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A. Consistency with RFP
 requirements of openness and inclusiveness.
1. Were any process concerns highlighted to the ICG by participants in the proposal development process? 

Yes. To-date, process concerns from two persons have been noticed.
2. If so, were input/comments the ICG received directly shared with the operational community? Were they considered or addressed by the operational community?  How were they considered or addressed?
Yes, the input/comments were posted on public mailing lists, and were brought to the attention of the CRISP team and chair via public mailing lists.
The CRISP team has responded to the claims
.
3. How did the community define consensus in its community process?
[From Part VI.C of the CRISP response document]
The CRISP team used an open mailing list, <ianaxfer@nro.net> as the primary channel for discussions of CRISP activities
, and this list was widely announced by the Team on various RIR mailing lists and websites. As at 26 Jan 2015, this list had 134 subscribers
.

The CRISP team met on open teleconferences which were scheduled and announced on the <ianaxfer@nro.net> mailing list. Between 9 December 2014 and 15 January 2015, 14 CRISP team teleconferences were held. 
Consensus was determined when, following discussions within the CRISP team, no further comments, concerns, or objections were observed. A 24-hour window was set for decisions made during CRISP team teleconferences and shared on the CRISP team mailing list, to allow those who were not on the call to provide input.
A similar approach was taken for the ianaxfer@nro.net mailing list. Consensus was determined following discussions on the list around an issue raised or a new suggestion when no further comments, concerns, objections were observed.

4. Did the proposal obtain community consensus (as defined in the community’s process) among those who participated in the community process?
Yes. (Process concerns see under 1.)
In the global discussions at <ianaxfer@nro.net>
, several issues received close attention and provoked significant discussions. These include:

· Composition of Review Committee

· Details of the proposed agreement, including its terms and termination conditions, dispute resolution and the need of the full terms of the proposed agreement to be submitted

· Intellectual property rights of the data and trademarks associated with the IANA Numbering services.

The CRISP team has called for community feedback on the draft proposal.

There was clear agreement and support on the final, agreed elements on the proposal, as observed from the ianaxfer@nro.net mailing list.

B.  Meeting RFP requirements.

1. Completeness – are any RFP components missing? Please refer to the RFP sections: (0) Proposal Type, (1) Description of Community’s Use of IANA Functions, (2) Existing, Pre-Transition Arrangements, (3) Proposed Post-Transition Oversight and Accountability Arrangements, (4) Transition Implications, (5) NTIA Requirements, (6) Community Process.
No. All RFP components were complete.
Specifically, I have in detail looked at a potential gap or overlap between the Numbers and Protocol Parameters proposals.

Reason for this is that by starting at 1.2.9.3 in the IANA Contract, and specifically the ICANN Response
, one can find a number of different registries that could either fall under the Numbers or Protocol Parameters responsibility, namely:

· IANA IPv4 Address Space Registry (http://www.iana.org/assignments/ipv4-address-space)

· IANA IPv4 Special Purpose Address Registry (http://www.iana.org/assignments/iana-ipv4-special-registry)

· IPv4 Multicast Address Space Registry (http://www.iana.org/assignments/multicast-addresses)

· Internet Protocol Version 6 Address Space (http://www.iana.org/assignments/ipv6-address-space)

· IPv6 Global Unicast Address Assignments (http://www.iana.org/assignments/ipv6-unicast-address-assignments)

· IANA IPv6 Special Purpose Address Registry (http://www.iana.org/assignments/iana-ipv6-special-registry)

· Internet Protocol Version 6 (IPv6) Anycast Addresses (http://www.iana.org/assignments/ipv6-anycast-addresses)

· IPv6 Multicast Address Space Registry (http://www.iana.org/assignments/ipv6-multicast- addresses)

· Autonomous System (AS) Numbers (http://www.iana.org/assignments/as-numbers)

· ICANN will also be responsible for delegating resources to the RIRs and for special purposes, such as multicast, in line with the policies developed in the IETF and published as RFCs.
When looking at the two proposals, the portal paragraph in the Numbers Proposal do say in section I.A:

The IANA activities relevant to the Internet Number Community are:

· the allocation of blocks of Internet Number Resources (namely IPv4 addresses, IPv6 addresses, and Autonomous System Numbers, AS Numbers, or ASNs) to the Regional Internet Registries (RIRs);

· the registration of such allocations in the corresponding IANA Number Registries;

· other related registry management tasks including the management of returned IP address space, and general registry maintenance; and

· the administration of the special-purpose “IN-ADDR.ARPA” and “IP6.ARPA” DNS zones, in accordance with IPv4 and IPv6 allocations, respectively.

These activities are referred to in this document, collectively, as “IANA Numbering Services.”

That might sound like if the Numbers proposal do cover the whole number space (including areas under control by the Protocol Parameters), but in reality later in section I.D it is referenced that in reality the over arching rules for what subset of the above the RIR Policies apply to is decided in coordination between IETF and the RIR processes, and at that at the moment a key document that explain the boundaries is RFC 7249
. Further, RFC 3172
 and RFC 7249 are both mentioned and referenced.

If instead one look at the Protocol Parameter proposal, it specifies:

· The IETF is responsible for policy relating to the entire IP address space and AS number space.  Through the IANA protocol parameters registries, the IETF delegates unicast IP address and AS number ranges to the RIRs [RFC7020],[RFC7249].  Special address allocation, such as multicast and anycast addresses, often require coordination.  Another example of IP addresses that are not administered by the RIR system is Unique Local Addresses (ULAs) [RFC4193], where local networks employ a prefix that is not intended to be routed on the public Internet.  New special address allocations are added, from time to time, related to the evolution of the standards.  In all cases, these special assignments are listed in the IANA protocol paramters registries.

· The IETF maintains sub-registries for special IPv4 and IPv6 assignments.  These are specified in [RFC3307], [RFC5771], and [RFC6890].  The IETF coordinates such assignments with the RIRs.

My conclusion is that although the Numbers proposal do not go into the details as much as the Protocol Parameters regarding the various registries, the over arching specification on the responsibilities, RFC 7249, is referenced and recognized by both proposals. On top of that, both proposals do talk about the need for, and the existence of, coordination in the cases the responsibilities would change in the future.

Another area that is mentioned in both proposals is the iana.org domain name. The Protocol Parameters proposal suggest transfer of the domain name to the IETF Trust. The Numbers proposal suggest a domain name holder independent of the IANA Functions Operator and states:

The transfer of the IANA trademark and IANA.ORG domain to the IETF Trust will require additional coordination with the other affected communities of the IANA Services, namely, protocol parameters and names. It is the preference of the Internet Number Community that all relevant parties agree to these expectations as part of the transition. 

Because of this, my conclusion is that there is good split of responsibilities between the two proposals regarding the registries potentially covered by both.
2. Clarity – does anything in the proposal not make sense or require clarification from the operational community?

No.  There have been no comments which indicate that further clarification or explanation of the proposal is required.
3. NTIA criteria – does the proposal fulfill the NTIA criteria?
Yes – full details are set out in Part V of the proposal, from Parts V.A to V.E.

a. Support and enhance the multistakeholder model

Yes – with respect to the “Internet Number Community” based on the RIR structure.
The RIRs are widely regarded as healthy examples of the multistakeholder model of Internet Governance.  Structurally they are open, transparent and accountable, with well established participatory mechanisms for policy development in their respective regions.  In addition, they and their communities are active participants in and supporters of multistakeholder processes of ICANN, IGF and others.

Accordingly, it can be argued that this proposal supports the existing multistakeholder mechanisms of the RIR System, and enhances them (and hence the overall multistakeholder model) by introducing improvements in transparency, accountability, and other aspects of the system.
b. Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet DNS

Yes.

There are no changes proposed that affect the security, stability, or resilience of the Internet DNS. It may be argued that the proposed Review Committee will introduce additional transparency to the ICANN ecosystem which is beneficial for security, stability and resilience.
c. Meet the needs and expectation of the global customers and partners of the IANA services

Yes. 
The global customers of the IANA Numbering services are the RIRs, and their communities of stakeholders in Internet number resources.  The process by which this proposal was established demonstrates that it meets the needs and expectations of the RIRs and their communities.
d. Maintain the openness of the Internet
Yes. 
The Internet Number Community has a long-standing history of open, transparent and bottom-up policy-making and operational processes (including the transparent publication of all registration information).
e. Does not replace the NTIA role with a government-led or an inter-governmental organization solution
Yes. 
The proposal essentially places the RIRs in the role currently occupied by the NTIA. 
The RIRs are independent, non-Governmental, self-funded not-for-profit organizations, accountable to their regional memberships and communities through well-developed mechanisms.  Further information on RIR governance and accountability is published in a comparative reference matrix, on the NRO website
. 
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