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SLIDE 3:
We have a short introduction to the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA), and the IANA Stewardship Transition.
The technical functioning of the Internet relies on databases of unique names and numbers (known as registries in the technical community).  All computers use these unique names and numbers to connect to each other.  There are three main categories of these registries, domain names, IP addresses (or numbers), and protocol parameters. When your computer connects to the Internet, or you surf the web or send e-mail, the software on your computer is using these to communicate with other computers. 
Setting the POLICY for the VALUES that go into each of these registries is the responsibility of three “communities of interest” or Operating Communities (OCs).  Those are the small colored boxes at the very top of the chart. For IP addresses/numbers that OC comes together through the group of five Regional Internet Registries (RIRs), for Protocol Parameters it is the IETF community, and for Names it is the ICANN community.  The Policy and Oversight work for each Registry is the responsibility of its community.  Policy and oversight is not part of the IANA functions, and is outside the scope of the IANA Functions Operator (which of course is housed within ICANN today).  When we talk about performing the IANA functions, we are talking about what is largely an administrative task.  It is important to understand this as there has been too much confusion over these roles, resulting in over politicization of the IANA Function.  
SLIDE 4: ROLE OF NTIA, ICANN, IANA
To understand the context for the transition, we need to understand what the current oversight model looks like.  The registries for these three independent sets of IANA functions find themselves together under one roof through a set of historical events.  IANA started as a service to the community and was provided by one individual, Dr. Jonathan Postel.  Later, the service was housed at the University of Southern California Information Sciences Institute (ISI) where Jon began working in 1977. 
 In 1995, the IANA functions (still housed at ISI with Jon Postel) were included as part of a research contract between ISI and the US Government.  In 1996, a process was started with the global community which eventually resulted in the research contract being replaced by an explicit contractual agreement between the US Department of Commerce’s National Telecommunications and Information Administration dept. (NTIA) and ICANN.  There is a department within ICANN that is called the IANA Department and the people who work in that department maintain the registries for the Operating Communities mentioned above.  NTIA maintains this contract with ICANN and conducts oversight over ICANN and oversight over the IANA department.  In addition to the NTIA contract, IANA functions are performed under a number of independent operational agreements between the Operating communities and ICANN as the current IANA Functions Operator. We should also recognize that all the OCs are very happy with the performance of the IANA department. 
NTIA’s role also includes the procedural role of administering changes to the authoritative root zone file and serving as the historic steward of the DNS, a role that has helped provide confidence in the system.  As the Internet organizations have matured, NTIA’s role has become largely symbolic.  NTIA has no operational role and does not initiate changes to the authoritative root zone file, assignment of protocol numbers, or allocation of Internet numbering resources.
SLIDE 5:  What is the IANA Stewardship Transition?
Last year the NTIA announced the transition of its stewardship role to the global multi- stakeholder community, and in making the announcement, established a number of criteria and expectations regarding the transition. 
The criteria were: that the transition proposal must support and enhance the multi-stakeholder model; must maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet Domain System (also known as the DNS); must meet the needs and expectations of the global customers and partners of the IANA services; and must maintain the openness of the Internet. 
Furthermore, NTIA made it clear that the transition proposal must have broad community support and must not replace NTIA’s role with a government-led or inter-governmental organization solution. 
At the time of the announcement, NTIA asked ICANN to convene a process to develop a transition proposal.  ICANN held a public comment period and the process that was ultimately adopted by the global multi-stakeholder community was based on a submission from the Internet Architecture Board (IAB).  That submission recognized the clear roles of the three Operating Communities in managing their respective IANA Functions.  It also recognized the service nature of the IANA Functions, therefore requiring the engagement of a broad set of stakeholders. The resulting structure was called the IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (or ICG). 
SLIDE 6:  ICG Composition
The ICG is comprised of 30 members representing a broad array of stakeholders, and two liaisons.  These include stakeholders from the three operational communities, as well as stakeholders from business, governments, user communities, and others.   One small footnote on this slide, there were 5 representatives from Government, not two (it is not depicted properly).
SLIDE 7: Transition Proposal
In September of last year, the ICG issued a request for proposals to the three operational communities. The ICG sought complete formal responses to the RFP through processes which were to be determined by, and convened by each of the “operational communities”, according to their well established processes.
The proposals had to respond to the criteria from NTIA as well as include appropriate and properly supported independent accountability mechanisms for running the IANA functions.  The proposals had to address workability (individually and then when evaluated as one combined proposal).  The proposals were to be supported by the broad range of stakeholders participating in the proposal development process, and were expected to be developed through a transparent process, open to and inclusive of all stakeholders interested in participating. In order to help the ICG maintain its light coordination role, all interested and affected parties were strongly encouraged to participate directly in these community processes. 
Each of the community proposals was subjected to extensive public input and scrutiny as part of their own community processes, and then again through the ICG reviews.   The ICG reviewed all three proposals individually and combined: for completeness, workability and for robust accountability mechanisms.
Any questions or suggestions for substantive modifications were always referred back to the operational communities for assessment and action. 
SLIDE 8: DEVELOPING PROPOSALS
This slide graphically represents the relationship and some dependencies between the parties.  Representatives of these communities will talk more about their multi-stakeholder processes in just a minute.
This slide also covers a few other important points:  the ICANN Cross-Community Working group on Accountability (CCWG) which has been proceeding in parallel to the ICG, and on which the CWG (Names) proposal and hence the ICG’s combined proposal is dependent.  Once the CCWG completes its work and the CWG affirms its accountability requirements have been met, the combined ICG proposal will then be ready for submission to NTIA via the ICANN Board.  NTIA have requested that the Accountability Proposal and the IANA Transition Proposal be submitted at the same time, so there is another dependency. The ICANN Board have agreed to submit the proposal untouched, though they may send comments in separately.  Throughout this process, ICANN participated as a part of the community, and any comments they may send in are not expected to challenge the proposal.  To disagree would mean this process has failed to reach community consensus, and hence fail one of NTIA’s basic criteria.
So, I hope this introduction has been helpful and with that, I’ll turn it over to the CRISP presenter.
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