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14 comments came in which touched specifically on ccTLD related issues. After combining the issues – where appropriate - from the various comments the ICG filed three questions to the CWG to be answered:

1)  We received comments on Section P1.II.A.i., “Affected IANA Service (ccTLDs)” about the references to Internet Coordination Policy 1 (ICP-1) and the work of the Framework of interpretation Working Group (FOIWG). The ICANN Board has adopted the recommendations in the report of the FOIWG and so paragraph 1027 could usefully be amended to reflect this, replacing the last sentence with “The ICANN Board adopted the FOIWG recommendations in June 2015.”
 
2)  The ccNSO Council has requested an editorial change, which can be achieved by removing the reference to ICP-1 in section 1036 and including a footnote referencing the removal clearly indicating the non-status of ICP-1 as well as News Memo 1 and GAC Principles from 2000 (the last of these having been formally superseded by the GAC Principles 2005).  This appears to be a friendly drafting amendment, bringing the document into line with recently updated policy and we would therefore ask the CWG whether Part 1 of the combined proposal could be adapted accordingly.
 
3)  We have also received a comment on the composition of IANA Function Review Teams (paragraph 1283). This recommends that two ccNSO members and one non-ccNSO ccTLD member be appointed to the IFRT. While the input supported the objective of encouraging the participation of non-ccNSO ccTLDs, it recognised that it could be difficult to ensure rotation of the non-ccNSO ccTLD member. In particular, the commentator stressed that regional balance should be considered an important criterion and suggested that the recommendation be changed to make the one non-ccNSO ccTLD member recommendation a target, rather than a requirement.

There were questions raised by representatives of Governments, ccTLD operators and others observing that the Proposal does not include an appeals mechanism for ccTLD delegations and redelegations / revocations. It is noted a ccNSO PDP will occur, but will take some time to develop, and questions whether a stopgap is needed. 
It should be noted that there has never been an appeals mechanism for delegation or revocation decisions made by IANA. RFC1591 from 1994 indicated that a specific review mechanism be established and used in instances where parties cannot reach agreement, but this mechanism has never been implemented.
The NTIA authorisation, as the NTIA have previously confirmed, is limited to simple checks that process has been followed and documented, specifically that the request has been administratively dealt with appropriately by IANA.
The ICG therefore feels these issues are beyond the scope for inclusion in the Transition Proposal and that the ccNSO is the appropriate body to provide final resolution through its PDP. 

One commentator took the view a transition carried out under this proposal would
worsen the positions of ccTLD Managers, both individually and collectively. This appears being a subjective opinion by lacking substantiated rationale. On the contrary, collectives representing ccTLD interests like the ccNSO council or CENTR didn’t raise similar concerns rather being in general support of the proposal. Therefore the ICG takes it as a personal opinion.

Some comments highlight the importance of Service Level Expectations (SLE) to be included in the proposal and be prioritized for implementation. The ICG notes the CWG’s objective to ensure that the naming proposal is not delayed by work to define the SLEs and so to optimize use of the time prior to the final submission of a proposal to the NTIA (1137 plus P1. Annex A). An SLE Working Group report has already been released.

