D1:  clarity on escalation process prior to separation:
· The inputs generally seek to clarify and specify when separation might be appropriate.
29:  
· 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.
· I'm inclined to see both of these as implementation issues.  Whether we need a clearer statement that separation is about replacing an IANA functions operator that is failing to meet service levels or is not following agreed policy or is otherwise not meeting expected quality of service and has consistently failed to improve, I do not know.  I thought the CWG was clear enough.  Trying to define a list up front seems to me to be fraught with difficulties.
· Similarly, I thought it was quite clear about the process, which again should not be too heavily defined, but rather is developed depending on the severity of the issue.  [I'd note the comment in D.1.a. comment 56, which notes that an emergency process might be needed in cases of security & stability, which is relevant here.]
· In line with other comments, it might be worth underlining the resolution process in the CSC and likely first actions in the GNSO Registry Stakeholder Group (RySG) or ccNSO as a first step to triggering a review.  I also think that the ccNSO and RySG would be needed to agree to adopting a regular review recommendation to separate especially if this were contrary to any performance issues.
51:  I really could not find the relevant comment in this paper.
81:
· in line with 29 plus
· Comments as above!
· indicate remedial action prior to initiating separation process
· This is the role of the CSC.  It could be the role of the RySG and/or the ccNSO, should they consider more remedial action is needed.
83:  belongs under D.1.b?
· List separation scenarios [one, two or all three customers seeking separation] and include [high-level] risk assessment.  Includes risk assessment on IPR, but should go beyond.  
· As the different OCs have their own processes, does this come down to us?  I guess we ought to think about whether we should seek to identify interdependencies (IPR is one) between the work.  Shared use of resources and people might be a significant concern, for example
· Risk assessment should include an evaluation of financial impacts.
· Quite sensible, but isn't this something that should be done by the separation review?  Do we need to suggest that it is in the ToR of the separation review?

88:  I think that this is under D.1.c.

92:
· hope that ICANN's board would remedy problems with IANA operations before separation became Necessary;  measures proposed by CCWG-Accountability give the community significant leverage to correct ICANN deficiencies before having to begin a separation process
· Simple comment and I think that this is implicit in the names proposal.  It might be worth a reference, though.  This was from the names community, but it is relevant to all of the communities, isn't it?
· ICG should clarify the escalation processes necessary to invoke separation, and adopt a standard for determining when separation may be considered.
· Comment as above.  If it is needed it is a CWG issue as the process is in its proposal only?
· doesn’t clearly describe the efforts the community must take to fix any issues through discussion with ICANN or PTI before resorting to separation
· As above.  I think this should all be done prior to a separation review being triggered via CSC, RySG and ccNSO.
· a separation process can be commenced “if the IFR determines that a separation process is necessary,” but provides no guidance as to when such a determination would be appropriate.  For example, the proposal could specify that separation can only take place if the IANA Functions Review team finds that keeping the functions with the current operator raises significant concerns regarding the security, stability, and resiliency of the functions and the security, stability, and resiliency of the domain name system overall.
· As above, but the wording of the final sentence quoted might be useful for us to play back to CWG?
· ICG requires supermajority approval by the GNSO and ccNSO, followed by approval by the Board “as well as a community mechanism derived from the CCWG‐Accountability process.” The CCWG proposal acknowledges this request and agrees to inclusion of bylaws to allow for such community approval, but it defers the specifications to the CWG-Stewardship. As the ICG report is presently open ended on the specifics of this community approval process, we believe the ICG should, therefore, work with the CCWG‐Accountability to develop the specifications for this community power.
· I think it is the CWG that defined super-majority approval so should we simply refer CWG back to discuss its requirements with the CCWG-Accountability?
· the ICG specify that a Separation Working Group, if ever needed, would include the IETF, regardless of whether that group was participating in the Community Mechanism.
· I understood that the numbers and protocol parameters communities had their own mechanisms and had specifically opted out of the IFR and separation review process
102:
· request further clarification and details on the process which determines whether escalation mechanisms ... have been exhausted to invoke the legal separation of the PTI from ICANN...
·  I think it is pretty well inconceivable that a separation review would invoke legal separation of PTI from ICANN:  the process is about replacing a failing operator - PTI - not setting it free to continue without control of the steward!
· Otherwise comments as above
103:
· The IFO separation process should occur if failure to separate poses a substantial threat to the security, stability, and resiliency of the Domain Name System (DNS), and the community approval mechanism to approve this process should be clearly defined.
· I guess it is one, but not the only condition:  meeting expected performance and quality of service is another 
· The ICG should seek community approval on whether to allow for future division of the IANA functions among multiple IFOs, a possibility created by the proposal but not explicitly acknowledged.  severability of the functions has not been explicitly discussed by the community. We believe the ICG should clarify the dependencies among the three separation processes and ask for affirmative community approval if allowing for the possibility of separating the three primary sets of IANA functions in the future. (Belongs in D.4.)
· As it was included in our consultation, I think we have done so, haven’t we?
105: I could not find a relevant comment in this submission
121:
· In the case the IANA Functions are split, the ICG Proposal lacks detail on the process that each operational community will use to determine the escalation paths leading to separability, ensuring accountability of a successor, and identifying a successor IANA Functions Operator.
· Don’t numbers and protocol parameters define their process?

D.1.a.  Should escalation process be simplified?
56:
· A separation process for the IANA functions operator is necessary to support the stability of the Internet, and to act as an effective accountability mechanism should any issues arise with the operation of Post--‐Transition IANA.  if security or stability issues were the reason for seeking separation, a lengthy escalation mechanism could exacerbate these issues. For this reason, we would question whether the separation process could be initiated when a specific set of criteria are fulfilled.
· Good idea, but hard to define criteria, isn’t it?  And I’d guess a really unlikely situation?  Could we suggest an accelerated process at the joint request of the OCs + SSAC?

D.1.b:  Different separation scenarios should be listed and include a risk assessment at a high level, including financial impacts (83) (see above)

D.1.c:  OCs should establish separation coordination process (during implementation phase)
88:
· The IANA Coordination Group has not introduced any measure to increase direct operational coordination between the operational communities, the ALAC recommends that such coordination should be promoted at the Implementation Phase, with the aim to reduce and/or prevent the likelihood of a split in the IANA Functions Operator.
· an operational community reaches the decision to replace their IANA Functions Operator, they should discuss their decision with other operational communities prior to proceeding forward, seeking all means to keep all of the IANA functions undertaken by a single IANA Functions Operator
· I think the reason for this coordination might look like trying to prevent individual communities’ decisions, which could in turn discourage coordination.  However, the underlying idea of coordination is good (and shared by 107 for different reasons) as before any separation it would be sensible for the three OCs to share information and look at issues that might have a wider impact (shared staff, common resources, management roles, organisational overheads, for example)
107:
· there appears to be no process or mechanism for coordination among the OCs when considering a change of IFO. While CDT appreciates that each OC has its own approach to such a possibility, we wonder, as have other respondents, whether there should be a process whereby the OCs coordinate in the event of a proposed change in IFO, etc., so as to mitigate any potential procedural or operational disruptions or conflicts that might arise.
· As above, but for different reasons.  (There were other calls for coordination/information exchange between the three OCs, in particular when problems appear or when there is consideration of change of operator.)

D.1.d.:  Concern over expanded GAC role in Separation Working Group
125:
· community mechanism may have the GAC as a voting body within the mechanism…. This contrasts with the GAC’s current role on the ICANN Board, where it has no votes and acts in an advisory capacity…. This … significantly expands the GAC’s mandate within ICANN, including … IANA-related matters. 
· Is this a wider issue that needs to be reviewed by CWG-Stewardship and CCWG-Accountability?
