ICG Summary Report on 

Comments Received during the Public Comment Period 

on the Combined Transition Proposal
 [source: Alissa’s summary and statistics, pages 14 & 15 of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
On July 31, 2015, the ICG issued a call for public comment on the combined transition proposal.
 The call for public comments concluded on September 8, 2015. The ICG is issuing this summary report to share with the community general information on the comments received and the approach followed by the ICG in handling those comments. It’s worth noting that this summary does not cover each and every comment but rather the major themes of the comments received and any suggested follow-up, where needed, by the ICG. 

During its public comment period the ICG received 157 comments on the combined proposal from a wide variety of stakeholders, including individuals, operational communities, supporting organizations and advisory committees, businesses and trade associations, civil society groups, governments, and others. The ICG received comments in Chinese, Spanish, and French as well as English. Comments came from national, regional, and global stakeholders as well as stakeholders who did not identify a location of origin, as shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Geographic distribution of commenters in the public comment period
The majority of the comments (63%) were generally supportive of the proposal or expressed qualified support accompanied by questions, requests for clarification, or criticism. The rest of the comments either opposed the proposal or the IANA stewardship transition overall, or made no clear indication of either support or opposition, as shown in Figure 2 below.

Figure 2: Summary of support for the transition proposal as reflected in public comments received by the ICG
Six members of the ICG volunteered to lead the review process, though all members participated in actual reviews. The six volunteers reviewed the submissions allocated to them and then summarized those as completed tables of entries related to themes and topics.  The themes and topics were based on the various fields defined in the questionnaire and general themes of the proposal.  Each leader presented the summary of the findings for allocated topics or themes at the in person meeting in Los Angeles, highlighting the commonality or disparity of views based on the submissions.  Each of the topics/themes was discussed with specific reference to concepts set forth in the submissions.  From these reviews and discussions which lasted two days, follow-on actions were decided.  In some cases no action was needed.  In some cases submission issues were forwarded to OCs for information or consideration and finally, in a number of cases, the ICG developed specific questions to ask the OCs, on issues of concern that were raised, but not sufficiently addressed in the existing proposal.   
A more formalized statement of the ICG actions related to submissions:
· Issues already agreed, but still unclear to the community, to be clarified in Part 0 of the proposal (the ICG summary report) and/or FAQ/other relevant documentation as deemed appropriate.

· Issues that need answers, to be forwarded to the relevant Operational Community(ies) OC(s), to provide an explicit response and to advise whether this response could be reflected in Part 0 of the proposal (the ICG summary report) or has to be reflected in the relevant OC(s) proposal(s). It’s worth noting that the latter may require the proposal to go through another public comment period.
· Finally, comments addressing fundamental issues, such as the idea of the transition in principle, or issues that have already been discussed, investigated and settled upon by the relevant OC(s) will require no action (but will/may? be forwarded to the relevant OC as an FYI ??.)

Upon receiving the OCs responses, the ICG will reflect the necessary changes in the relevant parts of the final proposal, notifying the community of such changes.

Community comments received, mainly touched upon the following major themes, listed in no specific order:  
· Jurisdiction 
[source: Martin’s email dated 30/09/2015]
Some comments were made that directly referred to jurisdiction.  While there was opposition to the proposal because it concurred with the US Government's willingness to relinquish its stewardship, a similar number opposed, arguing that ICANN and IANA should be subject to international law and jurisdiction.  However, there was good support – stated and implicit – for the approach proposed by the CCWG-Accountability, that jurisdiction should be discussed further under Work Stream 2, looking at the implications of a transfer of jurisdiction following transition.

The ICG recognised that there was no clear consensus in the comments for opposition to the proposal on the grounds of jurisdiction.  Input reflected the discussion in the CWG-Stewardship, which identified that significant and detailed analysis would be needed to assess objectively the implications and benefits of a transfer of jurisdiction.  The ICG also noted that a change in jurisdiction at the time of transition of stewardship – given the implications on ICANN and PTI accountability – would increase the complexity of the proposal and increase the level of uncertainty in the transition.

Accordingly, the ICG notes that the CCWG-Accountability has identified ICANN’s jurisdiction as a topic for further work in Work Stream 2 (post transition).  It believes that this recognises that a change of jurisdiction before or during the IANA transition would introduce uncertainty (in particular in accountability) and complexity at a time when NTIA is seeking predictability and stability.  It recognises that jurisdiction remains an important issue that needs to be addressed based on a clear assessment of the implications of different options.  The ICG agrees that the approach identified by CCWG-Accountability is an appropriate way of continuing this work.
· PTI and related bodies

· Root zone maintenance and administration

There were a number of comments concerning DNS Root Zone Management.  
[source: Milton's email dated 26/09/2015 – subject line: comment summary on RZM issues]
22 of the submissions made specific comments about the root zone maintainer (RZM) role. Many noted that it is difficult to assess the ICG proposal’s impact on the security and stability of the DNS root without knowing how the Verisign cooperative agreement and the roles of Verisign and the IANA Functions Operator (IFO) will be modified. Most of the submissions that addressed the RZM issue felt that the ICANN-Verisign proposal left some questions unanswered and/or raised concerns about the transparency and trustworthiness of the transition process. They asked for consultation with the global multistakeholder community before any major structural changes were made in the roles of the IFO and RZM. This was a consistent theme among business groups and civil society organizations. A subset of commenters asked that the transition remain committed to the organizational separation of the IFO and RZM duties. Other comments asked for the ICANN-Verisign proposal to be reviewed by the SSAC or by the CWG-stewardship itself to confirm that it meets their requirements.
[source: Milton’s email dated 26/09/2015 – subject line: Part 0 language for RZM and final draft on Dropbox under Coordination Group/Public Comment/Summary Document, where last part was replaced by Alissa's new suggested language (email dated 09/10/2015) and reflecting Narelle and Russ M. following comments]
The ICG recognizes that a complete and finalized transition requires more than implementing its own proposal. It also requires revising the relationship between the current Root Zone Maintainer (Verisign), Root Zone Administrator (the U.S. Commerce Department) and IANA functions operator (ICANN). Insofar as those revisions require amendments to (or elimination of) the cooperative agreement between the NTIA and Verisign, the process will be in the hands of the NTIA, not the ICG. This “related and parallel transition,” as the NTIA described it in its March 2014 announcement, involves interactions between NTIA, ICANN and Verisign that are outside of the ICG process. Nevertheless, the NTIA itself has recognized that “aspects of the IANA functions contract are inextricably intertwined with the VeriSign cooperative agreement,” and thus the results of that process must be consistent with the ICG proposal’s approach to the IANA Functions.

So far the NTIA process seems to have built upon the output of the CWG-Stewardship proposal. The Names CWG proposed elimination of the NTIA’s root zone change authorization function and described a set of guidelines and principles regarding post-transition root zone administration. To the ICG, the post-transition RZM architecture proposed in an NTIA-solicited document by ICANN and Verisign does not seem to be inconsistent with those guidelines and principles. 

In the public comment period, however, a wide range of stakeholder groups expressed concern about the transparency of the parallel process and the uncertainty created by its status as a private negotiation among NTIA, Verisign and ICANN. Commenters seemed especially concerned about whether the global multistakeholder community would be consulted about the new arrangements before they are finalized, and whether the changes might permit significant changes in roles, such as ICANN taking over the RZM function. 
[source: Alissa’s email dated 09/10/2015 and following comments by Narelle and Russ M.]
The CWG-Stewardship has confirmed to the ICG that the creation of an arrangement between the IFO and the RZM has not been addressed and the CWG-Stewardship expects this to be subject to a separate and parallel process. The ICG believes that this parallel process must be conducted transparently with opportunities for review by the CWG-Stewardship and broader public input, and that the written agreement, e.g. a contract, between the IFO and RZM that establishes each party’s role must be in place by the time of the expiry of the NTIA contract.
· 

· Dependency on CCWG, timeline

[source: Pages 5&6 of the Executive Summary of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
The names proposal is dependent on and conditioned by the outcome of Work Stream 1 of the CCWG process. Many commenters in the public comment period noted this dependency and the associated difficulty in judging the overall accountability provided by the Names proposal until Work Stream 1 completes.  The ICG will seek confirmation that the CCWG final Work Stream 1 proposal meets the accountability requirements of the CWG.
[source: Page 21 of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
If the CCWG output does not meet the needs as contemplated by the names proposal, the CWG has indicated it will revise its proposal. Because of this dependency, it is impossible for the ICG, at this time, to conclude its assessment of the accountability mechanisms with regards to the names functions.
· IANA IPR


[source: Jari’s email dated 19/09/2015]
The ICG identified earlier a potential compatibility issue regarding the IANA trademarks and the iana.org domain name. The Numbers community expects that both are associated with the IANA function and not with a particular IANA Function Operator. The entity that is associated with the trademarks and domains holds them on behalf of the three operational communities and the current operators.

Although the Protocol Parameters proposal did not speak to this issue, in response to an ICG inquiry the Protocol Parameters community indicated that it had no objection and was willing to contribute to the arrangement.

The Names proposal contains text that refers to the trademark in Annex S. In response to an ICG inquiry about the text, the CWG indicated that the text is clearly defined as placeholder text (in square brackets) within an initial draft proposed term sheet that does not have the consensus support of the CWG. In effect, the names proposal did not make a specific proposal with regard to the IANA trademarks (and it is completely silent as regards the domain name). Since then, the CWG has confirmed that its position is consistent with that of the other two operational communities in that it has no objection to the IANA trademarks and the IANA domain names being transferred to an entity independent of the IANA Functions Operator. These community positions are also consistent with the  statement of the ICANN Board on the same topic.

As a result, the ICG considers the three proposals are compatible. While the requirements in the transition plan are therefore clear, further work remains necessary to actually implement the requirements. Detailed implementation requirements for the entity holding the IPR will be agreed and specified, an appropriate entity will then be created or selected such that it can meet the detailed requirements. The ICG notes that the operational communities are coordinating these details, and the ICG expects this coordination to continue during the implementation phase to ensure that the requirements are met. Some of the questions that the ICG received during the public comment period of the proposal relate to the implementation details. These details become clear as the communities proceed to plan the implementation.
· ccTLD issues
[source: Wolf-Ulrich’s final draft on Dropbox under Coordination Group/Public Comment/Summary Document – suggested edits are marked in track changes]
Some comments touched specifically on ccTLDrelated issues. After combining the issues – where appropriate - the ICG filed the following three questions 
to the CWG:

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 in 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 was noted that a ccNSO PDP will occur, but will take some time to develop, and there were 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 (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 that a transition carried out under this proposal would worsen the positions of ccTLD Managers, both individually and collectively. This appears to be a subjective opinion, lacking substantiated rationale. On the contrary, collective opinions representing ccTLD interests like the ccNSO council or CENTR did not raise similar concerns, but rather were in general support of the proposal. Therefore the ICG considers this to be a personal opinion.

Some comments highlighted 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 hence to optimize the use of 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.
· ICG RFP Criteria:

· Completeness and clarity
[source: Lynn’s email dated 06/10/2015 & on Dropbox]
The majority of submitters indicated they thought the proposal was complete, and many of those that indicated a more qualified “yes” (and some that stated ”no”) referred mainly to the fact that the Names proposal was incomplete as it was dependent upon the ICANN-level accountability mechanisms still under development by the Cross-Community Working Group on Enhancing ICANN Accountability (CCWG).  The ICG has previously noted that the CWG - Stewardship proposal is dependent upon their confirmation that the work of the CCWG fully meets their requirements, and the ICG is monitoring this closely as ia critical dependency.

Another common point referenced the PTI model, mostly questioning the relationship between the 3 OCs, the status of various agreements/SLAs, or noting the work still to be done on various aspects of the PTI and its associated structures.  ICG concluded that clarification was needed on this topic and various points are being clarified with the appropriate OCs, and the ICG is working to make the PTI more understandable as a whole.   The work to be done to establish the PTI (and associated structures) is enumerated (will be enumerated?
) in more detail in the implementation section, and the ICG believes the implementation inventory covers all essential areas.
At the time of the combined proposal submission, there was an open item regarding IANA trademarks and the iana.org domain name.   This has since been addressed and all parties agree that they should be held by an entity that is not the provider of the IANA services.  The 3 OCs have agreed to work together to identify and establish the IPR holder and this is to be completed during the transition ahead of the NTIA contract expiry.


Once the CWG confirms that their Accountability needs have been met by the CCWG proposal, the ICG will make a final determination as to whether the combined proposal is complete and ready to be sent to the NTIA.
· Compatibility and interoperability
[source: Patrik’s email dated 06/10/2015 - subject-line: Action M6:19 & on Dropbox, along with Russ H.’s suggested edits and Milton’s corrections]
When ICG examined comments related to interoperability between the proposals,  two general trends became apparent. The first trend came from people who were against the very notion of transition, and these generally pointed out difficulties related to interoperability.  They did not point out new interoperability concerns caused by the transition. The second trend came from people who were concerned that the internal ICANN structure with PTI as a separate entity would make cooperation and collaboration with the Numbers and Protocol Parameters communities harder. Both these communities have though explicitly said that they will maintain arrangements with ICANN, and are prepared for ICANN to implement with any structure that will maintain the current service level. For example, it is expected that IETF will continue to require (and maintain) direct relationship with staff at IANA function to participate in the IETF protocol parameter policy setting process, regardless of how ICANN is restructured as a result of the CWG proposal.

Another issue brought up concers the IPR related to IANA, which has concluded in interoperable suggestions from the communities, described elsewhere.

In general, comments did point out the proposals are interoperable, in part because they are not dependent on each other except in the cases mentioned above.

· Accountability


· Workability
 [source: Daniel and Paul’s text emailed and uploaded on Dropbox by Jennifer 08/10/2015]
The majority of commenters, who answered the relevant public comment question, considered the transition proposal to be workable.  Many noted that coordination between the OCs is necessary during the implementation phase.

A number of commenters stated unequivocally that the proposal was unworkable because they disagreed with the notion of transition as such.  A few others flatly stated that the proposal was unworkable, but gave no specific reasons for this.  The ICG counted those as comments which indicated the proposal "not workable", even though they were not helpful in detecting any issues or suggesting any improvements.

Multiple commenters requested clarification on how the Protocol Parameters and Numbers communities would interact with PTI.  This was indeed not clear yet at the time the request for comments was published.  The operational communities have since stated that they intend to contract with ICANN and to refrain from participating in PTI.
[ref to Alissa's words on this]
A number of comments referred to the workability of accountability mechanisms that are outside the scope of this proposal.  We hope commenters have submitted these comments in the appropriate process.

Based on all comments received, the ICG has not identified any major workability issues with this proposal, provided that the OCs ensure appropriate coordination both during and after the implementation.

· NTIA Criteria
[source: Page 23 of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
The ICG has concluded that the combined proposal meets all of NTIA’s criteria. The record as reflected by public comments received supports this finding. At the overall level a substantial majority of the comments supported the finding that the proposal meets the transition requirements.

· Broad community support
[source: Page 24 of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
The majority of those who submitted comments during the public comment period support the proposal. These commenters included individuals, operational communities, supporting organizations and advisory committees within the ICANN community, businesses and trade associations, civil society organizations, governments, and others from across all regions of the world. Thus community support for the combined proposal is broad both in diversity of interests and geography of origin.

· Support for multistakeholder model (Q5)
 [source: Joe’s text on inclusion and definition of multistakeholder as circulated in his email dated 19/09/2015]
One issue was raised in a few different fashions related to inclusion, relative roles and definition of Multistakeholder.  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”as 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  concerns about global participation based on issues of culture,  languages 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.
· Maintains security, stability, and resiliency of the DNS (Q6)
[source: Joe’s text on Security and Stability as edited on page 26 of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
A few comments raised questions on other topics that might impact the stability and security of the Internet. A couple of commenters 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 commenters. Some concerns were predicated on the ability to achieve some of the proposal elements in contracts and to appropriately enforce them. This is a matter that the communities are addressing in their implementation work. A concern that was raised, again as a potential problem across a few comments, was the impact that separation from PTI or multiple IANA functions operators might have on the security and stability of the Internet.  We have noted the operational community responses to this concern in section V.C.1 above. Finally, a number of commenters suggested that security and stability might be impacted, but provided little to no context to further evaluate their concerns. We note that in their workability reviews included in the proposals, the operational communities addressed many of these general parameters.
[source: Joe’s text on Security and Stability as circulated in his email dated 19/09/2015]

A few comments raised questions 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).
· Meets needs and expectations of IANA partners and customers (Q7)

· Maintains openness of the Internet (Q8)
[source: Joe’s text on Openness and Expectations as circulated in his email dated 19/09/2015]
While both issues, openness and expectations, garnered some comments of concern, the bases for those comments/concerns has already been addressed in the other topics previously outlined.
· Does not replace NTIA with government or intergovernmental solution (Q9)
 [source: Milton’s edits on Joe’s text on the Role of Governments]
The overwhelming majority of comments agreed that the proposal does not replace NTIA stewardship with a government-led or intergovernmental solution. Some comments felt that governmental roles would be too constrained; others felt that the role of the U.S. government was still too strong due to the retention of U.S. jurisdiction. A few other commentators expressed concerns about the role of government-controlled ccTLDs in the CSC. The ICG notes the concerns raised, but believes that the proposal has relied on the community processes to find the right balance across the stakeholder equities and operational requirements, and thus sees no further action as needed. 

A small number of comments expressed concern about the strengthening of the GAC in the new accountability arrangements. The ICG notes that insofar as they justify changes in the proposal, these comments are best addressed by the CCWG on enhanced accountability. 
· Potential future work and coordination for ICG and OCs



[source: Page 21 of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
Some of the questions that the ICG received during the public comment period relate to the implementation details. These details will become clear as the communities proceed to plan the implementation. The ICG notes that the operational communities are coordinating the relevant details, as deemed necessary, and expects this coordination to continue during the implementation phase to ensure that all requirements are being met. Some of the questions that the ICG received during the public comment period relate to the implementation details, which will gain in clarity as the communities proceed to plan the implementation.
· Process issues
[source: Patrik’s email dated 06/10/2015 - subject-line: Action M6:21 & on Dropbox]
The comments related to the process varies, although there was 
support from a diverse set of submissions from all over the world. Explicit support has been given from not only various parties actively participating in the operational communities, but also voices from private sector, academia and governments. Concerns on the process fall into three categories. The first category has a problem with NTIA setting the criteria for the transition. This was explained by ISOC[1] 
not being the case, as the criteria is generic and have been used for many years.
 The second group would have liked more time, and more participation from developing countries in the development of the proposal. The third is from one of the subgroups of the ICANN GNSO, IPC, that is not satisfied with the result. For the third group it is the ICG's view that these issues have been discussed already at length, and the compromise reached is satisfactory.
The only comment regarding improvement is how inclusive the process has been. The outreach initiated by the operational communities has been impressive
, but because of working under time pressure, it could have been better. Given the wide number of responses from all areas of the world, ICG considers that the requirements on outreach and input from all stakeholder groups from all over the world have been met.
[1] <https://www.internetsociety.org/sites/default/files/IANA-Transition-Perspectives-20150728-en.pdf>

· Complexity of the Proposal:
[source: Daniel and Paul’s text on complexity emailed by Daniel on 23/09/2015]

Some comments have suggested that the ICG proposal is unexpectedly or overly complex, and in some cases implied that this perceived complexity represents a threat to the workability of the proposal.

It is true that the ICG proposal is a lengthy document: It contains three substantial components which are very detailed and also different in structure and content, making it difficult for any observer to fully absorb.  However this structure is a direct result of the ICG's chosen approach to the transition planning process, namely to recognise that the IANA serves three distinct operational communities and to allow them to devise their respective plans independently, according to their own needs, priorities and processes.

The ICG's chosen approach could be regarded as an application of the subsidiarity principle, whereby the solution to any given problem should be located as close as possible to those affected by it; which in a bottom-up process inevitably results in a variety of independent outcomes which are naturally diverse.  The ICG believes that this variety of approaches, clearly apparent in the transition proposal, does not in itself represent complexity.  Rather it represents a large body of work, but a body which is cleanly divided amongst the separate proposals, and which features, as expected, few interactions or dependencies among those 3 components.

At the outset of its work the ICG has considered a different process with an aim to produce a more uniform single solution.  However, the ICG felt that such an approach would have been extremely challenging, and less likely to produce a single plan with the full support of the entire community.  It is possible in fact that such a singular solution would turn out be more complex than the plan which has been produced.

One final consideration, related again to the volume of work rather than to complexity, is that the implementation of each of the 3 plans will impose a substantial workload on the IANA.  This needs to be managed carefully during the implementation period, in consultation with the communities regarding respective requirements and priorities, in order to ensure that the transition takes place within the required timeframe.

· Institutionalization 
of NTIA criteria
[source: Page 23 of ICG Report v3 emailed by Alissa on 10/10/2015]
The ICG agrees with commenters who noted that vesting the IANA stewardship responsibility in the operational communities and using existing multistakeholder structures and processes both serve to ensure that the NTIA criteria will continue to be met over time. The communities have been working in support of the multistakeholder model, Internet openness, and DNS security, stability, and resiliency for years if not decades. Their structures provide the appropriate checks and balances to ensure that the stewardship of IANA will continue in this vein and will be protected against capture by any single interest.
· Free Speech
[source: Patrik’s email dated 06/10/2015 - subject-line: Action M6:23 & on Dropbox]
The ICG recognizes the comments related to free speech and freedom of expression. The main concern in the comments is about inviting entities not known for supporting such essential rights to the decision-making process. While it is true that the US Government, by not extending the IANA Contract, loses some of the power it has had, it is not the case that power is given to a single other country or entity. Instead, the idea with the transition is to transfer the power to the multi-stakeholder community and provide a solution that is robust enough to withstand any attempt at capture. I.e. that no single entity ends up having such power that it can misuse it.
��
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�Joe 1: That was not agreed at the meeting, we should put the question to the group, but the forwarding should be limited to those that we think were already answered.


Joe 2: Where will the responses be provided?


Joe 3: Do we highlight that reading across the comments provided an impression of a variety of  interpretations of what the implications of jurisdiction were, which could benefit from  the further work to clarify the topic?


I think Martin worked on this theme but couldn’t locate the final summary.


Joe 4: Waiting for final position ...


Do we need this?


Suggest merging this title and the ‘Accountability’ one below.  It would be redundant to cover both separately.


Joe 5: The comments noted IPR as a dependency based on the proposal.  The dependency has been resolved.  There were some comments and we had a discussion as to who should be the non-ICANN holder of the IPR.  IETF Trust was mentioned.  One comment raised questions about the nature of the entitiy and its ability to do all the needed maintenance of the marks...  Jari, do you have exact text?


I added the test subject to Jari’s confirmation.


Shouldn’t we list the questions in a narrative way along with the received responses?


Do we need to list individual opinions? I note that we have deleted a one-individual opinion in the jurisdiction part.


Joe 6: Should be will if we need OC clarification for the answer.


Moved under the RZM title.


Can’t we merge this with the CCWG part above. It will be redundant to cover both separately.


Joe 7: Should we highlight that the accountability mechanisms of 2 of the three proposals were established separately from external dependencies and no substantial issues were raised as to them?


Should we consider the above paragraph more recent and delete this one?


Does a summary of Lynn’s implementation part fit here?


Joe 8: The phrasing and content of this section should be considered after the discussions in Dublin in light of what seems to be a lack of consensus on how to define the role of ICG, if any, related to implementation.


I have already inserted some text. Hope it’s ok.


Are we sticking to the past tense?


Can we make specific reference to specific comments?


Joe 9: I’m not sure this argument holds.  That criteria are well established does not mean that someone has chosen to use them…  The concerns were not on the criteria but that NTIA had the ability to define them.   The ISOC comment goes to the neutrality of the criteria not whether NTIA should have had than role – what we have called a question of a fundamental issue. 


Joe 10: Were there any stats on this in our presentations or in the community processes?


Joe 11: This is the only footnote used, is this needed/appropriate?


Do we need this in the summary report? Does it fit under the process?


Joe 12: do we reference the existing cooperation across communities here?


Joe 13: Implementation?
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