A number of comments addressed the question of whether the ICP Proposal met the NTIA criteria for transition both generally as well as per criteria.  The overall conclusions for the comments affirmed that the proposal met the NTIA requirements for transition.  At the overall level a substantial majority of the comments supported the proposal’s meeting the transition requirements.

A number of issues were raised across the comments.

Inclusion:   While the ICG finds, and the majority of the comments affirm, that the openness and inclusiveness of the processes were demonstrated and continue to exist, some broader concerns related to inclusion, relative roles and definition of Multistakeholder were also raised.  
The concern was that the transition requirements used a narrower definition of multistakeholder than the Tunis Agenda.  A couple of comments raised the concern of formal inclusion in community processes.  These concerns were previously raised with the communities and the processes were found to be sufficiently open to those who wanted to participate.  Likewise there were concerns raised in a few comments that the existing operational communities and those that were directly involved in the IANA functions had too much relative power, with a preference for a membership or multistakholder participation in the direct governance of the process.  Some of these issues such as the definition of multistakeholder that was used by NTIA are not within the scope of our inquiry.  Other issues such as the use of the PTI as opposed to a direct membership structure were the subject of long and detailed discussions at the community level.  They were not adopted by the community in the final consensus.  A couple of comments raised issues of concern related to global participation based on issues of culture, linguistics and travel costs. ICG has noted those concerns and passed them on to the Operational Communities as a consideration
, but sees no action needed in relation to the proposal as drafted.
Stability and Security.  A number of commentators suggested that security and stability might  be impacted, but provided to little on context to further evaluate their concerns.  We note that the community processes that dealt with these issues and their workability reviews addressed many of these general parameters. A few comments raised question on topics that might impact the stability and security of the Internet.  A couple of commentators hypothesized that dissatisfaction with certain elements of the proposal, jurisdiction among them, might lead to the creation of a parallel DNS that could lead to fragmentation.  This was not a shared concern across the vast majority of commentators. Some concerns were predicated on the ability to achieve some of the needed actions in contracts and to appropriately enforce them.  This is a matter that the communities are addressing in their further implementation work with the legal bases for actions being established in the proposal and across existing workstreams
.  A concern that was raised, again as a potential problem across a few comments, was the impact that separation or multiple operators might have on the security and stability of the Internet.  The concerns related to separation and coordination related to separation are being transmitted to the Communities for their consideration.  Finally a couple of commentators were concerned that changes to Root Zone Management functions could impact the security and stability of the Internet.  RZM is the subject of a separate and parallel workstream, but concerns related to RZM have also been transmitted to the appropriate community(ies). 
The role of Governments
.  A range of comments addressed the role of governments.  Among the most relevant: a couple felt that government roles would be too constrained and they would not be able to fulfill all of the criteria of the Tunis Agenda; a couple also highlighted a concern for the possible role future legislation by US government based on concern of jurisdiction; and more commentators focused on what they perceived to be a possible enhanced voting role for the GAC and concerns of governments as owners of ccTLDs in the CSC.  The proposal cannot address all hypothetical situations and has relied on the community processes to find the right balance across the stakeholder equities and operational requirements.  The ICG sees no further action as appropriate at this point, but notes the concerns raised.  
Openness and Expectations.  While both of these issues garnered some comments of concern, the bases for those comments/concerns has already been addressed in the other topics previously outlined.
� By way of clarification, governments’ role as a stakeholder participant as part of a multistakeholder process and does not create issue for the relevant NTIA criteria.





�Is there any basis for sending this to the communities?  Was this already discussed?


�Are we handling this elsewhere?





