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What role, if any, the reviewer had in the development of the proposal:

As Director General the reviewer is a member of the Executive Council (governing board) of APNIC, which selected one member of the 15-member CRISP Team (namely, Craig Ng)
. 
He participated in drafting the initial APNIC “strawman proposal”
, and in discussions about that proposal. He presented the proposal to the APNIC 38 meeting on 17 September 2014, where its principles were accepted by the APNIC community
.
He observed but did not participate directly in public discussions and meetings of the CRISP Team and community
.

He publicly submitted editorial comments to the second draft of the proposal documents
.
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, two process concerns were highlighted. One was by a participant in the proposal development process (Richard Hill)
. The other was by a person who did not appear to have previously participated in this process (Guru Acharya)
.
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 appears to have considered these input/comments (as is evident from the CRISP team mailing list
), but has chosen not to respond publicly to the input/comments. The CRISP team has expressed a preparedness to provide a response if requested by the ICG
.

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. 
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.

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 are 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.
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.

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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