft Corporation
	A12. excerpts:
Over the last thirteen months, I have closely followed the proceedings of the IANA Stewardship Transition Coordinating Group ("ICG"). As a long-standing member of the Numbers Community, my specific focus has been on the work performed by the  Consolidated RIR IANA Stewardship Proposal ("CRISP") team. This work resulted in the Internet Numbers Community proposal now being considered alongside the responses from the Domain Names Community and the Protocol Parameters Registries Community.
My observations are that the Internet Numbers Community proposal:
· was developed in a bottoms-up, inclusive process;
· achieved consensus among the five RIR communities;
· is complete and clear;
· is compatible and interoperable with the proposals made by the other two communities; and
· meets the specific criteria outlined by the NTIA for a successful stewardship transition
	Excerpts from A12.

	33
	Sue Randel
	A2. excerpt:
The numbers and parameters proposals are sufficiently independent to work without overlap or conflicts.
-----
A3. excerpt:
The numbers and parameters proposals have sufficient accountability controls place by virtue of bodies outside ICANN having ultimate responsibility for them.
-----
A5. excerpt:
Again, the numbers and parameters proposals do support the multistakeholder model.
-----
A8. excerpt (question re maintaining openness):
...“yes” for numbers and parameters."
-----
A12. excerpt:
The SLA proposed by the RIRs and ICANN is a reasonable approach so long as the remedy for any failure on ICANN's part is simply severing of the relationship between the RIRs and ICANN.
	Excerpts from A2, A3, A5, A8, A12.
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Comments on the Protocol Parameters proposal
	Sub. ID
	Name - Organization
	Comments on the Protocol Parameters proposal
	Comments

	18
	Richard Hill - Just Net Coalition
	A11. excerpt: 
The IETF held that its proposal achieved “rough consensus”. “Rough consensus” is a term of art within IETF and it cannot be compared to the common use of the term “consensus”. Thus “rough consensus” within IETF cannot be equated to consensus (or even broad support) of the global multistakeholder community.
-----
A12. excerpt: 
Further, while the IETF process for the IANA transition was fully open, the same is not the case for the ICANN processes dealing with names and accountability, nor for the NRO process dealing with addresses.
	Excerpts from A11, A12.

	28
	Marc Blanchet - Viagenie
	The IETF IANAPLAN WG has reviewed the draft ICG proposal within the context of the WG’s charter (http://datatracker.ietf.org/wg/ianaplan/charter/) — specifically, “Should proposals made by other communities regarding the transition of other IANA functions affect the IETF protocol parameter registries or the IETF, the WG may also review and comment on them.” The IETF IANAPLAN working group continues to believe that a transition away from a US Government
role in IANA management and oversight is appropriate and confirms consensus of its participants that the draft proposal is not perceived to pose problems for the Protocol Parameters function or to interfere with the development or safe use of IETF standards. The IETF raised two transition points that are mentioned in Paragraph 3062 of the proposal. We would ask that they be referenced in Part 0, Section V of the proposal as well.
On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs
	A12 Full response.

On behalf of the IETF IANAPLAN WG,
Marc Blanchet and Leslie Daigle, IETF IANAPLAN working group co-chairs

	33
	Sue Randel
	A2. excerpt:
The numbers and parameters proposals are sufficiently independent to work without overlap or conflicts.
-----
A3. excerpt:
The numbers and parameters proposals have sufficient accountability controls place by virtue of bodies outside ICANN having ultimate responsibility for them.
-----
A5. excerpt:
Again, the numbers and parameters proposals do support the multistakeholder model.
-----
A8. excerpt (question re maintaining openness):
...“yes” for numbers and parameters."
-----
A12. excerpt:
Similarly for the IETF regarding protocol parameters. Any breach of the agreements, policies, and oversight mechanisms should be remedied with the IETF's selection of another body to act as registry for protocol parameters.The SLA proposed by the RIRs and ICANN is a reasonable approach so long as the remedy for any failure on ICANN's part is simply severing of the relationship between the RIRs and ICANN.
	Excerpts from A2, A3, A5, A8, A12.



