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Introduction 

This document is a quick compilation of IANA and ICANN-related material excerpted from the 
submissions to NETmundial 2014.  

The aim of this document is to assist Internet governance stakeholders find IANA-related 
NETmundial content in the wake of the NTIA announcement about its plan to transition key 
Internet domain name functions to the global multistakeholder community. The full NTIA 
announcement is available at: 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/press-release/2014/ntia-announces-intent-transition-key-
internet-domain-name-functions 

Of the 186 submissions, 62 proposals contained material on IANA and ICANN.  

Note: To better contextualize the excerpts in this document, please follow the links after each 
excerpt to the original, full submission on the NETmundial site.  

 

Excerpts of NETmundial submissions containing material about IANA and ICANN included 
in this document: 

1. APIG, submission 3 
2. APIG, submission 8 
3. UK government, Submission 12 
4. Noncommercial Stakeholders Group, ICANN, Submission 19 
5. St. Thomas University/ / University of Łódź, Submission 21 
6. Ian Peter, Submission 22 
7. Article 19 and Best Bits, Submission 26 
8. Action de Sensibilisation sur les NTIC, Submission 36 
9. University of Gezira, Wad Medani, Sudan, Submission 40 
10. EUROLINC, Submission 41 
11. InternetNZ, Submission 42 
12. techUK, Submission 44 
13. Russian Federation, Submission 45 
14. Norwegian Post and Telecommunications Authority, Submission 46 
15. Telecom Italia Group, Submission 48 
16. GSMA, Submission 50 
17. Telefonica, S.A., Submission 51 
18. Austrian Federal Ministry for Transport, Innovation and Technology, Submission 52 
19. ETNO, Submission 56 
20. Avri Doria, Submission 60 
21. French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Submission 61 
22. Nominet, Submission 63 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/press-release/2014/ntia-announces-intent-transition-key-internet-domain-name-functions
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23. AHCIET, Submission 64 
24. Net Coalition, Submission 69 
25. Ministry of Industry, Energy and Tourism, Spain, Submission 70 
26. European Commission, Submission 80 
27. ICC BASIS, Submission 83 
28. Internet Governance Caucus, Submission 90 
29. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Argentina, Submission 94 
30. Orange Group, Submission 97 
31. World Information Technology and Services Alliance, Submission 99 
32. Panel on Global Internet Cooperation and Governance Mechanisms, Submission 101 
33. Intel, Submission 105 
34. Kuwait Information Technology Society, Submission 106 
35. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Argentina, Submission 110 
36. Secretara de Comunicaciones y Transportes, Mexico, Submission 111 
37. Japan Internet Service Providers Association, Submission 114 
38. Deutsche Telekom AG, 116 
39. Free and Open Source Software Foundation, Submission 118 
40. CIPIT, Submission 119 
41. Cyber Space National Center, Iran, Submission 121 
42. Avri Doria, Submission 122 
43. The Society for Knowledge Commons, Submission 125 
44. PIR Center, Submission 126 
45. Domain Name Association, Submission 133 
46. Bertrand de La Chapelle and Paul Fehlinger, Submission 134 
47. Group of individuals and Civil Society Organizations from Latin America, Submission 135 
48. Data Security Council of India (DSCI), Submission 140 
49. NRO (for AFRINIC, APNIC, ARIN, LACNIC, RIPE-NCC), Submission 143 
50. CGI.br - Brazilian Internet Steering Committee, Submission 146 
51. Connecting.nyc Inc., Submission 157 
52. Sinditelebrasil, Submission 161 
53. Association for Progressive Communications (APC), Submission 162 
54. Institute for InfoSocinomics, Tama Univ., Submission 170 
55. Center for Democracy & Technology, Submission 173 
56. Nigeria Internet Registration Association, Submission 174 
57. INTLNET, Submission 175 
58. Luis Magalhes, Submission 176 
59. ICANN Cross Community Working Group on Internet Governance, Submission 177 
60. NIC Mexico, Submission 183 
61. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Submission 184 
62. Global Geneva, Submission 186 
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1. APIG, submission 3 

Agree a formal framework that provides for all governments to participate, on an equal footing, 
in the governance and supervision of the ICANN and IANA functions, and that provides for 
effective supervision and accountability of these functions in accordance with paragraphs 29, 35, 
36, 61 and 69 of the Tunis Agenda.  

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/proposed-internet-governance-principles/46 

 

2. APIG, submission 8 

1. The Internet Ad Hoc Group proposals 

The first discussions on how to evolve Internet governance took place in the mid-1990s. ISOC and 
others sponsored discussions in a fully multi-stakeholder, open, bottom up group, known as 
IAHC. That group recommended the creation of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) that 
would be open for signature by anybody (individual, state, private company, non-profit 
organization, etc.) who adhered to its basic principles. The MoU provided for the creation of a 
legal structure, in the form of a non-profit Swiss association, and mechanisms whereby the 
signatories of the MoU could make decisions and recommendations. The MoU received 
considerable support and was signed by a certain number of organizations. But the United States 
rejected the concept of that MoU and issued its Green Paper and White Paper, resulting in the 
creation of ICANN. 

In retrospect, it appears that it would have been better to accept the framework for evolution 
provided for in the IAHC MoU. Much, if not all, of that IAHC framework remains valid today and 
could form the basis for a future framework. 

2. The role of the US government 

In its 5 June 1997 Statement of Policy on the Management of Domain Names and Addresses 
(commonly referred to as “the White Paper”), the US government stated that it would phase out 
its oversight of the Internet domain names and addresses no later than 30 September 2000. 

The arguments in favor of such a phase-out remain valid today. Thus, any future framework for 
the evolution of Internet governance must start by reaffirming that there should be no special 
oversight role by a single government. Any required governmental oversight must be exercised 
collegially and consensually by all governments who wish to participate in such oversight. 

3. Modularization of ICANN’s function 

This approach is based on the assumption that it would be difficult to adapt ICANN so that it can 
be all things to all people. Instead, it is proposed to apply the well-known engineering technique 
of decomposing a difficult problem into smaller modules that can be addressed more easily than 
the full problem. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/proposed-internet-governance-principles/46
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The approach assumes that the DNS would remain a "natural monopoly" as it is today. The 
approach would have to be modified significantly if other models for the DNS were adopted. 

3.1 Root Server Operations and Content of the Root Zone File 

Some governments have expressed concern over the fact that the root server operations are 
currently supervised by only one government, that of the USA, and that that same government, 
through its Department of Commerce, has final approval (or veto) power over any changes to the 
content of the root zone file. 

Since the Internet is being increasingly used for e-government, and is becoming a critical national 
infrastructure in many countries, many governments feel that, while the leadership of the private 
sector for technical and operational issues must continue, some oversight role must be granted to 
governments other than that of the USA. 

As noted above, at ICANN's creation it was thought that the US government might relinquish its 
oversight role to ICANN, who would, it was thought, be able to represent the world-wide public 
interest. However, some may not wish to relinquish entirely to a private company what could be 
considered the residual public policy oversight role for ensuring a stable and reliable DNS, which 
implies stable, reliable, and secure root server operations, and-separately but in relation to 
operations-fast and consistent implementation of changes to the root zone file in accordance with 
agreed procedures. 

3.1.1 Root Server Operations 

Root server operations are currently considered satisfactory, so there are no issues requiring 
urgent resolution. The issue is rather that there might be calls to ensure the long-term 
international supervision of root server operations. 

Root server operations are highly technical and require specialized skills and knowledge. While 
these are widely available in some countries, they are relatively rare in other countries. 

Thus, some countries (in particular the USA) can be expected to contribute more to root server 
operations than other countries. As a consequence, arrangements should be envisaged that 
would recognize the relative contributions of countries that contribute to root server operations. 

There are several well-known models for such arrangements, in particular Intelsat and Inmarsat. 
These bodies have evolved from ad-hoc treaty organizations dealing with, respectively, satellites 
for telephony and satellites for maritime communications, into mixed public-private bodies. Since 
the Intelsat and Inmarsat experiences are widely viewed as successful, we propose to use them as 
models for a possible future root server operations. 

Thus, the proposal is to create a new inter-governmental treaty organization, called INROOTS in 
this paper, which would have the following characteristics: 

A. members would be governments and private sector entities who can contribute resources 
to root server operations;  

B. there would be a two-tier structure, with technical and operational matters handled by 
the private sector bodies, and governments providing a supervisory function;  

C. voting would be weighted by contributions (technical and financial);  
D. civil society would provide input through the governments and directly to INROOTS 

through agreed procedures based on those of existing inter-governmental   organizations.  
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INROOTS would outsource root server operations, including operation of the authoritative root 
server. Presumably the operations would be outsourced to the same parties that today 
successfully operate the root server system, including ICANN. 

3.1.2 Content of the Root Zone File 

INROOTS would certify specific bodies who would have authority to request changes to entries in 
the authoritative root zone file. We will use the terminology Trustworthy Operator (TWO) for an 
entity that carries out operational tasks and Policy Decision Forum (PDF) for an entity that 
carries out policy-making functions. INROOTS would be both a TWO and a PDF, where the PDF 
would relate to root server operational issues (load balancing, security, reliability, etc.). 

INROOTS would accept change requests to the root zone file only from specific TWOs, who would 
be formally recognized by INROOTS as being authoritative for certain areas. Each TWO would 
operate in accordance with policies developed by a specified PDF for that TWO. 

Specifically, there is a recognized operator for each top-level domain (TLD) (for example, Versign 
for ".com", AFNIC for ".fr", etc.). These operators would be recognized by INROOTS as the TWO 
for the TLD which they operate, and INROOTS would implement their instructions with respect 
to the entries in the root file master for the concerned TLD. The PDF for each TLD would be 
recognized as outlined below. The PDF for each TLD would approve the policies implemented by 
each TLD when it acts as a TWO. 

Civil society should be represented in the several PDFs. 

3.1.3 Issues related to gTLDs 

Issues related to gTLD policies should be separated from issues related to ccTLD policies. 

Taking into account the historical situation, and the current commercial realities, it should be 
recognized that the gTLDs ".com", ".edu", ".gov", ".mil", ".net", ".org" fall under the primary 
responsibility of the USA. 

Thus, the US Government (presumably through its Department of Commerce) should designate 
the TWO and PDF for these domain names. That would be presumably IANA as TWO and ICANN 
as PDF. Specifically DoC would inform INROOTS of its choices in this area. 

The gTLD ".int" is reserved for international treaty organizations. Thus, it seems appropriate that 
the ITU should be the PDF for this gTLD, and indeed Recommendation ITU-T E.910 was adopted 
by consensus. The ITU’s TSB should be the TWO, where the term TWO is used in this context to 
refer to administrative control, not actual operations; actual operations could be performed by 
other organizations. The actual operation of the ".int" domain should be performed by an 
organization that operates other domains. For example, the operator of ".org" could operate 
".int", or ICANN could do it. 

Issues related to other gTLDs and issues related to the creation of future gTLDs are not 
addressed in this document. 

3.1.4 Issues related to ccTLDs 

Different countries have different policies with respect to Internet in general and their local 
ccTLD operations in particular. Furthermore, policies can be expected to evolve as the nature of 
Internet usage evolves in any given country. 
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And indeed the current governance arrangements for ccTLDs recognize the diversity of views by 
explicitly allowing specific PDFs for individual ccTLDs and recognizing a TWO for each ccTLD. 

However, all the TWOs must directly interact with IANA, and the process by which they interact 
with IANA is decided by ICANN. This situation is considered satisfactory by many countries, but 
some countries may prefer to have the option to rely on an alternative top- level TWO and PDF 
that are not private companies. 

Thus, it is proposed that countries would have the choice of informing INROOTS whether the 
TWO for their ccTLD would be IANA or ITU-T TSB. In the case of IANA, the PDF would be ICANN. 
In the case of TSB, the PDF would be ITU-T (bodies that represent civil society could join the ITU-
T and contribute as Sector Members with exemption from payment of membership fees). It 
should be noted that TSB could undertake this TWO function only after approval of an ITU-T 
Recommendation specifying how TSB should carry out these tasks. If ccTLD policies were to be 
developed within the context of the ITU-T, it could be expected that many matters would be 
considered national matters, not subject to discussion within ITU-T. For example, issues related 
to consumer protection, competition policies, data privacy, etc. would typically be considered 
national matters. 

3.1.5 Issues related to IP addresses 

The RIRs currently perform IP address allocation in accordance with policies developed by the 
RIRs themselves. Although there is general satisfaction with the RIRs' performance, some 
questions have been raised with respect to a perceived regional imbalance of IPv4 address 
allocation, and with respect to future policies for IPv6 address allocation. 

It is proposed that the RIRs, in cooperation with the IAB and IETF and in liaison with ITU- T 
should be recognized as the PDF for IP address issues, and that the RIRs should designate one or 
more entities as the TWO for the top-level assignment of IP address blocks to the RIRs (obvious 
choices would be the RIRs themselves, IANA, and/or TSB). It is proposed that the RIRs be 
recognized as the PDF and TWO for the allocation of addresses within their respective regions. 

3.1.6 Summary table 

The above proposals can be summarized in the table attached to this article. 
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3.1.7 Conclusions 

By adopting a modular approach, and by allowing more than one entity to add value to the 
functions currently performed by ICANN under the supervision of the US government, a number 
of issues can be addressed simultaneously, in particular calls for continued private sector 
leadership, a recognition of the need to recognize the importance of informed technical advice, 
and calls for governments around the world for ways in which their role as representatives of the 
public interest can be recognized. 

4. Relation to Existing Intergovernmental Organizations 

It is not disputed that many aspects of Internet governance are discussed and even decided in 
existing intergovernmental agencies, such as WIPO, WTO, OECD, Council of Europe (COE), to 
name just a few. Matters related to the physical infrastructure that constitutes the lower layers of 
the Internet (including the very important issue of use of radio spectrum) are discussed in ITU. 

This role of existing intergovernmental organizations is widely, albeit not universally, accepted. 
What appears to create controversy are suggestions that there should be greater involvement of 
intergovernmental organizations, in particular for what concerns management of Internet 
domain names and addresses. 

Much of the controversy is related to the fact that any such increased involvement of 
intergovernmental organizations would likely result in a lessening of the current asymmetric role 
exercised by the US government. 

Be that as it may, it would appear useful to consider such proposals when developing a 
framework for the future evolution of Internet governance. One such proposal was submitted to 
the US Department of Commerce in response for a request for comments. It proposed that the 
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oversight role of the US government should be replaced by a weaker oversight by ITU, and that a 
Memorandum of Understanding be signed between ICANN and the ITU, see: 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/legacy/ntiahome/domainname/dnstransition/comments/dnstrans_co
mment0081.htm  

That proposal can be summarized as follow. 

Administration of the Internet Domain Name 
System (DNS) comprises two types of 
activities: agreeing policies for the 
assignment of certain resources, and 
administering a database or other record of 
the assignments made. We will refer to these 
two different activities as the Policy Function 
(PF) and the Administration Function (AF). 

The resources in question are entries in the 
source (or master) root file (RF), IP 
addresses (IP), and protocol parameters (PP). 

In addition, administration of the DNS 
comprises developing policies related to 
operation of root servers (RS) and 
administration of those policies (that is, 
ensuring that the actual operations are 
carried out in accordance with the agreed 
policies). 

And it comprises developing policies related 
to the operation of gTLDs and ccTLDs and 
administration of those policies. 

In the figures that follow, NRO refers to 
Numbering Resource Organization, which 
comprises the Regional Internet Registries 
(RIRs). 

Figures A.1 and A.2 (attached to this article) 
represent the present relations amongst 
various bodies. 

As shown in figures A.1 and A.2, the US 
government has a direct supervisory role 
with respect to various bodies. In some cases, 
a government supervisory role is not needed 
(in particular for the administration 
function), in other cases (in particular the 
policy function), it can be exercised by an 
intergovernmental body, and the ITU could 
be asked to create a specialized group that 

http://www.ntia.doc.gov/legacy/ntiahome/domainname/dnstransition/comments/dnstrans_comment0081.htm
http://www.ntia.doc.gov/legacy/ntiahome/domainname/dnstransition/comments/dnstrans_comment0081.htm
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could carry out that function, in agreement with ICANN, the agreement to be formalized in a 
Memorandum of Understanding between ICANN and ITU. 

Figure B.1 (attached to this article) shows the proposed alternative to the current situation. 

Such an arrangement could be used to correct the strange anomaly of ICANN’s Government 
Advisory Committee, which gives non-binding advice to ICANN and whose representative to the 
ICANN Board does not have voting rights. 

Indeed, it is generally (albeit not universally) accepted that, as called for in the Tunis Agenda, 
governments have responsibility for public policy issues. Since some decisions made by ICANN 
do have public policy implications, it appears strange to relegate governments to a subsidiary 
role within ICANN. 

Further, it is unusual (to say the least) for governments to constitute a sub-committee of the 
board of a private company, which is what ICANN is. 

A Memorandum of Understanding between ITU and ICANN could foresee that the GAC would 
become a group within ITU, thus gaining in legitimacy and accountability. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmaps-for-further-evolution-of-internet-
governance/65  

 

3. UK government, Submission 12 

13. It is likely that there will come a time when it is appropriate for the management of the 
domain name system and the IANA function to be fully globalised. That process needs to be one 
of responsible evolution. It is crucial that any new arrangements for managing the IANA function 
should not be politicised. The internet has become an essential tool in nearly all aspects of life 
and the robustness and reliability of the internet and the proper functioning of the domain name 
system and the root zone of the internet is of fundamental importance. The internet works under 
the current arrangements. It has proven to be robust and there is no reason to suggest that it will 
not continue to be so. It needs to be demonstrated that any development in the current 
management of internet resources will ensure that the internet will continue to work as 
effectively and reliably. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/united-kingdom-government-submission/79 

 

4. Noncommercial Stakeholders Group, ICANN, Submission 19 

This paper sets out a blueprint and supporting analysis. In essence, it proposes to: 

 Structurally separate the IANA functions from ICANN’s policy process 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmaps-for-further-evolution-of-internet-governance/65
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmaps-for-further-evolution-of-internet-governance/65
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/united-kingdom-government-submission/79
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 Integrate the DNS-related IANA functions with the Root Zone Maintainer functions 
performed by Verisign, and put them into a new, independent “DNS Authority” (DNSA) 

 Create a nonprofit controlled by a consortium of TLD registries and root server operators 
to run the DNSA. 

 Complete the transition by September 2015, when the IANA contract expires 

[…] 

Structure of the present system 

Root zone management involves four roles that are performed by three different entities through 
two separate legal agreements. These roles are diagrammed in Figure 1 and described below. 

1. The first role is global policy maker for the DNS. This role is occupied by ICANN and its so-
called bottom-up policy development process. Formally recognized by the U.S. in 1999 as 
the “NewCo” called for in the 1998 White Paper, ICANN makes policies that affect the 
registries’ and registrars’ contracts in the generic top-level domains, and determine what 
new top level domains go into the root zone file. 

2. The second role is that of the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) Functions 
Operator. IANA is responsible for managing the content of the root zone based on the 
policies adopted by ICANN. It transmits requested changes in TLD data to the Root Zone 
Maintainer (Verisign) and the Administrator (NTIA). The IANA function is defined by a 
U.S. Commerce Department contract which has been awarded to ICANN. 

 

Figure 1: Internet Root Zone governance structure 

3. The third role is the political oversight function, referred to as the “Administrator” in the 
IANA functions contract. The Administrator approves any changes, additions or deletions 
from the root zone file, ostensibly to ensure that are authorized by policy. This role is 
currently held by the NTIA. 
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4. The fourth role is the Root Zone Maintainer. This is performed by Verisign under a 
Cooperative Agreement with NTIA. Verisign is a commercial corporation that operates 
.com, .net and several other top level domains. Amendment 11 of its agreement requires 

Verisign to implement only those changes in the root zone file that NTIA approves. While 
IANA is supposed to determine the content of the root zone file, VeriSign (or any successor 
entity designated by the Commerce Department) actually edits the root zone data, 
cryptographically signs it (DNSSEC) and distributes the resulting content to the root 
server operators. 

[…] 

Four principles to guide IANA contract reform 

1. Keep the IANA function clerical; separate it from policy    
2. Don’t internationalize political oversight: end it    
3. Align incentives to ensure the accuracy and security of root zone maintenance  
4. De-link globalization of the IANA function from broader ICANN policy process reforms 

Each of these principles is explained below. 

Principle #1: Completely separate root zone file modification from policy-making. 

Many observers of the IANA controversy believe that root zone management is an appropriate 
site for public oversight and policy intervention. This is a mistake. The IANA function is a 
technical-clerical task. Its purpose is to ensure that all top level domain names are globally 
unique; that all technical data in the root zone file correctly maps each domain to the right 
nameserver IP addresses; and that requests for changes, additions or deletions in the root are 
accurately and securely executed. These implementation decisions are completely different from 
policy development. Policy determines which top level domain names are acceptable, how many 
there should be, how they are run, etc. 

Policy development should take place within ICANN’s open process, where all stakeholders can 
be represented in a balanced manner and there is a well-defined process for reaching collective 
consensus. Final implementation of root zone changes authorized by policy should not be a way 
for governments (or anyone else) to alter, override or block policy decisions made by the multi-
stakeholder process. Nor should control of the root zone be used as leverage for non-DNS related 
foreign policy or economic objectives. This implies that the IANA functions should be 
organizationally separated from ICANN. 

Principle #2: Don’t internationalize political oversight: end it 

Some observers believe that the U.S. should simply share its unique role as root zone 
Administrator with other states. They envision a multilateral IANA contract, or a new role for 
ICANN’s Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) as the Administrator, which would see the U.S. 
share oversight authority over IANA equally with all sovereigns. This approach, however, is 
inconsistent with Principle #1. Giving additional governments authority over root zone changes 
reinforces the link between the IANA function and policy making. Multilateral oversight could not 
avoid making intergovernmental politics a key factor influencing the IANA functions. 
Governments that opposed the policies emerging from ICANN might strive for an after-the-fact 
veto during the approval process. The multilateral option would also make all the world’s 
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governments decision-makers regarding which organization would be awarded the IANA 
functions contract. This would encourage geopolitical struggles over the control of ICANN, and it 
is hard to see how that would make a positive contribution to global Internet governance. 

Principle #3: Align incentives to ensure the accuracy and security of root zone maintenance. 

There should be strong safeguards for maintaining the accuracy and security of root zone 
changes. But a centralized, manual review of updates by a government agency - or dozens of 
them - is a primitive way to accomplish that goal. A better method would be to put IANA 
functions in the hands of actors with a strong self-interest in ensuring timely service, security and 
accuracy. The root zone consists of data about TLD registries and root servers. A registry’s 
customers and reputation suffers if updates are slow or the data is inaccurate. Thus, registries 
have strong incentives to ensure that the data about them are accurate and that changes are 
securely implemented. Our proposal, therefore, would take the DNS-related IANA functions out of 
ICANN, integrate them with the Root Zone Maintainer functions currently performed by Verisign, 
and put them into a new, independent organization we call the “DNS Authority” (DNSA). The 
DNSA would be a private nonprofit controlled by a consortium of TLD registries and root server 
operators, similar to SWIFT in banking and finance. In this way, root zone management would be 
globalized by delegating its operational aspects to all TLD registries, including ccTLDs. 

Principle #4: De-link IANA globalization from broader ICANN reforms 

The most troublesome issue concerning IANA globalization is its relationship to accountability. 
Many people consider the tether to the U.S. government an important form of accountability for 
ICANN. And it is true, as IGP and others have pointed out, that ICANN’s accountability 
mechanisms are deficient and badly in need of comprehensive reform (Mueller, 2009; Weber and 
Gunnarson, 2010; IGP 2013). Thus, many people conclude that US control of the IANA contract 
cannot be ended before ICANN's accountability problems are solved. While these concerns are 
legitimate, they do not provide a good reason to maintain exclusive U.S. control of the IANA 
contract. 

First, the IANA contract does not actually make ICANN accountable to its global community; it 
only makes it accountable to Washington. That inherently conflates the global public interest 
with U.S. national interest. If ending US oversight is contingent upon 

ICANN reforms, then by definition the USG will be able to decide unilaterally whether the reforms 
provide an acceptable basis for letting go. That would give the US government privileged 
influence over the nature of ICANN well into the future. 

Second, globalizing IANA as proposed here actually improves the accountability situation. The 
DNSA structure would introduce an important new safeguard into the way the domain name 
system is governed. Moving the DNS-related IANA functions out of ICANN and into the hands of a 
neutral consortium of registries dramatically limits ICANN’s ability to “go rogue.” 

Moreover, accountability in the execution of the IANA functions, and accountability in ICANN’s 
policy making process, are two separate and distinct problems. It is easier to solve them 
separately than to solve them together. Globalizing ICANN will be a complicated undertaking that 
could involve reincorporation of ICANN in a new jurisdiction, or the negotiation of a new 
international treaty instrument (See Corell, 2006; Lenard and White, 2009; Weber and 
Gunnarson, 2012; Kurbalija, 2013; Cerf 2014). There are diverse views regarding what shape the 



 

  
 

13 

reforms should take. If we link globalizing the IANA function - a relatively simple, widely agreed 
step - to a complex, lengthy and contentious set of organizational and legal changes related to 
policy making, it could easily prevent any change at all. We therefore favor putting those 
processes on separate reform tracks. 

The current IANA contract expires September 30, 2015. This date should be taken as the deadline 
for globalizing the IANA functions. The Department of Commerce has the authority to relinquish 
its control by simply walking away from the IANA functions contract when it expires in 
September 2015 and announcing as a matter of policy that the transition referenced in the 1998 
White Paper to NewCo is finished. 

We propose to combine the IANA Functions and the Root Zone Maintainer roles in a new 
nonprofit corporation, the DNS Authority (DNSA). The DNSA would be exclusively concerned 
with the IANA functions related to the DNS root zone and associated databases. The IANA 
functions related to protocol parameters would be moved to the IETF, and the IP address-related 
functions would be retained by ICANN until such time as new global policies regarding their 
disposition could be developed. 

 

Figure 2: Proposed Internet Root Zone governance structure 

The DNSA would be run by a nonprofit consortium of all the firms operating root servers and 
domain name registries (i.e., all companies with top level domains in the root and root servers), 
just as some of the early ccTLDs were jointly owned by that country’s registrars. The owners 
would include generic TLD registries such as Afilias and Verisign, as well as country code TLD 
registries such as DENIC (Germany) and CNNIC (China). This would make governance of the DNS-
related IANA functions highly diverse and globalized. A one registry, one vote structure might 
best ensure the neutrality of DNSA governance, but other structures (e.g., basing voting shares 
and financial support on the size of the registry) are worth considering as well. ICANN currently 
spends about US$ 7 million annually on the IANA functions; Verisign’s expenditures on the Root 
Zone Maintainer functions are not known but are likely to also be in the low millions. We propose 
an initial grant from ICANN of about $12 million to support the initial formation and early 
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operation of the DNSA; after that the consortium would have to work out a fee structure for its 
members to support operations. 

The DNSA would require a binding contract with ICANN regarding the conditions under which it 
would agree to implement changes in the root zone or other associated databases to reflect 
policies emerging from ICANN’s policy development processes. The contract should ensure that 
the DNSA has no policy authority but merely implements valid requests for additions or deletions 
emerging from ICANN’s policy process. DNSA would promise to abide by ICANN policy directives 
on the condition that ICANN’s policy decisions related to the root not be used to impose 
requirements on registries, via registry agreements, to regulate content or otherwise locally 
lawful behavior of registrants. The existence of this contract would provide the opportunity for 
developing an additional accountability check on ICANN. For example, if the contract was not in 
perpetuity but was renewable every five years, diverse entities might compete to replace the 
existing ICANN as the policy development authority. As for the DNSA, as a private association of 
incumbent registries, any attempt by it to manipulate root zone management to thwart 
competition or discriminate against eligible members would be easily challenged by competition 
law authorities in Europe, the U.S., or elsewhere. 

The initial step for executing this proposal should be a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) 
between multiple principals (governments, businesses, civil society organizations) and the 
agents (ICANN, and eventually, DNSA). Widely used by governments and non- governments to 
coordinate action in a variety of areas (Aust 1986, 2014), a MoU would be a non legally binding, 
amendable political commitment consistent with the principles and organizational approach 
outlined above. An MoU or portions thereof could eventually be the basis for development of a 
treaty if desired by governments. In sum, the MoU should: 

1. Outline root zone management procedures whereby:    

a. the IANA Functions and Root Zone Maintainer roles as currently defined are 
situated within the DNSA; 

b. New TLD entries in the root zone, re-delegating control of an entry, or 
decommissioning an entry are validated as authorized by the ICANN board, then 
implemented, signed and distributed to the root servers in ways that can be 
audited; 

c. TLD registry and root server operators are able to audit changes to their own TLD 
entries in the root zone prior to distribution to the root server operators. 

d. Appropriate sections of extant registry agreements containing the specific rights 
and obligations of ICANN and TLD operators are applied to DNSA’s root zone 
management procedures. 

2. Task a Working Group jointly led by ICANN’s Registry Stakeholders Group and its Country 
Code Names Supporting Organization (ccNSO) to develop consensus on DNSA governance 
(articles of incorporation, bylaws, and operational rules). The WG should be open to stake- 
holders from business, civil society, individuals from governments and the technical 
community. 

3. Contain an express provision stating that upon a) signing of the MoU by, at a minimum, 
the United States government, ICANN, 10 gTLD registries, 10 accredited registrars, 10 
ccTLD operators, 10 member organizations of the GNSO Noncommercial Stakeholders 
Group, 10 member organizations of the Commercial Stakeholders Group, and 10 national 
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governments and b) operational establishment of the DNSA, the IANA Functions Contract 
and Cooperative Agreement are terminated by the United States government. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-globalizing-iana-four-principles-and-a-
proposal-for-reform-a-submission-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-
internet-governance/96 

 

5. St. Thomas University/ / University of Łódź, Submission 21 

Therefore we support the fundamental principles delineated by the United States government 
that “existing multistakeholder institutions deserve significant credit” within the Internet 
governance ecosystem. We further note that instead of replacing existing mechanisms or 
institutions, the evolution should build on the existing structures of governance, with further 
discussion at the IGF and other fora. Since 1998, ICANN has supported a positive 
multistakeholder process. Its substitution by a different multilateral system does not seem the 
feasible solution, although all attempts to add transparency to its processes and decision making 
are welcome. Thus, if we are to support the evolution of the Multistakeholder Internet 
Governance Ecosystem, then we must recognize that any model of Internet governance devoid of 
international stewardship will fail. The goal, therefore, should be governance of cyberspace that 
involves international stewardship, and a social contract that simultaneously promotes the 
concept of human dignity as basis for all human rights. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/human-rights-as-essential-parts-of-the-internet-
governance-ecosystem-contribution-to-netmundial/103 

 

6. Ian Peter, Submission 22 

This roadmap suggests that the IANA functions (including their oversight), though necessary 
processes in the secure and authoritative functioning of the Internet, no longer need a separate 
identity and would more productively be merged with similar functions under the auspices of 
ICANN and associated technical bodies. Subject of course to many concerns about details, this 
direction appears to have widespread support from governments, civil society, technical 
community, and private sector. 

In order to achieve this desired change efficiently and productively, the following roadmap is 
proposed. 

1. ICANN should be requested to prepare a proposal for management of the previous IANA 
functions within the multistakeholder model of internet governance, including among 
other considerations the following criteria: 

(a) protection of the root zone from political or other improper interference; 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-globalizing-iana-four-principles-and-a-proposal-for-reform-a-submission-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/96
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-globalizing-iana-four-principles-and-a-proposal-for-reform-a-submission-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/96
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-globalizing-iana-four-principles-and-a-proposal-for-reform-a-submission-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/96
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/human-rights-as-essential-parts-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-contribution-to-netmundial/103
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/human-rights-as-essential-parts-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-contribution-to-netmundial/103
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(b) integrity, stability, continuity, security and robustness of the administration of the 
root zone; 

(c) widespread [international] trust by Internet users in the administration of this 
function; 

(d) support of a single unified root zone; and 
(e) agreement regarding an accountability mechanism for this function that is broadly 

accepted as being in the global public interest." 
2. Preparation of the proposal should involve discussion with all major stakeholder groups, 

with a completion timetable for a first draft for discussion at the Internet Governance 
Forum in Turkey in September 2014. 

3. To expedite completion in a timely manner, it is suggested that outside consultants be 
engaged to prepare the discussion paper (proposal) in consultation with major 
stakeholders. 

4. The solution must have the following characteristics 
(a) offers a legal structure that is robust against rogue litigation attacks 
(b) is aligned with the Internet technical infrastructure in a way that supports 

innovative, technology based evolution of the DNS . 
(c) is an inclusive model 
(d) is a demonstrable improvement on current processes in this area 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-internalisation-of-the-former-iana-
functions-under-a-multistakeholder-governance-model-involving-icann-and-associated-technical-
organisations/105 

 

7. Article 19 and Best Bits, Submission 26 

Over the years, however, several concerns have been raised about ICANN’s legitimacy in taking 
policy decisions in certain areas due to its corporate governance arrangements, in particular: 

 The lack of independence from the US government as regards the IANA function; 
 The lack of representation of developing countries within ICANN; 
 The disproportionate influence of the Government Advisory Committee (GAC); 
 The lack of accountability of the Board. 

In this submission, ARTICLE 19 and the undersigned organisations offer some recommendations 
with a view to improving ICANN’s current governance structure and accountability, as well 
strengthening the protection of human rights within ICANN. We believe that reform of ICANN is 
inevitable if it is to fulfil its promise as a truly global multistakeholder organisation. In order to 
succeed, we believe that any reform of ICANN should be guided by the following principles: 

 Multistakeholder, not multilateral 
 Human Rights, in particular the rights to free expression, privacy and due process. 
 Transparency & Accountability Inclusiveness & Diversity 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-internalisation-of-the-former-iana-functions-under-a-multistakeholder-governance-model-involving-icann-and-associated-technical-organisations/105
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-internalisation-of-the-former-iana-functions-under-a-multistakeholder-governance-model-involving-icann-and-associated-technical-organisations/105
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-internalisation-of-the-former-iana-functions-under-a-multistakeholder-governance-model-involving-icann-and-associated-technical-organisations/105
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We elaborate on what this means in practice further below. It is hoped that our submission will 
prove valuable for the safeguard of the multistakeholder model of Internet Governance. 

A. ICANN’s legal status 

We believe that, in order to both ensure ICANN’s independence and protect it from the 
disproportionate influence of governments, ICANN’s nongovernmental status should be affirmed 
and formalised. By the same token, it would allow for ICANN’s nature as a multistakeholder 
organisation to be both maintained and strengthened. 

For the same reason, we would oppose turning ICANN into an international inter- governmental 
organisation, which would make the organisation subordinate to the interests of Member States. 

B. Mandate 

Although ICANN’s foray in content regulation has been very limited so far (see, for instance .xxx 
controversy), we are concerned that its policy-making powers could in principle allow it to 
engage in these kinds of activities to a greater degree. We therefore recommend that ICANN’s 
mandate should be clarified and narrowed, for example by: 

 Introducing a provision in ICANN’s bylaws prohibiting the organisations from engaging in 
content regulation or conduct that would violate the rights to freedom of expression or 
privacy. 

 Introducing in ICANN’s bylaws a right of private parties to initiate legal challenges to 
ICANN actions on these grounds, which could be taken before the local courts or, in 
exceptional circumstances before an arbitration tribunal. 

 The resolution of trademark and other Intellectual Property disputes should duly take into 
account the right to freedom of expression and the right to culture as laid down in 
international instruments such as the International Covenant on Civil and Political Rights 
and the International Covenant on Economic Social and Cultural Rights. 

C. Location / Applicable law 

To the extent that ICANN should remain a non-profit public benefit corporate organisation, 
Californian law would appear suitable. 

However, in line with the President’s Strategy Committee (PSC)’s 2009 report, it may be 
desirable for ICANN to delegate some of its functions to subsidiaries that would be located 
elsewhere. 

There are a number of advantages to ICANN not moving its headquarters outside the US: 

 it would ensure the stability of current contractual arrangements with registries, 
registrars etc.; 

 there would be no need to negotiate with the USG; 
 it would not prevent ICANN from expanding its reach beyond the US. To a certain extent, 

that has already taken place through the creation of various hub and engagement offices 
around the world. 

Ultimately, the question whether ICANN should create subsidiaries outside the US is very much 
an operational decision, involving numerous parameters, that is beyond the scope of the present 
document. 
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Finally, it is worth noting that the PSC 2009 report suggested that Switzerland and Belgium might 
offer suitable solutions for ICANN to pursue its objective of international expansion. If, for 
example, ICANN were to decide to open a subsidiary in Switzerland, an interesting question 
might be whether the IANA function or one aspect of it could be delegated to that entity. 

D. Denationalise the IANA contract 

Acceptable solutions for assignment of the IANA root zone function should meet several criteria: 
(1) protection of the root zone from political or other improper interference; (2) integrity, 
stability, continuity, security and robustness of the administration of the root zone; (3) 
widespread trust by Internet users in the administration of this function; (4) support of a single 
unified root zone; and (5) agreement regarding an accountability mechanism for this function 
that is broadly accepted as being in the global public interest. 

In order to protect the rootzone from political interference, we believe that multilateralisation of 
the IANA contract should be avoided. Rather, to the extent that it is functionally feasible, we 
believe that the IANA function should be delegated to different private entities along the lines 
suggested by the IGP. For instance, there is no reason in principle why the IANA functions should 
be concentrated in ICANN, which already performs a wide range of functions. Greater 
effectiveness and accountability are more likely to be achieved through a distributed model of 
governance here. 

E. Improved representation and participation of developing countries 

 This should take place both within ICANN generally and the GAC specifically. 
 Sufficient fund should be allocated to this end, for instance by redirecting some of the 

revenues from gTLD domain name registrations to developing countries. 
 In line with the Accountability and Transparency Review Team 2 (ATRT2) 

recommendations, ICANN should translate all its working documents, policy, minutes of 
meetings in the UN official languages. 

F. Making the GAC more inclusive, transparent and accountable 

 Following the recommendations of the ATRT 1 and 2, GAC’s proceedings should be made 
open to other stakeholders to observe and participate, as appropriate. This could possibly 
be accomplished through the participation of liaisons from other Advisory Committees 
and Supporting Organisations to the GAC, once that mechanism has been agreed upon and 
implemented; 

 The GAC’s working methods should be made more transparent along the lines 
recommended by the ATRT 1 and 2; 

 There is no reason in principle why GAC’s advice should be given more weight than that of 
other advisory committees. The same privilege should be extended to the other advisory 
groups, e.g ALAC and SSAC, by amending ICANN’s bylaws accordingly. More generally, the 
GAC should be on a equal footing with the other advisory committees; 

 Granting any additional powers to the GAC should be firmly resisted, including the 
delegation of ccTLDs to governments. Whilst this may seem as naturally falling within 
states’ jurisdictions, it carries with it high risks for the right to freedom of expression if 
used as a means to control content; 
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 Consideration should be given to mainstreaming government representatives 
participation within supporting organisations, in particular the Generic Name Supporting 
Organisation. A working group could be put in place to that effect. 

G. Accountability of the Board 

The decision-making process of the Board should be made more transparent in line with ATRT2 
recommendations, including the giving of reasons for its decisions; 

The Independent Review of Board Actions should be strengthened. At a minimum, the 
Independent Review Process Panel’s decisions should be both binding and contain reasons, 
which should be made public as a matter of principle; 

There should be a possibility to call for dissolution of the Board in exceptional circumstances; 

If ICANN’s status as a private organisation is to be retained, consideration should be given to 
broadening the scope of the issues that can be taken up before the local courts, in particular 
issues relating to the right to freedom of expression. Another possibility would be to include a 
unilateral option clause that would enable a choice between the local courts or arbitration 
proceedings. 

Conclusion 

For ICANN’s reform to be successful, it is vital for the private sector, civil society, governments 
and users to be engaged in conversations about Internet Governance because of their inherent 
value for innovation, protection of rights, stability and security. We hope that the above proposal 
will help stimulate discussion about reform of ICANN. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-
governance-ecosystem-icann/109 

 

8. Action de Sensibilisation sur les NTIC, Submission 36 

Is a single body necessary or sufficient for governance of Internet? 

I think that the role of the US government and concerned that ICANN is not fully representative of 
all stakeholders and so there is not transparency in ICANN. 

There are two options for ICANN’s future. The first is to place some of its functions under the 
authority of an intergovernmental body like the UN or the ITU, an idea originally proposed at the 
WSIS. The second is to give it independent private sector status, with international 
multistakeholder input; I prefer the last option, because Intergovernmental body (UN or ITU) 
proofed their limit about their roles. Internet’s success largely is due to private sector 
involvement, and multistakeholder control may stifle innovation and investment. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-icann/109
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-icann/109
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http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/recommendations-of-the-forum-on-internet-
governance-2013-central-africa/121 

 

9. University of Gezira, Wad Medani, Sudan, Submission 40 

Sudanese might hit a damage much of the way they operate ICANN through the economic 
embargo on Sudan and the introduction of the policy in their work than the impact on the 
treatment of this organization for Sudanese who participate in its various committees, they face 
discrimination qualitative and regional and ethnic hateful limits the possibility of their 
participation in committees and obtaining financial support be adjusted to their participation in 
the periodic meetings of the organization , making them suffer in getting equal opportunities fair 
between them and the rest of the participants from other countries. This is a big disadvantage of 
ICANN and the wasting of human rights in Sudan. many Sudanese participated in many of the 
ICANN working groups , but unfortunately, they find it difficult not justified in the presence of 
direct meetings to which some Sudanese belong before the ICANN meeting. but unfortunately 
Sudanese candidacy suffering for equal chance for the meeting under the pretext of flimsy not 
convince any reasonable person who has experience of how the work of committees and ICANN 
agent double standard . After the policy must be the work of ICANN so as not to lose credibility 
and respect that the laws that support equal opportunities and justice among all stakeholders. 

These problems that limit our participation in these meetings that set policy for ICANN. 

All stakeholders -- individual users, governments, civil society, businesses, and members of the 
academic and technical community -- have a stake in preserving the Internet as a critical platform 
for communication and information exchange, and therefore all stakeholders should be included 
in governance decisions. But the embargo from USA to Sudan affect negatively in Information 
Technology and decrease the Revolution of the information Technology, and ICANN is 
organization registered in USA, so that it fellows the USA law. 

These sanctions imposed by the United States, which has committed ICANN is attributed to the 
presence in America has made Sudan a backward country in the field of communication 
technology and the prohibition of work sites and programs affecting scientific and software 
applications that help in scientific research and development of technology , which affects the 
stakeholders of civil society organizations non- governmental organizations , universities and 
research institutes . Also affected universities clearly by banning sites of scientific programs and 
important in the field of scientific research and the development of trade and commerce and the 
electronic transfer of funds with the knowledge that Sudan does not have a credit card. 

This boycott and embargo on Sudan wasted human rights in Sudan's access to information and 
freedom of the Internet and the free exchange of data and transparency and access to any 
information or a particular site to browse and take advantage of its information . We find that 
most of the applications and software task blocked and banned in Sudan , which have negatively 
impacted on the free exchange of information. With the lack of transparency and lack of interest n 
ICANN. 

There are obvious solutions, which create a clear vision and explicit to deal with people and 
stakeholders in order to find mechanisms to ensure participation of all States and relevant 
stakeholders in the work of the Internet and lay starters transparency and the understanding and 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/recommendations-of-the-forum-on-internet-governance-2013-central-africa/121
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/recommendations-of-the-forum-on-internet-governance-2013-central-africa/121
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cooperation of all for the benefit of humanity and find quick solutions satisfactory for all, and 
confirmation on the principle of equality and non-encroachment on the rights of others in the use 
of the Internet because the Internet is a life. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/impact-of-icann-being-a-us-registered-organization-
and-its-relations-with-countries-under-us-trade-embargo/128 

 

10. EUROLINC, Submission 41 

Internet Governance (IG) has been the topic of endless discussion since the WSIS ( UN World 
Summit on the Information Society) was launched in 2001. Most States insist on having equal say 
in decisions bearing not only on technical matters, but also on public policy, and economic and 
societal matters, at both national and international level. However, the United States Government 
(USG) remains fully determined to continue its spying and mass surveillance operations, and to 
retain unilateral control over the internet through a private Californian company, ICANN 
(Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers), created in 1998 for this specific purpose. 

Rhetoric and wishful thinking may go on for any number of years, without any predictable 
outcome. While ideas and viewpoints may gradually become more flexible and negotiable, if the 
dominant party keeps expanding its power, there will come a time when negotiations will be 
irrelevant. Discussion with no possibility of counteraction is a losing game. Are citizens of all 
countries thus to remain sitting ducks waiting to be digitized and monetized? The ultimate goal 
of cyber-colonization. 

[…] 

 create national/regional domain registries independent from ICANN. 

Top Level Domains (TLD) such as .com, .net, .org, are familiar even to non internet users. 
Country code TLD (ccTLD) such as .cn, .de, .fr, .it, .us are also well known, while most 
people have never heard of e.g. .bz, .gl, .tp, .vi. 

New TLDs presently being introduced such as .bike, .construction, .guru, .photography, 
.singles, are largely unknown. 

The USG imposed ICANN (created in 1998) as a monopoly in charge of all TLD 
registrations. This unilateral decision has no legitimate international basis. A good reason 
for such an anticompetitive status was to endow ICANN with a permanent cash cow fed 
with domain rental fees paid by internet users. In addition the costs of operating root 
name servers is by and large supported by State (sponsored) institutions and private 
companies that do not charge ICANN for this critical service. Such mostly hidden subsidies 
constitute unfair competition for independent roots and registries. 

As usual with monopolies - and in this case backed by the USG - ICANN's top priority is 
making more money for its lavish life style and buying new friends. Being in the position 
of both TLD regulator and financial beneficiary is a blatant case of conflict of interest. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/impact-of-icann-being-a-us-registered-organization-and-its-relations-with-countries-under-us-trade-embargo/128
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/impact-of-icann-being-a-us-registered-organization-and-its-relations-with-countries-under-us-trade-embargo/128
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There is a dire need to put the ICANN house in order and subject it to competition from 
other actors in charge of defending user interests. 

In fact, starting in 1996, before ICANN was set up, there were independent registries 
created, some were operated for several years, and a few are still in existence, e.g. Name- 
Space, Cesidianroot-Europe, OpenNic, Slash/dot, Name.coin, etc. An unknown number of 
private registries operate outside of conventional institutions and are mostly invisible. 
Whether due to ignorance, misinformation, or ICANN monopoly, independent registries 
are presently limited to niche markets. As no international legal instrument protects the 
ICANN monopoly the market could swing in other directions should States or large 
institutions change policies, or forego them. 

 open competition between multiple DNS roots. 

In the domain name field the term "root" designates a data set (usually a text file) 
containing a collection of TLD parameters. This file is duplicated within "name servers" 
queried by browsers and other applications to obtain an IP address associated with a TLD. 
In a nutshell this is the equivalent of looking up a subscriber's number in a phone 
directory. 

Root is a technical concept: it contains the TLD parameters. Registry is an organization 
managing domain users and their identifiers. A registry may use its own root (OpenNic), 
or the root of another organization (PIR, Public Internet Registry, uses the ICANN root). 

The ICANN dogma is that what is needed is a single global (i.e. USG controlled) root. As 
mentioned earlier independent registries and multiple roots have been in operation for 
longer than ICANN, but they ill suit a monopolist empire. Curiously Google and OpenDNS, 
which are not registries, use their own root, copies of ICANN's. 

The issue of a multiple root environment must be further explored in an article devoted to 
the subject. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/internet-governance-what-next/129 

 

11. InternetNZ, Submission 42 

InternetNZ's contribution is in support of the contribution from the Internet Governance Project 
(IGP) entitled "Roadmap for globalizing IANA: Four principles and a proposal for reform". 

[…] 

2.2 The IGP contribution sets out four principles to guide IANA contract reform, which 
InternetNZ supports. These principles mirror the conclusions we have reached independently 
and have practised in our management of the .nz TLD. 

[…] 

3. Principle 1 - Completely separate root zone file modification from policy-making 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/internet-governance-what-next/129
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3.1. InternetNZ has long argued for structural separation between the IANA function and 
ICANN[2]. In our view the separation of the IANA registry function from ICANN's broader 
policymaking function is in the best interests of TLD managers and of Internet users as a 
whole. As we noted in our submission to the NTIA: 

3.2. Experience within the .nz TLD has shown that functional separation of the registry from 
the policy development entity, with neither in a position of control over the other, 
provides significant and necessary safeguards for the customers. These include: 

3.2.1. All registry decisions are directly traceable to a publicly available policy document. 
Any gap in this audit trail is a breach of the contract under which the registry 
operates and would be expected to lead to contractual sanctions. 

3.2.2. The registry can refuse to carry out any request that does not conform to the 
publicly available policy, without any threat of action against it or any individual as 
the registry is not contracted to any policy development entity. 

3.2.3. Both the registry and the policy development entity are fully developed functions, 
without the priorities of one limiting the investment and development of the other. 

3.3. The approach set out by the IGP is in principle a viable model to achieve this structural 
separation. Further detail will of course need to be developed. 

4. Principle 2 - Don’t internationalize political oversight: end it 
4.1. The IANA contract is often regarded as the key element to be tackled for ending political 

oversight of the root. If the strict separation between policy making and operation of the 
IANA registry that IGP proposes were in place, it would be recognised by all concerned 
that the real issue is political oversight of the policy making function and not the technical 
body that implements that policy. 

4.2. By the permanent transfer of the IANA contract to the DNSA, as proposed by IGP, the 
IANA function returns to a purely technical function which no state has oversight of and 
which requires no political oversight. 

4.3. InternetNZ would not support the allocation of the IANA functions to another politically 
controlled body of any sort. We believe a separation of multi-stakeholder policymaking 
from technically focused and robust operational entities are the right way to conduct 
Internet governance. 

5. Principle 3 - Align incentives to ensure the accuracy and security of root zone 
maintenance 
5.1. For the proposed DNSA, as a purely technical function, the community best placed to 

manage the service is the TLD community that relies on it absolutely for their own 
operations. 

5.2. The TLD community has an exemplary track record of collaborating on technical matters 
solely for the public good. A good example is the response to the Conficker worm, which 
saw almost all TLDs acting quickly, in unison and without payment to block the domain 
names that were being registered by this worm that threatened to infect a large 
proportion of home computers. 

6. Principle 4 - De-link IANA globalization from broader ICANN reforms 
6.1. The broader reforms aimed at balancing the views of governments, the private sector and 

civil society and increasing the international engagement in the policy around the 'root' 
are not problems that are going to be solved quickly. In the proposal from IGP these 
problems remains but is now rightly restricted to the reform of ICANN, which would set 
the policy for the root that DNSA would be required to follow. 
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6.2. The establishment of the DNSA would not in any way reduce the potential scope of the 
oversight nor does it guarantee disproportionate influence to any one state or other 
actor. All of the authority remains with the policy function, rooted in the ICANN 
community. 

7. Other Matters 
7.1. InternetNZ supports efforts being made to meet the timetable set out in the IGP paper. 

This would see the model being detailed and a demonstrable level of support being 
available by the time that the current IANA contract expires (30 September 2015). 

7.2. InternetNZ prefers the ending of political oversight of the root as set out in the model, but 
if as part of the transition the matter was a bottom line for some stakeholders, we would 
not be concerned if a limited term extension of the IANA contract between NTIA and the 
new DNSA was brought into being. 

8. Conclusion 

8.1. The IGP proposal rightly separates out technical function of root zone administration 
from the policy making process, which should be the focus of attention for governments 
and other stakeholders when considering the future of Internet governance. It also 
provides a sensible and broadly workable plan for the operation of that technical 
function. 
 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/content-contribution-to-netmundial-on-the-
roadmap-for-the-futher-evolution-of-the-ig-ecosystem-regarding-the-internationalisation-of-the-
iana-function/130 

 

12. techUK, Submission 44 

It is vital that a single internet is retained as fragmentation and localism would seriously 
undermine the economic and social benefits we draw from it today. We should also recognise 
however that the network architecture of the internet is changing with far less traffic being 
routed through the US than was hitherto the case. This is not a bad thing and it improves the 
traffic management as local hubs begin to appear in place of high traffic concentration. ICANN is 
reflecting these changes and techUK supports this. We also believe that ICANN should remain a 
technical organisation and should not stray into areas of politics and policy. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/techuk-response-to-the-netmundial-meeting-on-
internet-governance/132 

 

13. Russian Federation, Submission 45 

4. Critical Internet resources governance. IANA: Quest for the Rest 

To date, the World Wide Web has proven its stability. The critical infrastructure, in particular, the 
system DNS, is stable. However, in future individual outdated control system elements pose a 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/content-contribution-to-netmundial-on-the-roadmap-for-the-futher-evolution-of-the-ig-ecosystem-regarding-the-internationalisation-of-the-iana-function/130
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/content-contribution-to-netmundial-on-the-roadmap-for-the-futher-evolution-of-the-ig-ecosystem-regarding-the-internationalisation-of-the-iana-function/130
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/content-contribution-to-netmundial-on-the-roadmap-for-the-futher-evolution-of-the-ig-ecosystem-regarding-the-internationalisation-of-the-iana-function/130
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/techuk-response-to-the-netmundial-meeting-on-internet-governance/132
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threat to the sustainable development of the Internet. For example, the control of one 
government for the root zone governance system that performs IANA. It worries the 
international community. In the future, the alternative scenario of the DNS implementation is 
possible. In addition, the lack of transparency undermines the credibility of the entire control 
system of the critical infrastructure of the Internet as a whole. 

In general, the IANA functions quite effectively. That’s why it is proposed to include to the agenda 
of the Internet Governance Forum the issue of necessity to review the contract and the relevant 
IANA procedures for its implementation. 

The next step in this direction should be discussion of the creation of a working group that will 
develop proposals for the formation of an international body for oversight and audit IANA. 

Such a body should have appropriate technical competencies and enjoy the wider international 
community confidence. Its activities should be based on the agreement providing the mechanism 
of accountability, and be entirely focused on protecting the public interest. 

5. Clarifying the role and authority of governments 

Internet is transboundary. But national states have fixed and clearly defined boundaries within 
which they spread their laws and economic rules. They can not avoid affecting the legal entities 
using the Internet. Each country solves problems of security, intellectual property, and 
distribution of domains. Internet is used and for political purposes differently. These issues can 
be determined on the international level through conventions and treaties, but more often it does 
not. This process should be activated. Therefore it is necessary to define what should be 
regulated at the international level, and to what extent the Internet can be controlled 
independently. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/themes/133  

 

14. Norwegian Post and Telecommunications Authority, Submission 46 

6. The recommendations proposed in the report from Affirmation of Commitment review 
teams should be addressed to improve the accountability and transparency of ICANN and 
to improve further processes and stakeholder participation in ICANN. 

7. Further globalization of ICANN and the IANA-function has been called for and steps have 
already been taken in this regard. Norway welcomes and supports such a process whilst 
acknowledging that due consideration must be given to the security and stability of the 
DNS. 

8. ICANN’s Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) provides an important channel in 
which governments can raise their public policy concerns to the attention of ICANN. We 
believe that an efficient GAC benefits us all. ICANN’s role is a technical one and not a 
political one. It should remain that way also in the future regardless of how the IANA 
function will be managed. Thus, ICANN should not be used as an arena for political 
debates, nor should the IANA function be politicized in any way. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/themes/133
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/norwegian-government/137 

 

15. Telecom Italia Group, Submission 48 

Towards a multi-stakeholder model with variable geometry 

TI recognizes that the multi-stakeholder model has been an important factor for the success of 
the Internet. However, TI believes that the multi-stakeholder model while worked efficiently in 
ad hoc technical organizations, it requires a completely different effort to be successful when it is 
applied to global policy making.[3] The open nature of the multi- stakeholder process does not 
guarantee by itself an effective participation of all stakeholders. Indeed, participation today has 
become the main principle of any form of Internet governance. This process, sometimes called 
“participatory evangelism”, offers people opportunities to get involve but not to really count in 
the decision making process. Indeed “there is an important distinction between making your 
views known and making your views counts”. Analogous considerations can be made regarding 
the transparency of the multi-stakeholder process. Quite often information overload 
characterizes meetings and fora of the multi-stakeholder process creating real difficulties in 
identifying really important issues. Furthermore, different risks of capture by different groups 
(“Internet evangelists” or representatives from developed countries in the IGF or in the GAC 
within ICANN, or the private sector) have been suggested in the current process. Therefore, a 
stronger effort is required by all parties to improve and make more successful this process. 

At the same time, TI believes that it is necessary to recognize that today new dynamics exist 
among the stakeholders of the Internet governance process. There are few significant examples 
of such a change. The more active role that governments want to play on internet governance 
issues is a recent trend that is here to stay. The powerful role multiple stakeholders can play in 
the internet governance arena; it suffice to mention the massive online boycott launched by 
Internet technologies companies and civil society as a response to the two proposed bills in the 
US, the SIPA and the PIPA.[4] 

This new dynamic among stakeholders associated with an overall increase of Internet 
differentiation brought by the economic and technological changes of the Internet of the last 15 
years, suggest that it is increasing difficult that one single governance regime could address the 
broad range of concerns associated with today’s Internet. 

Searching for a unitary governance framework could lead only towards an undesirable least 
common denominator. What is needed is to allow for a better match between governance issues 
and the best governance institutions available. Therefore, TI suggests that the current system of 
governance should allow for a stronger interplay among the different actors in the internet 
governance arena. Therefore, TI envisages the evolution of the current multi-stakeholder model 
towards a multi-stakeholder model with variable geometry. 

This approach should be seen as an evolution from the current institutions. In the current multi-
stakeholder model a distinction between the concepts of shared and equal responsibility, should 
be made. While all stakeholders need to participate in the multi stakeholder model on equal 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/norwegian-government/137
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footing when the different governance issues and governance institutions are envisaged and 
discussed, then in the implementation of the governance process one stakeholder or a coalition of 
stakeholders (variable geometry) could take the lead in this process according to the nature of 
the governance issue at stake: standards (the private sector), Internet issues relevant to 
particular communities (civil society), human rights (government). 

The matching process could also be facilitated by the creation of an ad hoc committee that, based 
on a multi-stakeholder membership, could suggest the most suitable governance institution.[5] 

Therefore, this process, based on the variable leading role of the different actors, should allow for 
a better match of each type of governance challenge with the best governance institution. 

TI recommends that the San Paolo‘s meeting makes concrete steps towards: 

1. A roadmap for the revision and the reinforcement of the multi-stakeholder model 
according to the previously suggested variable geometry approach. 

2. A clear timeline to globalize ICANN and IANA functions that safeguards the stability, 
security and resilience of the Internet. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/telecom-italia-group-s-submission-for-
netmundial/139 

 

16. GSMA, Submission 50 

5. We support the ongoing internationalisation of the Internet, and of Internet governance 
mechanisms, including ICANN and IANA. We urge all parties to continue carefully on the 
path towards a multistakeholder accountability framework to ensure that changes will 
enhance the security, stability, resilience and interoperability of the Internet. Any 
evolution of Internet activities, including naming and numbering, must be resilient, 
secure, stable and inclusive. The current system relies on these characteristics and they 
must be maintained and protected. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-gsm-association-to-the-global-
multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/141 

 

17. Telefonica, S.A., Submission 51 

Finally, due to the completely changed nature of today  s Internet, with its global usage and with 
most users in the emerging world, also the key Internet resources, especially ICANN and the 
IANA function, need to be globalized. The appropriate process and ways to achieve that goal as 
soon as possible from a legal and technical point of view and without endangering the stability of 
the Internet should be defined by NETmundial as well. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/telecom-italia-group-s-submission-for-netmundial/139
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/telecom-italia-group-s-submission-for-netmundial/139
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-gsm-association-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/141
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-gsm-association-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/141
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-of-telefonica-to-netmundial/143 

 

18. Austrian Federal Ministry for Transport, Innovation and Technology, 
Submission 52 

Therefore, Austria recalls the WSIS outcome documents: 

[…] 

 the Tunis Agenda for the Information Society, in particular 
- the continued security and stability of the Internet; 
- the respect for the architectural principles of the Internet, including the global 

interoperability, openness and the end-to-end principles; 
- the need to promote effective competition in the global domain names market; 
- the need to guarantee the principle of freedom of expression; 
- the increased internationalization of Internet governance as a whole, and of 

ICANN  s coordination and management of the domain name system in particular. 

[…] 

We understand that reaching a consensus will provide a positive impetus for further evolution 
within the UN system and within the Governmental Advisory Committee of ICANN, in view of the 
extension of the Affirmation of Commitments regarding IANA/ICANN. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/europe-austria-fed-ministry-for-transport-
innovation-and-technology/144 

 

19. ETNO, Submission 56 

Whilst the US Government’s oversight of the IANA functions has been a suitable model to date, 
ETNO believes that the ever increasing globalization of the Internet needs to be reflected in 
appropriate governance mechanism and institutions. A central part of that debate between all 
relevant stakeholders needs to be the question around whether the IANA functions should 
continue to be subject to an US Government procurement contract. ETNO very much welcomed 
the Montevideo Statement on the Future of Internet Cooperation which calls for “accelerating the 
globalization of ICANN and IANA functions, towards an environment in which all stakeholders, 
including all governments, participate on an equal footing.” As such, we believe this to be an 
important topic for discussion in Brazil. Notwithstanding the need to consider a new model, 
ETNO also recognises the importance of continuing to ensure the stability and security of the 
Internet and the need for any alternative options to guarantee same. 

 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-of-telefonica-to-netmundial/143
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/europe-austria-fed-ministry-for-transport-innovation-and-technology/144
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/etno-contribution-to-netmundial/148 

 

20. Avri Doria, Submission 60 

Overview 

Any plan to transfer Stewardship of IANA over to another entity should be preceded by extensive 
consultations with all stakeholders. This is one plan, among others, that should be discussed over 
the course of the May 2014 - May 2015 so that a consensus solution can be found prior to 
September 2015 when the current contract expires. It needs to be ￼understood that any proposal 
for transition from the current IANA arrangements or US Government oversight would require a 
transition plan that was well formed, endorsed by stakeholders and the key customers of IANA 
services, in order to guarantee the security and stability of the Internet. 

Principles of the roadmap 

In defining a roadmap for IANA several principles should hold: 

 Stability and security of the Internet should be the highest priority at all times. 
 Completing the plan to bring IANA functions under ICANN as originally documented in the 

White Paper is an advisable and overdue milestone, but not the ultimate goal. 
 Oversight of IANA should be a multistakeholder function 

 No single stakeholder group should have sole oversight of IANA 
 No single country should have a preeminent role in overseeing IANA 

 As IANA’s functions are limited to data maintenance, database provision and coordination 
-- whose methods are determined in IETF, ICANN and the RIRs -- IANA should not have a 
policy role. Each of these organization must retain the oversight of its own data and 
methods. 

 Oversight of IANA will focus on performance, adherence to Service Level agreements and 
MOUs with the organizations with which it has signed MOUs (referred to as Partners 
elsewhere in this document). These MOUs should be modeled on the current MOU 
between ICANN and the IETF, as described in RFC2860, RFC6220 and in subsequent 
updates to the MOU, with similar reporting requirements and appropriate service level 
agreements. 

 Reporting requirements and service level agreements between IANA and its partners 
should be negotiated and executed in a public and transparent way; ensuring that all 
affected stakeholders are involved in the development of those requirements. 

Scope of the IANA Operations Function 

Under this proposal, IANA’s Operations Scope would be limited to four major activities: 

 global apex of Internet numbering resources (for example IPv4, IPv6 addresses, AS 
numbers, etc.); 

 global apex of Internet DNS-based naming resources (including the root zone of the public, 
global DNS, management of the .arpa and .int top-level namespaces, and IDN practices) 

 management of Internet protocol parameters as required from the IETF 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/etno-contribution-to-netmundial/148
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 maintenance of the Internet’s time zone database 

 

The intent of this proposal is insure that the scope of the current IANA Operations Function is not 
changed or added to during the transition to Stewardship by an independent IANA Stewardship 
Group (ISG). Once the IANA was a fully independent organization it is intended that the functions 
listed above would be added to, changed or even moved to other organizations only through 
negotiation and consensus agreement between the IANA Stewardship Group and those 
organizations that are “Partners” of IANA (see below). 

Plan 

In order to complete the White Paper Plan the US Government should first relinquish its 
oversight role to a new IANA Stewardship Group while the IANA Operational Activity temporarily 
remains executed by ICANN. The IANA Stewardship Group would be an independent group (see 
below) that provides strategic and planning direction for IANA’s Operational Activity. This 
intermediate step would see the IANA Stewardship Group operate in much the same way as the 
Internet Architecture Board (IAB) operates under the Internet Society (ISOC) umbrella: an 
independent group where ICANN would be responsible for IANA Operational Activities but 
where the IANA Stewardship Group would be responsible for the strategic direction of IANA. 

This would be done as an intermediate step before IANA is established as an independent entity. 
ICANN’s limited, temporary stewardship of ICANN should be defined in MOUs between ICANN 
and the various Internet organizations that rely on IANA, such as IETF, and the RIRs (the 
partners) for a maximum of 3 years. 

Immediately upon the transferring IANA to ICANN stewardship, the IANA Stewardship Group 
would be responsible for: 

 Oversight of IANA function under the ICANN corporate umbrella according to the MOUs. 
 Consultation with stakeholders on the structure and processes, including oversight, of a 

free standing IANA 
 Within 3 years of the date of the transfer, establishing an independent IANA 

IANA Stewardship Group 

The IANA Stewardship Group is intended to reflect broad stakeholder input into the operations 
and strategic direction of the IANA Operational Activity during the interim period. The 
membership must reflect a globally diverse balance of the key stakeholders who use the work 
products of IANA. The IANA Stewardship Group should be organized composed of: 

 1 Representative from each of ICANN supporting organizations 
 Addressing Supporting Organization (ASO) 
 Country Code Name supporting Organization (CCNSO) 
 Generic Name supporting organization (GNSO) 

 1 Representative from each of the ICANN advisory committees 
 At-Large (users) Advisory Committee (ALAC) 
 Government Advisory committee (GAC) 
 DNS Root Server Advisory Committee (RSSAC) 
 Security and Stability Advisory Committee (SSAC) 
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 1 Representative from each of the Regional Internet Registries 
 AFRINIC 
 APNIC 
 ARIN 
 lacnic 
 RIPE 

 1 Representative from each of the following ISOC entities 
 Internet Society Chapters 
 Organization Advisory Council 

 1 representative from the Internet Architecture Board (IAB) 
 1 representative from the Internet Engineering Steering Group (IESG) for IETF 
 1 representative from the IGF Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG) in each of the 

following stakeholder groups: 
 Academia 
 Civil society 
 Private Sector 
 Government 
 Intergovernmental Organization 

Eventual structure of independent IANA 

The framework advised in this recommendation is that of an International Non Governmental 
Organization which has host country agreements with several countries that guarantee that IANA 
would be governed by its MOUs. It is recommended that the IANA data and functions be 
distributed in several countries that provide the greatest protections for an open, accessible and 
trusted Internet. The oversight mechanism for the independent IANA must be defined by the 
IANA Stewardship Group prior to the signing of MOUs with IANA Partners (see Milestones, 
below). In addition to resolution of conflicts by internal processes there should be an appeals 
mechanism that relies on a trusted International Arbitration entity. The initial internal conflict 
resolution processes and appeals mechanism must be in place prior to the signing of MOUs with 
IANA Partners (see Milestones, below). The structure and framework for IANA should, to the full 
extent possible, be transparent and accountable to those with whom it has signed MOUs. 

Milestones: 

 MOUs USG turns control of IANA over to ICANN. September 2015 
 Consultation on form of the free standing IANA 2016 -2017 
 Negotiation of host country agreement 2017 -2018 
 MOUs signed and IANA established as free standing in 2018. 

Funding 

Funding levels to be established as part of the MOU preparation with agreement prior to the 
signing of MOUs with IANA Partners (see Milestones, below). Questions of whether IANA should 
charge for any of its services to be resolved at a later time and to be governed by the MOUs with 
its partners. 

 

Full submission text at:  
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http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/one-possible-roadmap-for-iana-evolution/153 

 

21. French Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Submission 61 

3. First, as part of the general debate over the future of Internet governance, France 
reaffirms that in essence, Internet governance cannot but include all stakeholders. 
Difficulties arise only when considering specific Internet governance issues, primarily on 
the question of who should assume the leadership role. In areas such as cybersecurity, 
intellectual property, privacy, consumer protection, child protection or taxation, which 
governments address through domestic legislation and international treaties, 
governments clearly dominate the process, although not to the exclusion of other 
stakeholders. In areas related to the coordination of the Internet technical infrastructure, 
however, no government can reasonably have a similar leadership or might even have to 
intervene in the process. Interferences between the coordination of the Internet technical 
infrastructure and the Internet-related public policies should be avoided through the 
enhancement of the cooperation and the dialogue between the various relevant entities. 

4. Second and as a consequence, France maintains that while a global Internet governance 
ecosystem must obviously include all private organisations responsible for the 
coordination of the Internet technical infrastructure (the so-called I*, such as the IETF and 
the RIR), it also has to make room for the multilateral system (and such fora as ITU, OECD 
or WIPO), where governments defend their citizens’ interests in international negotiations 
on a range of Internet-related public policy issues. Given the growing number of 
international fora which address ever more complex and diverse Internet issues, a 
comprehensive roadmap to the further evolution of the Internet governance ecosystem 
should then also require all stakeholders to agree on a few principles – including the basic 
principle of subsidiarity, well known from the EU Member States, whereby any Internet 
governance issue ought to be handled by the smallest body capable of addressing that 
issue effectively. 

5. Beyond these considerations which derive from the common multi-stakeholder 
conceptual approach to Internet governance, France acknowledges that ICANN and the 
oversight of the Domain Name System (DNS) are, in practice, key points that need to be 
tackled in the debates on the future of Internet governance. ICANN embodies both the 
success of the multi-stakeholder model of Internet governance and its shortcomings. 
France therefore believes that all stakeholders should give every possible consideration to 
the twofold reasons why ICANN and the oversight of the DNS are so controversial. 

6. As a late November 13 report by the Congressional Research Service reads, “one criticism 
is fuelled by concerns of many nations that the US government holds undue legacy 
influence and control over ICANN and the DNS.”[*] As the leaders of I* themselves recently 
called for “accelerating the globalization of ICANN and IANA functions” in their late 
October 7 Montevideo Statement, France wants to point out that this first shortcoming of 
the multi-stakeholder model embodied by ICANN does not raise concerns among 
governments only. 

7. The other “criticism reflects the tension between national governments and the current 
performance and governance processes of ICANN, whereby governments feel they lack 
adequate influence over ICANN decisions that affect a range of Internet policies issues”[*]. 
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Indeed, many ICANN decisions affect areas such as intellectual property, privacy or 
cybersecurity which “governments have addressed for their own citizens through 
domestic legislation, as well as through international treaties”[*]. This second 
shortcoming gives solid ground to governments who presently support a greater role for 
governments in the oversight of Internet because they feel their interests are not 
adequately addressed within ICANN’s multi-stakeholder system. These are very legitimate 
concerns that no stakeholder should deny. Besides, the feeling that one’s interests are not 
adequately addressed within ICANN’s multi-stakeholder system is, again, not shared 
among governments only. “The current performance and governance processes of ICANN” 
also worry all stakeholders who call for more accountability in the Board’s decision-
making processes. 

8. France intends to overcome both criticisms of the multi-stakeholder model embodied by 
ICANN. In this context, France first welcomes the late February 17 ICANN Board’s 
resolution to create six President’s Advisory Groups dedicated to enhancing the 
Affirmation of Commitments, ICANN’s decision?making processes and policy structures, 
ICANN’s legal structure, processes for root server system, IANA multi-stakeholder 
accountability, and Internet governance. France supports ICANN President’s work to 
reshape ICANN, and is looking forward to discussing these Advisory Groups’ 
recommendations in the next Singapore and London meetings of ICANN. 

9. Second and accordingly, France is convinced that the roadmap to the future of Internet 
governance will have to balance the pace of globalizing ICANN, which represents a prior 
objective, and the oversight of the DNS activities with the pace of bridging ICANN’s gap of 
accountability before all stakeholders. As far as France is concerned, the overarching goal 
of the roadmap should be to establish a schedule for making ICANN responsible for the 
oversight of the DNS by globalising the Affirmation of Commitments and organising the 
devolution of the IANA functions to ICANN. 

10. ICANN’s accountability has always been key to confidence in the multi-stakeholder model. 
As a start, France suggests to work on mitigating the concerns expressed by most 
stakeholders on the absence of separation of powers within ICANN in general and of 
binding mechanisms for the Board‘s decisions in particular. In this respect, the provisions 
of the Affirmation of Commitments and IANA contracts must be considered carefully, as 
present external constraints over ICANN that should be transferred and internalised 
within the future ICANN system. Other future accountability mechanisms would have to 
be designed jointly by all stakeholders so that the ICANN multi-stakeholder system can 
adequately address their interests. 

11. France calls for a broad European consensus on this initial roadmap proposal and invites 
ICANN, the US government, EU, Brazilian authorities and all stakeholders in the High level 
multi-stakeholder committee of the Sao Paulo forum, and all other partner countries, to 
engage in a direct dialogue over these concrete goals. In the meantime, France intends to 
work with all stakeholders to define the conditions under which ICANN can be rendered 
accountable before them all and achieve the utmost level of international confidence. In 
doing that, France means to include all the governments who presently support a more 
intergovernmental approach to Internet governance, so that all stakeholders can already 
build on the success of the Sao Paulo process in the next WSIS+10 review process. 
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/french-government-submission-to-netmundial/154 

 

22. Nominet, Submission 63 

We recognise the need for a roadmap for the further evolution of the Internet governance 
ecosystem and, in particular to maintain and develop global engagement and accountability. In 
particular, we welcome the reaffirmation in the I* Montevideo Communique , to accelerate the 
globalisation of ICANN and IANA functions towards an environment in which all stakeholders 
participate on an equal footing. 

As noted above, the multi-stakeholder model to addressing the management of key Internet 
functions has shown itself as successful, resilient and open to evolution and, since the WSIS Tunis 
Agenda, it has developed significantly. However, we also recognise the importance of ensuring 
clear accountability between the organisations responsible for the essential tasks associated with 
the Internet and the communities that they serve. This is a vital step in the development of 
improved globalisation. 

In particular, we would note ICANN’s Affirmation of Commitment with the US government: the 
introduction of a regular review process was a major step towards increasing 
internationalisation of the organisation by making ICANN directly accountable to all its 
stakeholders. 

The US Government currently does appear to have the final say, should ICANN not maintain 
reasonable processes of accountability and responsibility. A clear process to ensure that ICANN 
does meet its obligations is needed: we would be concerned if there were ambiguity about the 
legal jurisdiction for the company, given the policy, operational and contractual functions that it 
exercises. 

We would welcome wider engagement in the AoC processes as an important step in developing 
this clear accountability. 

We would also note the importance of improving stakeholder engagement between communities 
in ICANN. In particular, the role of the Governmental Advisory Committee and the way it works 
with other parts of ICANN needs to be addressed by the GAC in discussion with the wider 
community of stakeholders in ICANN. 

The IANA function, carried out under contract to the US Government, is of particular importance 
to Nominet as a country-code top-level domain registry and, in the future, as a geographic 
community gTLD registry. Our interest is in that part which looks after the management of 
changes to the root-zone file. This is essentially an administrative and technical function, based 
on policy developed elsewhere (in ICANN, the IETF or ISO). However, it is a vital function and 
needs to be managed very carefully. 

We were pleased to see the development of the current contractual arguments for the IANA. In 
particular we welcome the increased transparency of the process and the emphasis on the 
management of the IANA as a service introduced in the recent contract between ICANN and the 
US Government. We also welcome the increased automation in the operation of the process, 
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which allows the registry maximum autonomy in the management of its TLD. This opens the way 
to a direct relationship with the national organisation, without the involvement of other parties. 

While current responsibility for the IANA is with the US Government, we would note the 
underlying commitment to the Tunis Agenda, and in particular to paragraph 63 that says that, 
“countries should not be involved in decisions regarding another country’s country- code Top-
Level Domain.” We would interpret this as meaning that only the country served by a ccTLD 
should be involved. (In most cases governments do not feel any need to be involved individually 
or collectively in the operation of their ccTLD. However, ccTLDs, along with many of the new 
geographically-focussed gTLDs, have the primary duty of serving their local community.) 

The circumstances associate with the IANA in relationship with ccTLDs does not lend itself to 
simple solutions – again, one single model does not fit all. There is ongoing work in ICANN on 
clarifying the policy basis for delegation and revocation of a ccTLD and this might provide a basic 
framework for administrative and technical decisions. This should make it easier to allow the 
manager of the IANA to be globally accountable for its stewardship and directly accountable to 
the registry and country in the case of a ccTLD. 

In summary, we believe that a roadmap should: 

 Identify and develop consensus on the direction of travel and objectives for the 
community for each of the organisations in the Internet governance ecosystem. This 
should include inter-governmental organisations like the ITU, as well as international 
organisations like ICANN and the RIRs. Multi-stakeholder engagement needs to be seen as 
the main process for developing and maintaining accountability, relevance and 
appropriate decision making. 

 For the IGF, the processes of accountability and for developing the model are already in 
place and generally effective. Attention needs to be given to increasing engagement in the 
IGF and encouraging the development of national and regional structures to support this. 
Improving the funding model also needs to be a major priority. 

 For ICANN, the basis processes for assuring wider accountability and transparency have 
been put in place in the Affirmation of Commitments. Widening ownership of, and 
engagement in, this process is important. Similarly, ensuring better processes for reaching 
consensus (while recognising the specific interests, responsibilities and accountability of 
different stakeholders) will be needed as we move forward, especially given the massive 
increase in the number of contracted parties in ICANN and the continued growth in the 
number of other stakeholders who are becoming more interested and active in shaping 
the discussions. 

 For the management of the IANA, developing improved globalisation in the management 
of the root-zone file is not a trivial objective, given the different relationships that exist. 
The ccTLD community needs to be closely involved in this process to ensure national as 
well as global accountability. A first step needs to be to reach consensus on the policy 
framework for the delegation and revocation of ccTLDs, work currently underway in 
ICANN’s ccTLD community in close cooperation with the GAC. 

 

Full submission text at:  
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http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/nominet-submission-on-internet-governance-
principles-and-the-roadmap/156 

 

23. AHCIET, Submission 64 

6. AHCIET support the process of globalization of ICANN and IANA functions and we believe that 
this task must be accelerated with a clear roadmap. 

[…] 

2. The current multistakeholder fora such as the Internet Governance Forum (IGF), the IETF and 
ICANN should be strengthened in order to reflect the changing nature and various aspects of 
Internet governance. AHCIET believes that the multistakeholder model is the best way to govern 
the Internet but that it needs to evolve and be improved. An analysis of the work of existing 
multistakeholder fora should be carried out with a view to streamlining processes identifying 
overlapping areas where they exist and eliminating duplication. 

3. The current status of ICANN/IANA should be changed gradually, the initiated globalization 
process is a good way to go forward in this sense it has to be strengthened and accelerated with a 
clear roadmap. Therefore, in line with the recent Montevideo Statement on the Future of Internet 
Cooperation1, we are in favor of this process leading to an environment in which all 
stakeholders, including all Governments, participate on equal footing. 

[…] 

o The role of the Governmental Advisory Group (GAC) at the ICANN could be strength and 
clarified. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/submission-by-ahciet-to-the-global-multistakeholder-
meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance-netmundial/157 

 

24. Net Coalition, Submission 69 

1. New global governance mechanisms are needed. We believe that two distinct mechanisms 
are needed: one that looks at the global Internet-related public policy issues in various social, 
economic, cultural and political domains, and another that undertakes oversight of the 
technical and operational functions related to the Internet (basically, replacing the current 
unilateral oversight of ICANN and IANA by the US government). This will require the setting 
up of appropriate new global governance bodies as well as a framework of international law 
to facilitate their work, as follows. 

2. A new UN body for Internet-related public policy issues: An anchor global institution for 
taking up and addressing various public policy issues pertaining to the Internet in an ongoing 
manner is urgently required. It can be a committee attached to the UN General Assembly or a 
more elaborate and relatively autonomous body linked loosely to the UN (as a specialized UN 
body). It should have a very strong and institutionalized public consultative mechanism, in 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/nominet-submission-on-internet-governance-principles-and-the-roadmap/156
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/nominet-submission-on-internet-governance-principles-and-the-roadmap/156
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/submission-by-ahciet-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance-netmundial/157
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/submission-by-ahciet-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance-netmundial/157
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the form of stakeholder advisory groups that are selected through formal processes by 
different stakeholder constituencies, ensuring adequate representativeness. (OECD's 
Committee on Computer, Information and Communication Policy[1]and India's recent 
proposal for a UN Committee on Internet- related Policies[2] are two useful, and somewhat 
similar, models that can be explored.) This 'new body' will stay abreast of global Internet-
related issues; where necessary, develop international level public policies in the concerned 
areas; seek appropriate harmonization of national level policies; and facilitate required 
treaties, conventions and agreements. It will also have the necessary means to undertake 
studies and present analyses in different policy areas. 

Most Internet-related public policy issues are of a cross-cutting nature, and overlap with 
mandates of other existing global governance bodies, such as WIPO, UNESCO, WTO, UNDP, 
UNCTAD, ITU and so on. This proposed new 'body' would establish appropriate relationships 
with these other existing bodies, including directing relevant public policy issues to them, 
receiving their inputs and comments, and itself contributing specific Internet-related 
perspectives to issues under the purview of these other bodies. 

3. A new 'Internet Technical Oversight and Advisory Board': This Board will replace the US 
government's current oversight role over the technical and operational functions performed 
by ICANN. The membership of this oversight Board can be of a techno-political nature, i.e. 
consisting of people with specialized expertise but who also have appropriate political 
backing, ascertained through a democratic process. For instance, the Board can be made of 
10/15 members, with 2/3 members each from five geographic regions (as understood in the 
UN system). These members can perhaps be selected through an appropriate process by the 
relevant technical standards bodies and/or country domain name bodies of all the countries 
of the respective region. They could perhaps come from top recognised technical academic 
bodies of each country/ region. One member each from each Regional Internet Registries 
could also be included. (Other mechanisms for constituting the techno-political membership 
of this Board could also be considered.) 
3.1 The Internet Technical Oversight and Advisory Board will seek to ensure that the various 

technical and operational functions related to the global Internet are undertaken by the 
relevant organizations as per international law and public policy principles developed by 
the concerned international bodies. 

3.2 The Technical Oversight and Advisory Board will have a dual role: (1) oversight of 
decisions of ICANN related to its various functions of managing and coordination of 
critical Internet resources, and (2) advice on public policy perspectives to various 
technical standards bodies, and in this regard be the link between public policy bodies and 
these standards bodies. The function of oversight could be arranged to be undertaken 
either ex ante - before changes are made in the root files, or ex post - after the changes are 
made, as confirming them. The advisory role of this Board vis a vis technical standards 
bodies will be non-binding. 

3.3 With regard to ICANN, the role of this Board will be comparable to that exercised by the 
US government in its oversight over ICANN. As for the decentralized Internet standards 
development mechanisms, like the Internet Engineering Task Force, these self organising 
systems based on voluntary adoption of standards will continue to work as at present. The 
new Board will have operating principles ensuring a very light touch and non- binding 
role. It will bring in imperatives from, and advise technical standards bodies on, 
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international public policies, international law and norms being developed by various 
relevant bodies. 

3.4 The enable the Board to fulfil its oversight mandate, ICANN must become an international 
organisation, without changing its existing multistakeholder character in any substantial 
manner. It would enter into a host country agreement with the US government (or with 
the government of another country). It would have full immunity from national law and 
executive authority, and be guided solely by international law, and be incorporated under 
it. Supervision of the authoritative root zone server would also be transferred to this 
Board, and it would exercise this role with the help of an internationalised ICANN. 

3.5 This board will also advise the afore-mentioned new public policy body on technical 
matters pertaining to the Internet policy making, as well as take public policy inputs from 
it. 

4. Framework Convention on the Internet: An appropriate international legal framework will 
be required sooner rather than later for the above bodies to function properly. Accordingly, 
one of the early tasks of the proposed “new body” dealing with Internet- related public policy 
issues, discussed above, will be to help negotiate a “Framework Convention on the Internet” 
(somewhat similar to the Framework Convention on Climate Change[3]). Governance of the 
Internet concerns a variety of issues that are ever evolving. It is, therefore, preferable to 
formulate an enabling legal structure as a “framework convention” rather than as a specific 
treaty or convention that addresses only a bounded set of issues. 
4.1 Such a Framework Convention can initially introduce a series of principles, protocols and 

processes that can then frame further treaties, agreements, etc. on more specific issues. It 
will thus enable appropriate and ongoing global policy responses to various opportunities 
and challenges presented by the fast-evolving phenomenon of the Internet. It will also 
formalise the basic architecture of the global governance of the Internet; inter alia 
recognising and legitimising the existing roles and functions of the various bodies 
currently involved with managing the technical and logical infrastructure of the Internet, 
including the ICANN, Regional Internet Registries, Internet technical standards bodies and 
so on. 

4.2 There will also be a need for the development of institutional mechanisms for crisis 
response and dispute resolution in relation to the global Internet, and the social activities 
that depend on it. 

4.3 The idea of a framework convention, and/or greater involvement of UN institutions, has 
been criticized for various reasons, including a reduction of democracy, infringement on 
national sovereignty, threats to freedom of speech, a risk of slowing innovation. 

4.4 In our view, only appropriate government involvement can ensure democracy, for a 
number of reasons: Private companies are not democratic institutions and are obliged to 
act in the interests of owners and shareholders; nations can and frequently do limit their 
sovereignty voluntarily by agreeing treaties, and such treaties are binding only after they 
are ratified by national parliaments, thus ensuring the respect of democratic decision- 
making; human rights, including the right to free speech, are protected by customary 
internal law enunciated in the Universal Declaration of Human Rights and cannot be 
limited by any of the mechanisms outlined above; and appropriate government 
intervention can foster competition and innovation, and indeed calls for net neutrality 
regulation are intended to have exactly this effect. 
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5. Funding: Recognising that the current process of domain name registration in reality acts as 
a license fee or excise tax on Internet users, funding for the proposed new global Internet 
policy mechanisms would come from the collections made by relevant bodies from the 
allocation of naming and numbering resources pertaining to the global Internet (like the fee 
that ICANN collects annually from each domain name owner). These accruals now run into 
millions of dollars every year and could be adequate to fund a large part of the needed 
mechanisms for democratic governance of the global Internet. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/democratising-global-governance-of-the-
internet/164 

 

25. Ministry of Industry, Energy and Tourism, Spain, Submission 70 

Roadmap for the Further Evolution of the Internet Governance Ecosystem 

Some suggestions regarding a roadmap for the development of the Internet governance 
framework to be discussed in the Brazil conference follow: 

1. Set up a scale line for the globalisation of ICANN and the Affirmation of Commitments 
(AoC) 

Spain supports an increase in the globalization of the IG framework and in particular of 
ICANN's management of the DNS. The internationalisation of ICANN would facilitate the 
involvement, on equal footing, of all interested authorities in its functioning, supervision and 
decision making processes. 

The major challenge for all stakeholders is to lay down the relevant procedures and 
timescales for this process of internationalisation of ICANN. This could become a discussion 
target for the Brazil conference. 

2. Conduct an analysis aimed at globalising the IANA function 

Regarding IANA’s function, all agents involved recognise it as critical. Therefore, Spain agrees 
with the proposal of the European Commission to identify ways to globalise the control over 
the IANA functions while safeguarding our shared interests in DNS stability and security. 

Any plan to globalize the IANA functions should be preceded by legal and technical analysis to 
ensure that stability and security of the Internet are preserved in the process of globalization 
of these functions. 

In globalizing monitoring of IANA functions, prime importance should be attached to setting a 
sound, stable and reliable supervisory system over the performance of the IANA functions by 
ICANN. 

3. Strengthen ICANN’s Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) 

Section I.2.11 of ICANN Bylaws states that in performing its mission, one of the core values 
that should guide its decisions and actions is “while remaining rooted in the private sector, 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/democratising-global-governance-of-the-internet/164
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/democratising-global-governance-of-the-internet/164


 

  
 

40 

recognizing that governments and public authorities are responsible for public policy and duly 
taking into account governments' or public authorities' recommendations.” 

The GAC has been given an explicit role to warrant the safeguarding of the public interest, and 
hence it is crucial that it has the possibility to exercise their responsibilities through a full 
involvement in ICANN’s decision making processes providing advice on public policy matters. 
To this end, GAC recommendations should be reinforced, by intensifying follow- ups on the 
coherence between Board measures and GAC recommendations, and upgrading feedback 
mechanisms to help both parties understand each other  s viewpoints and come to solutions 
congruous with public policy interests. 

Besides, the following proposals would heighten the multilateral character and the efficiency 
of the GAC: 

 Intensify the participation of States in the GAC. In this regard, the existing and 
successful scholarship programme should be upheld and augmented. 

 Enhance GAC working methods, procedures and decision making processes. 
 Provide additional support to the GAC Secretariat to promote an agile working 

environment that contributes to engaging more members in active discussions and 
streamlining GAC involvement in ICANN policy development process. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/multistakeholder-human-rights-stability-gac/165 

 

26. European Commission, Submission 80 

3. The Internet has become a key infrastructure with global dimensions. It works well without 
structural oversight by international intergovernmental bodies. At the same time, greater 
international balance within the existing structures can increase the legitimacy of current 
governance arrangements. Accordingly, concrete and actionable steps, including a clear timeline, 
should be identified in order to: 

a. Globalise the IANA functions, whilst safeguarding the continued stability and security of 
the domain name system. 

b. Globalise ICANN, including its Affirmation of Commitments. 

In carrying this out, the continued stability and security of the Domain Name System shall be 
safeguarded. 

The European Commission is optimistic, given the positive signals from leading national actors, 
that a shared vision to achieve the above goals can be validated at the NETmundial meeting. The 
Commission believes that although all stakeholders, including governments and public 
authorities, should contribute to the debate in all relevant fora, the natural place to take these 
action forward from an operational point of view would be ICANN itself and the communities 
working within and with ICANN. 

 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/multistakeholder-human-rights-stability-gac/165
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-
governance-ecosystem/177 

 

27. ICC BASIS, Submission 83 

Business is interested in pursuing a credible and productive discussion and examination of 
possible improvements to existing governance mechanisms, including issues related to 
globalization. There are many concerns that have been raised related to the need for greater 
globalization of Internet Governance mechanisms. Despite the many years where people have 
been discussing this issue the topic still means different things to different people. Among the 
issues: the need for greater geographic diversity, which might mean a need for greater inclusion, 
participation, transparency or oversight; applicable law and jurisdiction, contractual obligations 
and various elements of technical mechanisms. One of the main purposes served by these 
governance mechanisms is the continued stability, functionality and interoperability of the 
unique and global Internet. Any improvements to Internet governance mechanisms must at a 
minimum assure that continued stability, functionality and interoperability, while providing a 
continued evolutionary process improvement, diminished threat of harm or other enhanced 
governance outcomes. 

For instance, any adjustments to the current structure of the IANA contract must be considered 
and conducted in a deliberate and cautious manner, to ensure that no incremental risk or 
instability is introduced into IANA’s functions, including the root zone management process and 
must recognize and respect other existing agreements related to the IANA functions. The goal in 
all facets of Internet governance is to ensure consumer and user trust in the Internet as a means 
of speech, creativity, innovation and legitimate commerce. 

Business stresses the need to proceed methodically and carefully with any proposed change, so 
as to not impose unintended consequences and risks. In this regard, any transition process for 
IANA and its functions must begin with a clear understanding of what “globalization” should 
mean. The global stakeholder community would need to be fully engaged not only in developing 
milestones and timelines for the “globalization” of these critical functions, but also to ensuring 
the reliability and accountability of any such plan to the security and stability of the global 
Internet. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/icc-basis-submission-on-internet-governance-
principles-and-roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem/181 

 

28. Internet Governance Caucus, Submission 90 

3. Any decision to evolve the internet governance institutional field and mechanisms as well as 
any new structure evolving from the current configuration of the implementation of the IANA 
functions and the role of US Government and of the other incumbents in that regard, must reflect 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem/177
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http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/icc-basis-submission-on-internet-governance-principles-and-roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem/181
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the effective inclusion of all regions of the world with a view to ensuring a truly global cultural 
diversity in approaches to technical and policy problems. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/statement-of-principles-submitted-to-netmundial-by-
the-internet-governance-caucus/188 

 

29. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Argentina, Submission 94 

On the Internationalization of ICANN: 

Promote the internationalization of ICANN, through a deep revision of the current structure. 

Achieve relevant and active representation from all regions and all actors in the ICANN structure, 
including representatives of governments on an equal footing, taking into account gender 
balance. These principles should be specially considered in the following Advisor Commitees and 
Supporting Organizations: 

 The ICANN board 
 The Security and Stability Advisor Committee (SSAC)  
 The Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) 

Governmental Advisory Committee GAC: 

Promote the participation of as many countries as possible, especially developing countries. 

Promote the rotation of all the regions in the GAC chair and vice roles, creating five permanent 
vice-chairs, one from each region, elected by consensus, within each region. 

Take in consideration the suggested changes made by the GAC restructuring working group 
specially formed, led by Spain where Argentina has participated. 

IANA- RIRs - ISOC – IETF 

Strengthen the structure of IANA and the RIRs through the relevant participation of 
representatives of all stakeholders including representatives of governments, universities, civil 
society and private sector, who should be all involved in the decision making process related to 
related to critical Internet resources. 

Promote relevant and ongoing participation of experts of all regions in decision-making spaces of 
the Internet Society and the Internet Engineering Task Force. 

There is sufficient experience and trained professionals in all regions of the world, even in 
countries with a lower degree of relative development, to be considered as suitable candidates 
for general participation and for leadership positions in these organizations, including board of 
directors. 

There should be gender balance in the board of directors and leadership positions in these 
organizations, there are enough women professionals perfectly able to be considered as good 
candidates for these positions. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/statement-of-principles-submitted-to-netmundial-by-the-internet-governance-caucus/188
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/statement-of-principles-submitted-to-netmundial-by-the-internet-governance-caucus/188
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-the-future-development-of-the-internet-
governance-ecosystem/196 

 

30. Orange Group, Submission 97  

The globalisation of ICANN, including the IANA function, should continue to evolve towards a 
multi-stakeholder accountability framework, through a process that maintains and protects the 
resilience, the security and the stability of the global Internet. 

In this respect Orange welcomes the program initiated by ICANN’s President and Board in this 
field and believes it constitutes a significant step towards a better inclusion of developing and 
emerging country stakeholders. 

Concerning the IANA function, and maintenance of the root zone, globalization means 
considering this function as part of the ICANN operational mission without any contractual 
relationship or stewardship agreement with a single Government or an only-Government 
structure. 

The AoC should evolve to an agreement between ICANN as a legal organization and the ICANN 
community and stakeholders including Governments represented through the Governmental 
Advisory Committee. 

Concerning these topics, Orange supports the recent ICANN Board’s resolution to create 
President’s Advisory Groups addressing them and ICANN President’s work to reshape and 
globalize ICANN. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/orange/199 

 

31. World Information Technology and Services Alliance, Submission 99 

WITSA supports the Multistakeholder model as the best mechanism to enable issues to be identified, 

and to build consensus solutions. There is merit in suggestions to decentralize some of these activities 

in order to enhance participation, cooperation and build capacity across all nations, and particularly by 

non-government stakeholders in developing nations. 

Similarly, there is merit in the idea of globalizing Internet resources including IANA, as ICANN has 

recently proposed. This must be considered within Multistakeholder frameworks, with transparent 

processes and open discussion promoted equally within all ICANN constituencies. ICANN must 

remain accountable to all its stakeholders during this process, which should not be politicized; WITSA 

urges all stakeholders including governments to exercise restraint, and to facilitate balanced discussions 

that lead to consensus. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/roadmap-for-the-future-development-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem/196
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http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/submission-of-the-world-information-technology-
and-services-alliance-witsa/202 

 

32. Panel on Global Internet Cooperation and Governance Mechanisms, 
Submission 101 

c) ICANN Globalization 

ICANN needs to further globalize. 

Based on the aforementioned Equitable principle, ICANN needs to further globalize its structures, 
operations, commitments, and legal framework. 

ICANN has the steadfast role as the global administrator of the IANA functions, operating the 
names, numbers, and protocol registries in collaboration and based on established agreements 
and input from the relevant Internet technical organizations. For over fifteen years without a 
single interruption since ICANN's inception, this performance continues to support a global 
Internet. 

However, ICANN can now move beyond the U.S. government’s stewardship that assured the 
world of ICANN’s performance to date. While this arrangement was arguably necessary during 
ICANN’s growth phase, the current maturity of ICANN’s structures, processes, and accountability 
mechanisms warrants the transitioning of the U.S. role to the ICANN community. 

ICANN must pursue this transition through multistakeholder developed accountability 
mechanisms coupled with the strengthening of mutual commitments and agreements with 
relevant Internet communities and organizations. Such a transition should be done carefully to 
maintain ICANN’s established operation that provides the stability and resiliency of the core 
Internet technical identifiers. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/panel-on-global-internet-cooperation-and-
governance-mechanisms-contribution-to-netmundial/204 

 

33. Intel, Submission 105 

Stay Focused 

Secondly, the large number and great diversity of participants, importance of the topic, and very 
short duration will preclude extended discussion of detailed proposals. In order to achieve 
consensus, the meeting should focus on high-level principles and concepts. Organization- specific 
contributions, such as detailed ICANN proposals, should be remanded to those specific 
organizations. 

[…] 

For instance ICANN 47 in Durban, South Africa, created five new Strategy Panels to “ 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/submission-of-the-world-information-technology-and-services-alliance-witsa/202
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build on public input being generated to inform a new, overarching vision and five-year strategic 
plan, and subsequent operating plan, for the organization.” The panels, providing 
recommendations and guidance for the operation and future of ICANN are directly relevant to 
this discussion, especially “ICANN’s Role in the Internet Governance Ecosystem,” which recently 
published a comprehensive report including a Roadmap towards Globalization. Intel commends 
the work of the panel and recognizes the internal, consultation process (stakeholders are 
encouraged to review all the draft reports and provide comments through 30 April 2014) as the 
best and only legitimate mechanism for positive change. We believe it would be 
counterproductive for this meeting to prescribe (top down) specific changes for ICANN or any 
individual organization. While this meeting should note the detailed proposals have been 
submitted to this meeting related to modifications to ICANN, ICANN 50 and internal forums are 
the appropriate place for their discussion. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/intel-comments-for-netmundial/213 

 

34. Kuwait Information Technology Society, Submission 106 

The Internet is a global public good. The Internet Eco System (including Critical Internet 
resources: root servers, domain names and addressing), requires a global model that is fair, open, 
transparent and accountable to the wide range of Internet users and involved stakeholders. The 
global model should be based on the current existing organizations rather than establishing new 
legal structures or new umbrellas. 

While the discussion on the evolution of the Internet Governence Ecosystem focuses on the 
globalization of the ICANN and the IANA functions, It is important to address the status of other 
IG related organizations that are limited in its process to a specific stakeholder group. Such 
organizations should be open to the equal participation of all stakeholder groups in any process 
related to the development of IG policies. The ICANN should be praised for the steps it took over 
the past years to improve its bottom up process in policy development as well as its openness 
and engagement with many stakeholder groups in different regions of the world on issues related 
to Internet Governance and policies. 

Yet further steps are needed toward the globalization of the ICANN and the IANA functions. The 
globalization of the ICANN should include its status to become more of a global organization. 
However, more thoughts need to be given to the globalization of the IANA functions due to its 
technical nature and its vital role in the security and stability of the Domain Name System. Future 
steps taken toward the globalization of the ICANN and the IANA functions should be evolutionary 
and should not affect the stability, robustness and resilience of the Internet. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/kuwait-information-technology-society-kits-
submission-on-internet-governance-principles-and-roadmap-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-
internet-governance-ecosystem/214 
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35. Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Argentina, Submission 110 

[Note: this submission combines the content of Submission 94, roadmap, with Internet 
governance principles. Because the roadmap text, which includes the IANA references, is 
identical, it’s not being duplicated here.] 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/argentina-contribution/218 

 

 

36. Secretara de Comunicaciones y Transportes, Mexico, Submission 111 

3. The Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) should evolve to 
comprise a more internationalized organization under the most suitable regime for multi- 
stakeholder participation, on the basis of equality, openness, bottom-up and rough consensus, on 
the understanding that the proper application of these within the organizational structures will 
avoid control by any particular stakeholder. The same should be endorsed for the 
internationalization of the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions currently 
under ICANN administration by contract with the US Department of Commerce (US DoC). As 
Internet policy discussions become more global in nature, stakeholders should continue to rely 
on the existing structures to develop global policies that benefit all users rather than relying on 
either the creation of another governance body or on multilateral means. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/content-submission-by-the-federal-government-of-
mexico/219 

 

37. Japan Internet Service Providers Association, Submission 114 

1. We support the spirit of the Montevideo Statement. Global multi-stakeholder cooperation will 
enhance the evolution of Internet Governance challenges. The enhancement of ICANN and IANA 
function will be one of the most important issues. And more participation in this field should be 
needed. It is important to make it open and inclusive for policy making of Internet Critical 
Resources. These frameworks should be strengthened by involving more stakeholders. In order 
to reach global consensus on new oversight and policy development framework on ICANN/IANA 
functions, we suggest to set up Working Groups consist of all stakeholders with geographic, 
gender and other diversity considerations to come up with possible alternatives to be considered 
at the coming IGF 2015 process. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/argentina-contribution/218
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/content-submission-by-the-federal-government-of-mexico/219
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/content-submission-by-the-federal-government-of-mexico/219
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http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/better-understanding-cooperation-for-internet-
governance-principles-its-roadmap/222 

 

38. Deutsche Telekom AG, 116 

 The meeting in Brazil could foster the ongoing process of the internationalisation of ICANN 
and the IANA functions, e.g. 

o in identifying how to best globalise the IANA functions, whilst safeguarding the 
continued stability and security of the domain-name system; 

o in establishing a clear timeline for the globalisation of ICANN. 
 We very much support an open multi-stakeholder model. However, there is still room for 

improvement of the existing multi-stakeholder approach, in particular regarding 
transparency, legitimacy and balanced and representative participation. 

 When it comes to concrete and actionable outcomes of any process, we need some basic rules 
to deliver sufficient legitimacy. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/deutsche-telekom-s-contribution-for-to-the-global-
multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/225 

 

39. Free and Open Source Software Foundation, Submission 118 

It is of great value that the importance of decoupling IP addresses management and the domain 
name system management from a single state actor has been recognized and that currently there 
is a strong push towards multistakeholderism in this area. 

There is, however, a secondary emergent centralization happening on the Internet, that 
potentially can pose a comparable, or even bigger, threat to the interconnected, open and 
independent nature of this global network. 

This centralization is harder to perceive as dangerous, as it is not being actively supported by any 
state actor; hence, it falls under the radar for many Internet activists and technologists, that 
would react immediately had similar process been facilitated by a government. It does, hoever, 
have a potential to bring negative effects similar to a state- sponsored centralization of 
infrastructure. 

Another reason for this process to happen unnoticed or for the possible negative effects of it to be 
depreciated is that it is fluid and emergent on behaviour of many actors, enforced by the network 
effect. 

This process is most visibly exemplified in Facebook gathering over a 1bln of users, by providing 
a centrally-controlled walled-garden, and at the same time offering an API to developers willing 
to tap-into this vast resource, for example to use it as authentication service. Now, many if not 
most Internet services requiring log-in, as one of their options offer Facebook log-in. Some (a 
growing number) offer Facebook as the only option. Many offer commenting system devised by 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/better-understanding-cooperation-for-internet-governance-principles-its-roadmap/222
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/better-understanding-cooperation-for-internet-governance-principles-its-roadmap/222
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/deutsche-telekom-s-contribution-for-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/225
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/deutsche-telekom-s-contribution-for-to-the-global-multistakeholder-meeting-on-the-future-of-internet-governance/225
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Facebook, that does not allow anonymous comments -- a user has to have a Facebook account to 
be able to partake in the discussion. 

Similarily, Google is forcing Google+ on YouTube users; to a lesser extent, Google Search is being 
used by a swath of Internet services as their default internal search engine (that is, used tos earch 
their own website or service). GMail is also by far the most popular e-mail and XMPP service, 
which gives Google immense power over both. 

These are two examples of services offered by private entities (in this case, Google and Facebook) 
that had become a de facto public infrastructure, meaning that an immense number other 
services rely and require them to work. 

If we recognize the danger of a single state actor controlling ICANN or IANA, we can surely 
recognize the danger of a single actor (regardless of whether it is a state actor or not) controlling 
such an important part of Internet infrastructure. 

Regardless of reasons, why this situation emerged (users' lack of tech-savvy, service 
operators' want of easiest and cheapest to implement and integrate solutions, etc), it causes 
several problems for the free and open Internet: 

 it hurts resillience 

If such a large part of services and actors depend on a single service (like Facebook or 
GMail), this in and of itself introduces a single point of failure. It is not entirely in the realm 
of the impossible for those companies to fail -- who will, then, provide the service? We 
have also seen both of them (as any other large tech company) have large-scale downtime 
events, taking services based on them down also. 

 it hurts independence 

In the most basic sense, any user of a service based on these de facto infrastructures has to 
comply with and agree to the underlying service (i.e. Facebook, Google) Terms of Service. 
If many or most of Internet services have that requirement, users and service operators 
alike lose independence over what they accept. 

 it hurts openness 

Operators of such de facto infrastructures are not obliged to provide their services in an 
open and standard manner -- running mostly in the application layer these services 
usually shut-off any attempts at interoperating with them. Examples include Twitter 
changing their API TOS to shut-off certain types of applications, Google announcing the 
planned shut-off of XMPP server-to-server communication, Facebook using XMPP for the 
internal chat service with server-to-server shut-off. 

 it hurts accountability and transparency 

With such immense and binary (either use it, or lose it) control over users' and otehr 
service providers' data, de facto infrastructure operators do not have any incentives to 
share information on what is happening with the data they gather. They also have no 
incentives to be transparent and open about their future plans or protocols used in their 
services. There is no accountability other than the binary decision to "use it or lose it", 
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which is always heavily influenced by the network effect and the huge numbers of users of 
these services. 

 it hurts predictability 

With no transparency, no accountability, and lack of standarization, such de facto 
infrastructure operators can act in ways that maximizes their profits, which in turn can be 
highly unpredictable. Twitters' changing of API TOS is a good example here. 

 it hurts interoperability 

Such de facto infrastructure operators are strongly incentivised to shut-off any 
interoperability attempts. The larger the number of users of their service, the stronger the 
network effect, the more other services use their service, and the bigger the influence they 
can have on the rest of the Internet ecosystem. Social networks are a good example here -- 
Twitter user cannot communicate with a Facebook user, unless they also have an account 
on the other network. 

This is obviously not the case with e-mail (I can run my own e-mail server), at least not 
yet. The more people use a single provider here (i.e. GMail), the stronger GMail becomes, 
and the easier it would be for its operator to shut-off interoperability with other 
providers. 

This is exactly what Google is doing with XMPP. 

 it hurts innovation 

Lack of predictability, opennes and independence obviously also hurts innovation. What 
used to be a free and open area of innovation is more and more becoming a set of closed- 
off walled-gardens controlled by a small number of powerful actors. 

It is also worth noting that centralized infrastructure on any level (including the level of de facto 
infrastructure discussed herein) creates additional problems on human rights level: centralized 
infrastructure is easy to surveil and censor. 

Hence, the first question to be asked is this: when does a private service become de facto public 
infrastructure? 

At this point this question remains unanswered and there is not a single Internet Governance 
body, or indeed any actor, able to reply to it authoritatively. Nevertheless, we are all in dire need 
for an answer to this question, and I deem it a challenge for Internet Governance and an 
important topic that should be included in any Internet Governance Forums now and in the 
future. 

The second question that ever more urgently requires an answer if we are to defent the open and 
not balkanized Internet is: what should be done about private services that have become de 
facto public infrastructure? 

This question is also as of yet unanswered, but there are several possible proposals that can be 
made, including treating such situations as monopoly and breaking them up (so handling them 
outside Internet Governance), requiring public interoperable API available for other 
implementators, etc. This is perhaps not exactly in the purview of Internet Governance, it is 
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however crucial for the Internet as a whole and I propose it be treated as a challenge to be art 
least considered at IGFs henceforth. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/blurry-line-between-private-service-and-public-
infrastructure/232 

 

40. CIPIT, Submission 119 

As noted in the Deauville G8 Declaration the internet has become essential to our societies and as 
such we envision a universal internet which embodies the principles as advocated by Brazilian 
President HE Dilma Rousseff in the 68 session of the United Nations General Assembly. In her 
speech to the assembly she addressed the following; 

Creation of multilateral mechanism for the world wide network capable of ensuring principles such 
as; 1. Freedom of expression, privacy of the individual and respect of the human rights. 2. Open, 
multilateral and democratic governance, carried out with transparency by stimulating collective 
creativity and the participation of society, governments and private sector. 3 Universality that 
ensures the social and human development and the construction of inclusive and non-discriminatory 
societies. 4. Cultural diversity, without the imposition of beliefs, customs and values. 5. Neutrality of 
the network, guided only by technical and ethical criteria, rendering it inadmissible to restrict it for 
commercial, religious or any other purposes. 

The creation of a multilateral mechanism would see to it that the present day institutions such as 
ICANN are reformed to meet the concerns raised by president Dilma. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/internet-governance-principles-securing-the-future-
of-the-internet/233 

 

41. Cyber Space National Center, Iran, Submission 121 

Root Zones Immunity 

The root zone has been one of the most controversial issues in the internet governance debate. 
Since the first days of the World Summit of Information Society back in 2002, the theoretical 
possibility of removing other countries’ domain names - by deleting the country’s domain name 
from the Internet - has inspired many countries to criticize the USA’s key role in the management 
of the root zone database. An overwhelming majority of countries argue that the root zone in an 
Internet as a global infrastructure should be managed by an international organization which is 
not under the control or jurisdiction of any single country. This argument is often framed as a 
question of sovereign equality, and fairness in international relations dealing with Internet One 
option could be making the server and root database inviolable, in particular from any national 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/blurry-line-between-private-service-and-public-infrastructure/232
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/blurry-line-between-private-service-and-public-infrastructure/232
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/internet-governance-principles-securing-the-future-of-the-internet/233
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/internet-governance-principles-securing-the-future-of-the-internet/233
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jurisdiction. This possibility opens the question of where the root server will be located to ensure 
immunity from any national jurisdiction. 

One could also consider assigning root zone file immunity as part of a re-structured ICANN+ 
arrangement (making the new /re-structured ICANN an international organization which is the 
main these of the Brazil’s meeting. 

Internet Governance architecture 

The hottest issue is how to achieve the right balance between Internet functionality (run by 
private sector and non-government actors) and the need for legitimacy (high involvement of 
governments). The new Internet ecosystem, as it is sometimes labelled, will be at the top of the 
agenda of the Sa o Paulo meeting and undoubtedly other meetings during 2014. 

[…] 

3.Other Principles /Issues and questions 

3.1.How International immunity for the root zone should be ensured? 

3.2.Who will have the right to amend the root database? 

3.3.How to achieve the new root zone arrangement? 

3.4.Clearly define new/ restructured ICANNs role, if it is agreed to exist, in the Multistakeholder 
Internet Governance Model and the manner in which it should function, including its core 
Management Team and their role and their election, taking into account the equitable 
geographical representation; 

3.5.Review the existing ICANN supporting Organizations and examine the need for their 
functioning within the new / restructured ICANN, if any; 

3.6.Define the role of Governments in the Internet Governance ecosystem? 

3.7.What structure would enable wider Internet Governance participation to become true - 
independent “organization” versus “corporation?” 

3.8.Define the meaning and application of equal footing; 

3.9.Remove single government role; 

3.10.Discuss the future of IANA, if it should continue to exist as it is or become responsible to the 
US Government only; 

3.11.Examine Affirmation of commitments to expand to other governments or totally break it; 

3.12.Clearly defined role of Governments and their modality of their participation; 

3.13.Discuss the need for Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC); 

3.14.Ensure that Internet Governance process is not dominated by large commercial players; 

3.15.Improve policy processes that are predictable; 

3.16.Establish an accountability entity to which the policy implementing entity be held 
accountable; 
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3.17.How to integrate and oversee the bodies responsible for technical and operational 
functioning of the Internet, including global standards setting? 

3.18.What framework to be considered and agreed upon for tackling the hard political, technical, 
operational and social problems facing the Internet? 

 

4.Objectives 

Following possible objectives are outlined below for consideration by the meeting: 

[…] 

4.11.Agreement on the scope and nature of accountably; 

4.12.Agreement on the Role and Legacy authority with a view to reconsider the U.S. Government 
holds undue legacy influence and control over ICANN and the domain name system in relation 
with: 

4.12.1.“Policy Implementing” entity and its constituency/ constituencies, including review and 
possible restructuring of the ICANN and its management, election and role of the Directors , 
review and decide on Supporting Organization, review the need or otherwise to maintain or 
disband the activities of IANA, review the need or otherwise of CAG; 

4.12.2.“Root Zone Servers and associated database immunity, their locations and agreement on 
the entity which has the right to amend the database; 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-islamic-republic-of-iran-to-
the-global-multiskaeholder-meeting-for-the-future-of-the-internet-23-24-april-2014-sao-paolo-
brazil/236 

 

42. Avri Doria, Submission 122 

The Affirmation of Commitments between the US Department of Commerce and the Internet 
Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (AOC) establishes a new method for bottom-up 
oversight of a multistakeholder organization. This process is entering its 4th year. I had the 
privilege of being part of the second Accountability and Transparency Review Team (ATRT2) 
that is stipulated in the process and write the following from my personal experience as a 
member of that group. 

As outlined in the AOC, each of the Support Organizations and Advisory Committee nominates 
several members to the various review teams: transparency and accountability, the security and 
stability of the names and number systems, competition and consumer trust, and registrant 
directory operations compliance with international laws and norms (aka WHOIS). From the 
candidates presented by the various stakeholder groups, the Chair of the Board or the CEO, 
depending on the team, and the Chair of the Government Advisory Committee (GAC) pick a 
review team. To this group they add a few experts to balance out the mix of skills. While not 
everyone is happy about the selection process and it does seem to favor governmental actors, at 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-islamic-republic-of-iran-to-the-global-multiskaeholder-meeting-for-the-future-of-the-internet-23-24-april-2014-sao-paolo-brazil/236
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-islamic-republic-of-iran-to-the-global-multiskaeholder-meeting-for-the-future-of-the-internet-23-24-april-2014-sao-paolo-brazil/236
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-islamic-republic-of-iran-to-the-global-multiskaeholder-meeting-for-the-future-of-the-internet-23-24-april-2014-sao-paolo-brazil/236
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last in terms of the ATRT, it is by and large a process accepted by the community. The groups 
work together for approximately a year to produce their reports. They are served by a group of 
professional ICANN staff and are constrained by an ICANN Board determined budget. The ATRT2 
report discusses how this is occasionally an impediment to the group being able to do as 
complete a job as might be hoped. 

These reviews run in a 3 year cyclical manner with the ATRT running every third year, for a year. 
Currently ICANN is in the second cycle of AOC reviews. Each of these reviews provides the 
opportunity for multiple public consultations and several public reviews of the work in progress. 
The final reports are published in multiple languages and opened for a final public review before 
the ICANN Board receives them. The Board then reviews the reports, and the comments and, 
with the advice of Staff, decides how it will respond to the reports. By the time the Board acts, the 
review teams have been disbanded. The results of Board and Staff actions are reviewed by the 
next review teams. 

In addition to reviewing the state of transparency and accountability in ICANN, ATRT is 
responsible for reviewing the way in which ICANN had responded to the previous AOC reviews 
and for reviewing any changes that had been made in response to the previous ATRT review. It 
should be noted that review team reports only recommend actions to the Board, which the Board 
is able to accept or not to accept. Any refusal by the Board or ICANN staff to implement the 
changes requested is subject to review by the next review team as the cycle repeats. That is, 
ATRT3 will review the changes made since ATRT2, just as ATRT2 reviewed the changes since 
ATRT1. 

The ATRT2 report gives a very detailed description in its review of both the state of the 
organization and the degree to which ICANN complied with the first cycle’s reviews. The 
determination was mixed, with many changes only being made as the ATRT2 review was 
ongoing. Some progress had been made, but not as much as the first ATRT review had 
recommended. As ATRT2 second report is still in review until 15 March 2014, the Board has not 
had much opportunity to act on it yet, though to its credit it has started working on some of the 
items in anticipation. 

For a bottom-up review mechanism like the AOC to work, those responsible for the organization 
must take the report and the obligation to accept and implement the recommendations seriously. 
Whether this is the case for ICANN, remains to be seen, and will be part of the proof of whether 
this is a workable method. According to a blog piece by the President of ICANN, Staff has every 
intention of completing the necessary changes. 

There are other requirements for such a bottom-up review process to work. One of the handicaps 
ATRT2 experienced was the need to start its review process from a blank sheet. We had to 
request reports from ICANN on every issue, including those that had been documented in the 
first ATRT report. We were also unable to build upon any of the research and data collection that 
had been done by the first review and in the intervening reviews as that data had not been 
retained and processes had not been continued. During the ATRT2 review, several research 
efforts, for example, research on the policy development process and on measurement practices 
were undertaken. It is to be hoped that that the data from these will be available to ATRT3 so that 
the team will not need to again start from a blank page and will be able to look at longitudinal 
trends in ICANN’s transparency and accountability. Continuity of bottom-up oversight enables a 
better view of an organization and thus better accountability. 
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To do a complete and thorough review, a review team needs full access to organization data. This 
is sometimes difficult as the team needs to know what data is available in order to ask for it. In 
order to do an adequate review it is better to have an organization anticipate and offer the 
necessary information as opposed to having a gate in the process that only gives the team 
information when it is correctly requested and the request has been approved up the corporate 
and legal chain of command. ICANN has tended toward the gating methodology as opposed to an 
anticipatory and open method of offering data, though for the most part after a bit of pushing and 
pulling, the necessary information was obtained. 

ICANN is settling into the process of ongoing AOC reviews. The process needs improvement, and 
the ATRT2 report contains recommendations for how this can be done. For a more in depth 
review, readers can consult the ATRT2 Transparency and Accountability review. In my view the 
method shows promise yet to be fully delivered on. 

The strongest bottom-up oversight would be achieved by combining the methods of the IETF and 
ICANN. IETF offers a strong appeals mechanism and the ability to remove officers from their 
roles if they do not fulfill the responsibilities. ICANN has a very weak appeals mechanism, in fact 
an review and repair of that mechanism was recommended by both ATRT1 and ATRT2. ICANN 
processes allow for review of Board decisions, but only for process infractions, there is no means 
of request a review within ICANN of a decision on a substantive basis as can be done in the IETF. 
And while there is an Independent Review Process for Board decisions and Staff actions, it is 
reputed to require a deposit in the order of a million dollars and can only deliver a decision in 
favor of the appellant if malfeasance of some other bad faith effort can be proven. ICANN has no 
mechanism for removing Board members for the manner in which they fulfill their 
responsibilities other than not to renew their 3 year terms for a second or third time (ICANN 
Board members can serve a maximum of 9 consecutive years). 

ICANN on the other hand offers an innovative set of bottom up community reviews, whereas the 
IETF only initiates reviews of its processes when there is an indication that the process is 
somehow broken using the ‘if it isn’t broken don’t fix it’ philosophy. It has, over the years 
initiated several working groups to review its processes when the community felt there was a 
problem. I had the opportunity of chairing one of its Nominating committee review working 
groups. The recommendations of this WG were accepted and implemented. 

Bottom-up oversight of multistakeholder organizations is possible. No method is perfect and use 
of several methods, the so-called belt and suspenders method, gives an organization its best 
chance of being accountable to its community without needing to resort to a governmental and 
hierarchical form of oversight. An additonal element that might be consdered as part of any 
bottom-up oversight mechansim is affordable access to an independent mediation borad for 
issues that can't be resolved in any other manner. 

Moving forward, no new spaces are required to oversee organizations such as IETF and ICANN, 
though both can improve their bottom-up methodologies by borrowing elements from the other. 
An activity that would be helpful would be for workshops to be held within the IGF context on the 
various methodologies of bottom-up multistakeholder oversight and review so that 
organizations would be able to learn from each others experiences. 

The practice of bottom-up multistakeholder review is young, but has a promising future. 
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/bottom-up-oversight-in-multistakeholder-
organizations/237 

 

43. The Society for Knowledge Commons, Submission 125 

1. The best way to preserve a global Internet is through formulating appropriate global 
mechanisms, principles and rules that will underpin its governance. There is an urgent need 
to democratize Internet governance structures and make them legitimate, representative, 
equitable, democratic and transparent in their functioning. Given its global significance, the fact 
that the Internet is legally tied to one country no longer makes sense. 

As long as the Internet is governed under private contracts and its recognition exists only under 
US law, there is no way that even allocation of domains and IP addresses can be done in a way 
that furthers the ends of equity and social justice. There are two problems with contract-based 
Internet governance. First, it has lead to privatization and corporatization that have eroded 
competition. Second, contracts do not and cannot incorporate “human rights” or “sovereign 
rights” – the rights of either individuals or of nations. A bottoms-up Internet governance, as 
distinct from developing technical standards and protocols, has no legal mechanism to enforce 
rights of people, corporations or sovereign rights of countries. Given that the Internet now forms 
an essential part of the world’s social, cultural and economic infrastructure, there is an urgent 
need to formulate a binding international framework to delineate rights and obligations inter se 
states as well as between states and individuals. By keeping the Internet governance either under 
US laws or under “contracts”, the US has ensured that there are no international norms and is no 
effective global body that can address various issues, such as NSA's invasive surveillance over 
other governments and people, and penetration of vital infrastructure of other countries. Neither 
is there any place for regulatory principles to be exercised – for example, progressive taxation 
policies for e-commerce transactions that would help developing countries. 

US “trusteeship” of the Internet has failed, as have “multistakeholder” institutions such as the I-
organizations. We need to internationalize essential and global public policy decision making 
systems to enable them to function for the benefit of global citizens and not merely the first 
world – which due to historical and other reasons enjoy overbearing influence on these 
processes. There is an urgent need to ensure regional / geographic balance and representation of 
the under-represented and marginalized in decision-making powers. 

A failure to make drastic changes to the status quo could quite easily lead to increased exercise of 
domestic sovereign authority over what should be a global commons – and therefore a very real 
threat of ‘balkanization’ of the Internet. Without a globally agreed set of framing or guiding 
principles to govern the Internet, the Internet as we presently know it – a global tool of 
communication – could soon be a thing of the past as each country will attempt to propose its 
own governance models which it will try and enforce through domestic law. This could even 
extend to splitting of the root zone system through the creation of local roots. 

There is therefore an urgent need for a multilateral framework to be entered into that 
affirms, guarantees and protects the principles referred to previously. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/bottom-up-oversight-in-multistakeholder-organizations/237
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/bottom-up-oversight-in-multistakeholder-organizations/237
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2. The multistakeholder model is current vaguely defined and applies arbitrary modalities 
which must be clarified through guidelines that ensure equitable representation and 
prevent conflicts of interest and corporate capture. The multistakeholder system purports to 
place all stakeholders on an equal footing but fails to recognize the different interests, roles, 
capacities and resources available to each sector. This model too often inappropriately blurs the 
different responsibilities and obligations of states and corporations. The aforesaid is not to limit 
or question the role of public participation in decision-making processes - this is essential in any 
democratic system, as is transparency. 

3. Certain public policy functions in the context of the Internet governance that can only be 
dealt with through a multilateral framework. While the adoption of technical standards and 
protocols might make sense in a multistakeholder platform, it cannot be effective in preventing 
cyber warfare or protecting human rights, dealing with regulatory issues such as cost of access 
and net neutrality, common ownership of domain name spaces including control of CCTLDs by 
the country concerned, and protection and stability of international telecommunication services. 
These issues are well within the scope and competence of a nation states’ traditional domain in 
the International legal sphere. 

We believe it is essential that the following issues be given sanctity in International law 
(possibly and at an initial stage as general principles in a Framework Convention or 
through a system of protocols): 

  

a. Protection of human rights including privacy    
b. Cyber warfare and cyber attacks    
c. Regulatory issues such as cost of access, net neutrality, etc. 
d. Common ownership of the domain name space including control of CCTLDs by the country 

concerned, international control, supervision and oversight of IANA functions 
e. Protection and stability of international telecommunication services (right against 

disconnection etc.) 

4. In addition to the principles and issues mentioned above, any Framework Convention 
will also need to formalize the basic architecture of the global governance of the Internet - 
recognizing and legitimizing the role and functions of the organisations involved in the public 
policy governance and technical oversight of the Internet in addition to various other bodies 
involved with managing the technical and logical infrastructure of the Internet (such as Regional 
Internet Registries, Internet technical standards bodies and so on). 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/towards-reform-of-global-internet-governance/240 

 

44. PIR Center, Submission 126 

Strengthening of BRICS-ICANN cooperation is another perspective step in this direction. In fact 
the process has already started – the first steps were made with the decision to hold the Global 
Meeting in San Paulu negotiated between the Brazilian President Ms. Dilma Rousseff and the 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/towards-reform-of-global-internet-governance/240
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ICANN President Fadi Chehade in Fall 2013. Even before that ICANN launched dialogue on 
strategic cooperation with China and announced opening of its regional office in Beijing in 2012. 
In February 2014 ICANN President also made a three- day visit to China where his negotiations 
with three Chinese Ministers further strengthened this strategic dialogue and cooperation. Russia 
now looks “a missed link” in this chain of emerging cooperation between ICANN and BRICS 
states, and the BRICS format might become an optimal framework for Moscow to advance its 
level of dialogue with ICANN. 

Finally, BRICS analogue of the Internet Governance Forum might be organized to provide a 
framework of cooperation between BRICS and ICANN (and ISOC) and provide greater internal 
integrity of the positions of the BRICS states towards key issues of global internet governance. 
This step might be implemented in 2015 already. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/pir-center-policy-proposals-global-internet-
governance-as-a-new-common-agenda-for-russia-brazil-and-brics-states/241 

 

45. Domain Name Association, Submission 133 

As supporters of the multistakeholder model that has operated in a way to bring the current 
vibrant Internet into being, we think that change should only be enacted through careful, 
thoughtful processes. 

For example, as an active participant in the 1Net discussion forums, we have seen significant 
attention directed to the future of the IANA function. This has been a vibrant discussion but the 
possible intended and unintended effects resulting from specific changes are too complex to be 
developed without considerable analysis and test. Possible changes to the IANA function should 
be discussed after identification of the issues statement and the gap between its current 
operation and our principles. 

Therefore, we believe that at this time it would be premature to try and reach conclusions on 
issues such as this and others. As such we encourage organizers and participants in NETmundial 
to focus on high level principles that will help frame on-going discussions at upcoming meetings 
such as the 2014 Internet Governance Forum, WSIS Review, High Level London Meeting and the 
ITU Plenipotentiary. In addition to the anticipated NETmundial session, we view the current set 
of Internet Governance Fora (http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/) to be an effective and 
available methodology for carrying discussion forward and developing principles. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/perspectives-from-the-domain-name-association/249 

 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/pir-center-policy-proposals-global-internet-governance-as-a-new-common-agenda-for-russia-brazil-and-brics-states/241
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/pir-center-policy-proposals-global-internet-governance-as-a-new-common-agenda-for-russia-brazil-and-brics-states/241
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/perspectives-from-the-domain-name-association/249


 

  
 

58 

46. Bertrand de La Chapelle and Paul Fehlinger, Submission 134 

If the multi-stakeholder Internet governance ecosystem is the set of mechanisms and institutions 
that allow the development and implementation of shared issue-based regimes by different 
stakeholders, what needs to be “evolved further” in this ecosystem? Discussions so far seem to 
have identified three complementary tracks in that regard: 

Track 1: The first task in front of us is to continue to improve the existing system in terms of 
inclusion, transparency and accountability. NETmundial will help actors understand where 
discussions on these aspects are currently under way and how they can engage. 

Track 2: A second discussion concerns the globalization of ICANN and in particular the current 
role played by the US Department of Commerce in the workflow of the so-called IANA function. 
Evolution seems now possible in a topic that was considered taboo for a long time and 
NETmundial will naturally address it. 

Track 3: However, a third dimension is essential and deserves close attention during 
NETmundial: How to handle governance ON the Internet? This is the one we would like to focus 
upon here. 

The Tunis definition of Internet governance covers “the evolution and use of the Internet”, a 
distinction that can be referred to as: governance OF the Internet and governance ON the 
Internet. Governance OF the Internet deals with the Internet as a network system, while 
governance ON the Internet deals with the rules applicable to how people use the network. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/what-do-we-all-mean-by-roadmap-to-further-evolve-
the-multistakeholder-internet-governance-ecosystem/250 

 

47. Group of individuals and Civil Society Organizations from Latin America, 
Submission 135 

ICANN internationalization:  

a) Increase the real, effective and active regional participation, investing in outreach, 
capacity building, efficient communication.  

b) Root servers located outside the U.S. territory, distributed equally by region.  
c) Transparency and accountability in compliance with ATRT2. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/joint-contributions-of-civil-society-organizations-
from-latin-america-to-netmundial/251 

 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/what-do-we-all-mean-by-roadmap-to-further-evolve-the-multistakeholder-internet-governance-ecosystem/250
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/what-do-we-all-mean-by-roadmap-to-further-evolve-the-multistakeholder-internet-governance-ecosystem/250
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/joint-contributions-of-civil-society-organizations-from-latin-america-to-netmundial/251
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/joint-contributions-of-civil-society-organizations-from-latin-america-to-netmundial/251
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48. Data Security Council of India (DSCI), Submission 140 

Data Security Council of India (DSCI) proposes a roadmap for further evolution of the Internet 
Governance model to ensure a single interoperable Internet. Steps are: 

[…] 

2. Global governance norms be evolved that separate DNS maintenance from policies on 
TLDs, as well as public policies that intersect with nations’ rights to make them.  

[…] 

7. Countries should be asked to send nominees of all stakeholders, rather than ICANN 
  directly selecting people without any transparency.  

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/joint-contributions-of-civil-society-organizations-
from-latin-america-to-netmundial/251 

 

49. NRO (for AFRINIC, APNIC, ARIN, LACNIC, RIPE-NCC), Submission 143 

First, on the question of ICANN and the associated IANA activities we would assert that 
governance of these functions must be undertaken consistently with accepted principles of 
Internet Governance, as outlined in the 2013 Montevideo Statement[7]. That statement called for 
accelerating the globalization of ICANN and the IANA functions towards an environment where 
all stakeholders, including all governments, participate on an equal footing. Aside from these 
broad principles, the details of any transition and any new arrangements should not be a primary 
focus for NETmundial. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/nro-contribution-to-netmundial/259 

 

50. CGI.br - Brazilian Internet Steering Committee, Submission 146 

The Brazilian Internet Steering Committee (CGI.br) understands that ICANN’s evolution shall be 
guided by these main tenets: (1) the organization has to be fully internationalized and it has to 
develop a proper framework for both vertical and horizontal accountability; and (2) ICANN's 
institutional evolution shall seek a better equilibrium among all stakeholders, as well as among 
the different countries. Instead of listing a set of specific proposals, this document highlights 
some objectives to be pursued after the NetMundial meeting and posits some requirements to be 
observed and some questions to be asked in the course of that quest. It bears on the assumption 
that ICANN should be the responsible institution within the Internet governance ecosystem for 
the assignment of names and numbers, including the full spectrum of the IANA functions. CGI.br 
understands that the maintenance of ICANN as a focal point for those activities is the best 
alternative for the assurance of a unique and global Internet, for it has the established technical 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/joint-contributions-of-civil-society-organizations-from-latin-america-to-netmundial/251
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/joint-contributions-of-civil-society-organizations-from-latin-america-to-netmundial/251
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/nro-contribution-to-netmundial/259
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capacity and the policy-making mechanisms that can keep the Internet running without 
compromising its availability in the furtherance of current global Internet governance discussion 
fora, such as NetMundial and IGF. It does not mean that ICANN’s operation and its governance 
system are to remain unchallenged. It simply means that it is better to count on a fully 
established system to be enhanced than to start a whole system from scratch. 

1. The role for an internationalized ICANN 

CGI.br supports the measures that have been taken in regard to ICANN's internationalization, but 
understands that so far they have been focused mainly on the operational level of its mandate 
(Note 2). Far more important than those efforts is placing ICANN under a new international legal-
institutional framework that replaces the current contract (the Affirmation of Commitments) 
with the USA government and removes ICANN's direct or indirect subordination to the US legal 
system (Note 3). In realistic terms, this goal may be achieved within a 5 to 10 years time frame, 
following a sequence of steps that are still to be devised, following a roadmap for the 
international Internet governance ecosystem that is expected as one of the outcomes of 
multistakeholder fora like NetMundial, IGF, and others. 

One of the main IANA functions is the global coordination of the allocation and registration of IP 
addresses. ICANN is still legally responsible for this function, but its practical execution is 
completely decentralized by the global structure of five different Regional Internet Registries 
(RIRs). These RIRs have in turn created a coordination forum - the Number Resource 
Organization (NRO). The RIRs and the NRO coordinate the process of distribution of IPv4 and 
IPv6 blocks, also taking into account a well designed and consensual strategy for the transition of 
the number resources. CGI.br strongly believes that this is a very good example of how other 
IANA functions can be decentralized and delegated, without removing the overall institutional 
responsibility of ICANN over those functions. It also serves as a very suitable model for the 
internationalization of IANA functions. 

The sound solution for the internationalization of ICANN - considering that it should keep all its 
current responsibilities - has to encompass the discussion of adequate solutions for the effective 
internationalization of all IANA functions (not only the allocation and registration of IP 
addresses). In the search of an adequate legal and institutional framework that replaces the 
current contract with the US government, it will be extremely relevant to decide which entity, or 
set of entities, will be made responsible for the management of the root zone file, such as to 
guarantee its stability, security, and reliability. An adequate direction for that matter can be the 
assignment of this task to a set of international entities (in a way similar to the RIRs/NRO 
structure for IP allocation) that are already responsible for other aspects of the Internet 
governance, that operate in a well-balanced multistakeholder model, and that bear the required 
technical qualifications. 

A third aspect of the evolution of ICANN towards its internationalization is its accountability. 
ICANN is currently accountable to the US government, according to the goals and mechanisms 
that are established by the AoC. In theoretical terms, those present to the NetMundial meeting 
shall bear in mind the fact that there are different sorts of accountability that depend mostly on 
the nature of the relations and of the interest of the actors in a specific institutional setting (Note 
4). Within democratic political institutions, for instance, vertical and horizontal accountability 
are two different components of overall accountability (Note 5). Vertical accountability means 
that each specific organ within the ICANN chart has to be fully accountable to its direct 
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constituents. Horizontal accountability means that, within the ICANN system, every single organ 
has to be fully accountable to all others as well. And all of the system has to be fully accountable 
to Internet users in general, in a reliable, open and transparent, and timely manner. How can 
ICANN, in an international legal and institutional framework different from the AoC and from the 
current bylaws that guide the corporation, be accountable to the public interest, represented by 
all end users of the Internet, in a way that is consistent with universally accepted principles of 
use and governance of the Internet which respect fundamental human rights and promote social, 
economic, and cultural progress of citizens of all countries? 

An adequate roadmap for the evolution of the global Internet governance ecosystem, together 
with a roadmap for the internationalization of ICANN, must firstly look for this set of principles 
for the use and governance of the Internet, from which the definition of accountability 
mechanisms for ICANN will be possible. In a certain way, the set of stakeholder groups that are 
present in ICANN also represents the international public interest, expressed by a set of 
principles for use and governance of the Internet - or, with the appropriate improvements in the 
structure and operation of ICANN, they may be able to represent this public interest. A possible 
way for improving the accountability of ICANN is to assign the oversight responsibility within the 
new institutional setting to be proposed as an outcome of NetMundial to already existent 
stakeholder groups within the ICANN system. Another approach would be the assignment of that 
oversight to entities outside ICANN, as long as they are recognized as representative of the 
international public interest. A clear advantage of this second approach is the avoidance of an 
overlapping reality, in which the organization responsible for policy making is also responsible 
for the oversight of policy implementation. 

2. Leveling the playfield among stakeholders and countries 

In a paper presented at the 8th Annual GigaNet Symposium, Laura DeNardis and Mark Raymond 
classified multistakeholderism according to the type of stakeholders involved (States, firms, non-
governmental organizations, and/or international organizations) and the nature of authority 
relations enshrined within a specific political community (hierarchical, polyarchic, or anarchic). 
The matrix derived from those two variables yields thirty three different forms of 
multistakeholderism (Note 6). CGI.br has its own model of governance - recognized as a best 
practice within several different fora, including the Internet Governance Forum and ICANN itself. 
It has successfully created a decalogue of fundamental principles for the use and governance of 
the Internet in Brazil. Both CGI.br's governance model and its decalogue can inform the way 
forward for the global governance of the Internet, not only because they represent the 
commitment of all stakeholders involved, but also because it expressly deals with cultural and 
socio- economic developmental issues that can serve the purposes and interests of developing 
and the least developed countries in global governance at large (Note 7). 

A first step on that direction shall be the establishment of a serious and permanent discussion 
about the appropriate contours of multistakeholderism for Internet governance in the 21st 
Century. Bearing in mind the study conducted by DeNardis and Raymond, CGI.br believes that the 
best model comprises all of the relevant actors within their scope of action and is polyarchic in 
form (the one in which authority is neither centralized within a single entity nor inexistent). 

Despite being polyarchic in nature, ICANN multistakeholder governance sometimes can tilt 
between anarchy (in which economic and political power outside institutional constraints is the 
enforcing mechanism) and hierarchy (in which the Board or the GAC, for instance, imposes 
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restrictions on the action of other stakeholders). In light of that abstract reality, analyses of the 
structure and operation of ICANN have revealed various problems regarding an inadequate 
balance among the various stakeholder groups. Examples of problems are: the inadequacy of the 
mechanism for governments’ participation via the GAC; the very small influence of civil society 
upon the final decisions of the GNSO and the Board; and the capture of ICANN by the domain 
industry (both registries and registrars). To these problems we must add the lack of balance 
among different countries, whereby developing countries (both their governments and 
representatives of their civil societies and private sectors) have a very small influence on the 
policy cycle. The current structure of ICANN, including the Board, the SOs and the ACs, with their 
respective roles, and in particular the daily operation of these bodies, do not seem to achieve an 
adequate balance among all stakeholder groups and among all countries (Note 8). 

Although the improvements regarding transparency and accountability suggested by the ATRT 1, 
and revised and enhanced by the ATRT 2, go in the right direction, they lack enough generality, 
since they basically reflect priorities and conditions expressed by the AoC. A revision of those 
recommendations under a much more general framework could bring important enhancements 
to the structure and operation of ICANN. 

In the following, we suggest some specific paths to be followed. This is merely illustrative and 
shall be taken as a point of departure for further discussions: 

1. Even if the GAC keeps its role as an advisory body to the Board, government 
representatives should participate effectively in the policy development processes in the 
GNSO. Governments' influence on those policies only when they are being considered by 
the Board for final deliberation should be avoided, as it represents an unduly advantage 
over other stakeholder groups.  

2. The weight of registries and registrars in the policy development processes should be 
reduced. The current structure of “houses” in the GNSO gives them the same weight as all 
other stakeholder groups together, while, in fact, those other groups represent the 
interests of all other sectors of the society and are thus better placed to represent the 
public interest.  

3. The structure and the role of the ALAC should be revised, since there is a clear redundancy 
among the ALAC and stakeholder groups in the GNSO; also the ALAC does not take part in 
the policy development processes in the GNSO. If the ALAC is meant to represent, in 
theory, the interests of all Internet users, who should be considered as very important 
stakeholders (maybe even the most important ones), this seems highly contradictory. 
Besides, the participation of individuals and entities in the ALAC neither follows 
transparent rules nor guarantees an adequate global representation of users. 

4. The composition of the Board should be revised in order to reflect a better balance 
  among stakeholder groups, considering the ultimate goals of ICANN, which should be 
materialized by a set of principles adopted by the organization for the use and governance 
of the Internet. In particular, in order to reinforce its multistakeholder nature, the number 
of Board seats allocated by the NomCom could be reduced, thus increasing the slots for 
Board members directly elected by the SOs.  

5. Sufficient funds should be provided to promote and ensure the participation of individuals 
representing stakeholder groups from developing countries. Mechanisms should be 
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implemented to ensure their effective participation in the different organizations, 
committees, and working groups of ICANN.  

6. Once an adequate and balanced participation of all stakeholder groups (including 
governments) and all countries in the policy development processes in the GNSO is 
ensured, the role of the Board regarding the final approval of those policies should be 
revised. The Board should have only an oversight role over those processes, in a way to 
guarantee that they follow the adequate balance among all stakeholder groups and that 
the public interest has been served. The guidance for the Board shall derive from the 
overarching set of principles for the use and governance of the Internet to which ICANN 
should be committed. Also the Board accountability and transparency mechanisms should 
be improved, in such a way that the global society is able to check that the actions of the 
Board are consistent with the safeguard of those principles.  

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-and-internationalization-of-icann/263 

 

51. Connecting.nyc Inc., Submission 157 

In recent years the At-Large was reconstituted and now participates in selecting one (1) voting 
member to ICANN’s board of directors. 

By any measure, under today’s governance formation, the world’s 2+ billion individual Internet 
users and the At-Large Structure’s impact on ICANN’s governance decisions remain tenuous. 

As mentioned earlier, Connecting.nyc Inc. is an At-Large Structure and can attest to a significant 
improvement of the At-Large’s operation over the past several years, with significant 
contributions made on dozens of policy considerations this past year alone. But far more can be 
achieved by enhancing user engagement through the following actions. 

 The number of seats selected by individual Internet users on ICANN’s board of directors 
should be increased. Reverting to the original 5 seats seems a reasonable short term 
target. 

 The new seats should be allocated as of old, one per ICANN region. 
 The new seats should be selected by each region’s At-Large Structures. (There are 

currently 180 At-Large Structures in the 5 regions.) 
 The number of At-Large Structures should to be increased with additional resources 

provided to facilitate their operation. 
 Special care should be taken to assure that participation by the poor and the marginalized 

is facilitated. 
 Concomitant with this resource allocation there needs to be improved transparency and 

accountability measures for the At-Large. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/cities-citizens-and-internet-governance/275 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-and-internationalization-of-icann/263
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/cities-citizens-and-internet-governance/275
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52. Sinditelebrasil, Submission 161 

Finally, due to the completely changed nature of today  s Internet, with its global usage and with 
most users in the emerging world, also the key Internet resources, especially the IANA function, 
need to be globalized. The appropriate process and ways to achieve that goal as soon as possible 
from a legal and technical point of view and without endangering the stability of the Internet 
should be defined by NETmundial as well. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/sinditelebrasil-contribution-for-netmundial/279 

 

53. Association for Progressive Communications (APC), Submission 162 

i.Internationalisation of DNS and Root management: Some internet governance bodies such 
as ICANN and IANA are not fully internationalised. Note that by 'internationalised' we do not 
mean to propose oversight by national governmental entities, but still required is the 
involvement of ALL countries. While on the one hand internet management is distributed, power 
and influence of this management has remains concentrated. Efforts should be directed to better 
coordination and inclusion, rather than centralisation. For concrete proposals on how to do this 
we endorse the submission by Avri Doria available at: 
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/one-possible-roadmap-for- iana-evolution/153 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/apc-proposals-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-
internet-governance-ecosystem/280 

 

54. Institute for InfoSocinomics, Tama Univ., Submission 170 

1. We support the spirit of the Montevideo Statement on the Future of Internet Cooperation, 
where it recommends: 

The need for ongoing efforts to address Internet Governance challenges, and to catalyze 
community-wide efforts towards the evolution of global multi-stakeholder Internet cooperation. 

The need to accelerate the globalization of ICANN and IANA functions, towards an environment 
in which all stakeholders, including all governments and other under represented actors 
participate on an equal footing. 

[…] 

5. The operating institutions managing the critical Internet resources such as domain names and 
IP addresses registries and registrars and their umbrella institutions (ICANN, RIRs), as well as 
providers of public communication infrastructure and services who receive fee and make 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/sinditelebrasil-contribution-for-netmundial/279
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/apc-proposals-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem/280
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/apc-proposals-for-the-further-evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem/280
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revenues out of these activities should make additional effort to share these burdens. Global TLD 
registries (both existing .com, .org, .net and new gTLDs) in particular, should provide further 
financial contributions in an open and transparent manner. Financial support from national 
registries should also be provided to enhance the multistakeholder participation at both local 
and global levels since their revenue source essentially come from all stakeholders and users of 
the Internet. 

6. In order to reach global consensus on new oversight and policy development framework on 
ICANN/IANA functions, we suggest to set up Working Groups consist of all stakeholders with 
geographic, gender and other diversity considerations to come up with possible alternatives to 
be considered at the coming IGF 2015 process. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/iis-contribution-on-internet-governance-ecosystem-
and-roadmap/288 

 

55. Center for Democracy & Technology, Submission 173 

Finally, the globalization of ICANN and the IANA function will no doubt be the focus of much 
attention at the NETmundial meeting. As the globalization of ICANN continues (through opening 
offices and increasing its presence internationally) it is essential that there be fuller discussion of 
feasible proposals/roadmaps for the future of the IANA function (and its oversight). Any 
proposals for change in the core functions or role of ICANN should be subject to robust evaluative 
processes and be required to meet key criteria such as those outlined above; they should not be 
imposed from above or by one stakeholder grouping (whether internal or external). Change must 
preserve and improve upon ICANN’s open and transparent processes; multi-stakeholder bodies 
derive their legitimacy and credibility in part from their transparent processes and ability to 
reach consensus. And, it goes without saying that any proposed change to core operational 
elements of the management and functioning of the Internet must be assessed with the greatest 
of care and considerable caution. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-
the-future-of-the-internet/291 

 

56. Nigeria Internet Registration Association, Submission 174 

The contention concerning who governs the internet or how it should be governed has been the 
major focus of the top ICT organizations. The Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and 
Numbers (ICANN) is one of these bodies alongside ITU, US Department of Commerce, Internet 
Society (ISOC) etc. where technically, the US Government has been in charge of the Internet, 
which is no longer acceptable by some countries of the world; the internet has grown past the 
control of one country. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/iis-contribution-on-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-roadmap/288
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/iis-contribution-on-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-roadmap/288
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-the-future-of-the-internet/291
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-the-future-of-the-internet/291
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[…] 

Therefore, in order for the Internet to escape sole control by a single government, all other 
countries must be equally involved in such control. First of all, addressing the issue of Cybercrime 
and security of the Internet, is one thing that interests everybody and every nation. I believe 
when nations commit to finding lasting solutions for this singular challenge of cybercrime and 
cyber security, the other challenges of the Internet Governance like the technical, legal and 
regulatory, policy making and the rest can easily be resolved with equal multistakeholder 
privilege. 

For the future of the Internet to be secured, all actors in their respective roles must have a 
common properly structured platform, WORLD INTERNET GOVERNANCE ORGANISATION 
(WIGO), a global organization with equal participation of the Government, Private sector, Civil 
Society, Technical Community in a multi-stakeholder consensus building NET-NATIONS. 

Governments (globally) have to play a role in the decision-making in governing the Internet. 
Government should equally see the “NET” as an avenue with great advantage since a lot of 
benefits can be favorable to all if collectively agreed upon. Nations would be members of WIGO, 
replicating same at the country level. 

It is necessary to emphasis here that the Internet ecosystem should maintain the 
multistakeholder approach, which has so far worked, in the ‘Future of Internet Governance’. The 
Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) has so far provided a stage for 
multi-stakeholderism approach for governing the internet, save for the legal instrument 
establishing it. The future Internet Governance should therefore adopt same approach in the new 
organization. 

I propose that ICANN be changed to WIGO with all its functions, this will reduce the learning 
curve period of the new organisation, and nations would have equal say in the Future Internet 
Governance. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-
the-future-of-the-internet/291 

 

57. INTLNET, Submission 175 

The difficulty of the ICANN US national mentoring, even globalized, is at least fivefold: 

 Multi-Stakeholderism corresponds to a personal polycratic attitude. In monocracy, one 
delegates decisions to a mentor by obedience. In democracy, one shares decisions by vote. 
In polycracy, one makes decisions in applying them after mutual information: their effect, 
together with that of the others, results in emerging moods. 

 Technically, the service provided by ICANN is middle-grade, has not contributed to the 
protection of US citizen privacy, is not necessary even in order to use the ICANN limited 
vision of the internet, and politically costly limits the capacities of the internet and the 
freedom of innovation. 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-the-future-of-the-internet/291
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/evolution-of-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-and-the-future-of-the-internet/291
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 Cyber-sovereignty is a complex issue because: (1) a national cyber territory is virtual 
and global (2) commercial infra-sovereignties develop that tend to become transnational 
or multinational, (3) the global nature of the virtual cyber territories is not consistently 
and adequately considered by the geographical nation-states which need to consider, 
implement and support a global, multitechnological and multilingual relation-state 
approaches. 

 Nation states have emerged and stabilized during the 16th/17th century in their 
Westphalian approach, from their Greek vision of the City. They kept the Aristotelian 
vision of equating architectonics with politics. The Chief of State (Archon eponymous) is 
sided by a Basileus Archon for the interior issues and the Polemach Archon for the 
exterior issues. Architectonic is assimilated with land and city planning and urbanisms. 

This is no longer the case today: the fifth (cyber) environment/battlefield is first to 
engineer, deciding on its national future. An Architarch Archon is to manage this ulterior , 
along the precautionary principle, in order to avoid further catastrophes and conflicts. The 
international normative debate was already a technical colonization tool 
(internationalization of national standard to reach a favorable global norm); it is 
becoming a counterwar issue where precautionary doctrine, strategies, and forces are to 
prevent cyberwars and digital vulnerabilities. 

Can the national architectonic choice only be on an MS or a monarchic basis, and not 
democratically approved? The WSIS Geneva declaration has decided on a consensual over 
all esthetic in committing to an information society that had to be people centered , à 
caratère humain , centrada en la persona . 

 Privacy and security are to be increasingly confronted with the intellition challenge. 
Intellition can be defined as intrinsic information. It can be obtained without 
communication by pure intelligent inference. This is the purpose of data processing, 
artificial intelligence, and big data. To obtain unavailable, non-communicated, hidden, 
remote, etc. information by inference between the data on the data (metadata) we have 
and the conditional links we know (syllodata) between the linked data we have. One can 
protect access to data; one cannot prevent others from being intelligent. 

[…] 

A motivation of the internet project is to allow new networking technology to be introduced 
while remaining functionally compatible. This allows for the phased introduction of new virtual 
networks without requiring a global change. Now is the time of the end of the status- quo and to 
implement Vint Cerf s second motivation in starting the internet project (cf. IEN 48, 1978). It is 
time to multiply ICANNs and to use the Internet as the neutral and transparent support to a 
presentation layer on the user side (PLUS) fringe to fringe myriad of Multi-Stakeholder s 
private, trade, local, regional, national virtual global networks (VGNs), each of them with its 
own VGNIC meta-data referential system (MDRS) and HomeRoot. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/the-intergovernance-of-the-interplus/293.pdf 
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68 

58. Luis Magalhes, Submission 176 

Insufficiencies of ICANN present legal and accountability framework 

ICANN is a nonprofit private organization legally operating within the State of California (US) 
jurisdiction with the responsibility of technical coordination of the global Internet system of 
unique identifiers (DNS – Domain Name System) and ensuring its stable and secure operation. 

It initiated activities on the basis of a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) signed by the US 
government and ICANN in 1998 for a two year period, aiming to privatize and develop a system 
of bottom-up technical management of part of the DNS tasks previously performed by or on 
behalf of the US government, “in a manner that reflects the global and functional diversity of 
Internet users and needs”, while “increasing competition” and “facilitating international 
participation in its management”. 

The MoU was extended by six successive Amendments up to 2006, when it was replaced by a 
Joint Project Agreement (JPA) for a three year period, and, later, by an Affirmation of 
Commitments (AOC), signed in 2009 by the US government and ICANN, institutionalizing the 
technical coordination of the Internet DNS by ICANN, through an accountable and transparent 
Multistakeholder bottom-up policy development model reflecting the public interest. 

The development of an international Multistakeholder Model of policy development by ICANN 
has been an obvious success and ICANN operation has proved effective for ensuring a scalable, 
secure, stable and resilient DNS management. However, two important issues stand unsolved: 

i. The US government has a relationship with ICANN boldly asymmetrical when 
compared with other nations,as it remains the sole entity to which ICANN is formally 
bound through the AOC; 

ii. The ICANN remains an organization under Californian jurisdiction, in striking 
contrast with the objective of accountability to multistakeholders worldwide. 

Both need swift fixing. 

Promote the signature of AOCs with others 

Issue (i) can be practically overcome by promoting the signature of similar AOCs with other 
nations willing to do it, in particular those who are current members of ICANN GAC – 
Governmental Advisory Committee, as well as with others who may wish to join, and of 
appropriate AOCs with nongovernmental and intergovernmental organizations of the 
Internet ecosystem with which ICANN engages. Naturally, this should be an open and flexible 
process allowing for different timings and accommodating reasonable specificities – it is very 
natural that no one size fits all! 

Institutionalize ICANN according to international law 

Issue (ii), on the other hand, requires an innovative solution. Due to its worldwide reach it is 
clear that ICANN should stand on international law, with international arbitration and with 
statutes institutionalizing accountability to worldwide multistakeholders. 

This objective cannot be achieved within intergovernmental organizations, but it is feasible and 
practical within the established international legal framework, similarly to international research 
labs but with statutes explicitly stating accountability to worldwide multistakeholders and the 
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associated regimes of engagement. Such a step has the additional merit of providing a possible 
legal mechanism to institutionalize the engagement of worldwide multistakeholders and ICANN’s 
accountability to them. 

This action will bring institutional stability to an arrangement that several parties in the world 
challenge and confront every year, while reinforcing and institutionalizing the Multistakeholder 
Model that has proved so valuable for Internet policy development and management. 

Maintaining ICANN functions performed by a US-California law organization is 
contradictory to its worldwide public interest and one-Internet objectives . Thus, it requires 
a consistent solution within the international law framework as proposed (see the final note on 
globalization versus internationalization). 

Accountability of Root-Zone and IANA functions to worldwide multistakeholders 

In the same vein as the US government took the initiative with the 1998 MoU of initiating the 
privatization of the Internet DNS technical management to ICANN and entrusted it to develop a 
bottom-up management system (later explicitly acknowledged as the Multistakeholder Model) 
“in a manner that reflects the global and functional diversity of Internet users and needs”, as a 
matter of principle and coherence it should, as well, initiate a process of privatization and 
accountability to worldwide multistakeholders for the IANA functions. In fact, it is 
contradictory for the US to secure command-and-control of IANA functions given their important 
role in the one- Internet worldwide multistakeholder system of now-a-days. 

Some voices have called for such a development, asking for the creation of a new organization on 
the basis of a presumed need for separation policy development from operations. However, it is 
not understandable why such a separation is necessary in this case. On the contrary, it does not 
appear to exist any possible conflict of interests involved, and most likely entrusting policy 
development and operations to the same accountable organization would improve effectiveness 
and efficiency. So, the privatization of IANA functions and their accountability to worldwide 
multistakeholders can be entrusted to ICANN and its institutionalization within 
international law would accomplish the needed evolution of responsibility for IANA 
functions. 

[…] 

Final note: On globalization versus internationalization 

It has been voiced that it would be desirable that ICANN globalizes and not internationalizes. 
According to the established understanding of these terms, such a call is difficult to understand 
and conveys confusing signals: when a self-interested corporation owned by individuals of 
some nation reaches out to do business worldwide for exploiting opportunities of self-
profit we say the corporation is globalizing. Also, the current so-called “globalization 
process” is generally recognized as being associated with the opening of international 
trade agreements. 

Neither of these two meanings are acceptable for ICANN reaching out worldwide and be 
accountable to worldwide multistakeholders in the public interest! 



 

  
 

70 

Clearly, the meaning of international organization does not imply that its nature must be 
just between Nation States, and it is fully compatible with the involvement of worldwide 
multistakeholders of all possible organizational or individual origins, as desirable for ICANN. 

International law and international arbitration procedures provide an appropriate framework 
for the evolution of ICANN institutional nature and the strengthening of its accountability to 
worldwide multistakeholders. So, it appears most appropriate to internationalize ICANN. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/addressing-three-prominent-how-to-questions-on-
the-internet-governance-ecosystem-future/294 

 

59. ICANN Cross Community Working Group on Internet Governance, 
Submission 177 

3.1 Evolution of ICANN: principles by which ICANN should evolve. 

ICANN plays a key role in keeping the Internet operational, by managing globally unique 
identifiers. The Internet is a transborder and shared resource, and ICANN should contribute to 
its stability, robustness and interoperability, acting in a way that is consistent with the common 
good. This means that ICANN should carry out its stewardship role “caring more for the good 
management, use and evolution of this shared resource than for any individual stake in it” (CERF 
at al., 2014). 

ICANN is deeply connected to the web of relationships among institutions and actors that are 
part of the Internet governance ecosystem. The functions it performs are fundamental to the 
work carried out by other organizations and, ultimately, to keeping the Internet running. This is a 
great responsibility and ICANN is constantly striving to improve its governance model to better 
carry out its mission. The recent launch of the Strategy Panels  on ICANN Multistakeholder 
Innovation; on ICANN’s role in the Internet Organizations’ Ecosystem; on the Public Responsibility 
Framework; and on Identifier Technology Innovation  demonstrate these efforts, as do the 
accountability and transparency reviews. ICANN seeks to keep evolving together with the 
Internet governance ecosystem. 

In order to ensure that this evolution happens in the best possible manner, some general 
principles need to be observed: 

 Evolution must be driven by the ICANN Community. ICANN has a unique multistakeholder 
model and a bottomup process of decisionmaking. The evolution of the organization 
must be based on input from the community. ICANN’s board should perform its tasks in 
ongoing consultation with the community.  

 Evolution should support the participation of a broader range of actors from all sectors, 
especially those from developing regions.  

 Transparency and accountability are key to all actions by the ICANN Board, ICANN Staff, 
and the ICANN community.  

 Globalization plans for ICANN must be developed with stakeholder support and take into 
account impact on stakeholders.  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/addressing-three-prominent-how-to-questions-on-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-future/294
http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/addressing-three-prominent-how-to-questions-on-the-internet-governance-ecosystem-future/294
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 Negotiations with the US Department of Commerce on the future of ICANN should take 
into account input received from the community.  

 

3.2 Evolution of ICANN: Globalization of ICANN 

Nongovernmental administration of the DNS has been a longstanding goal that has not yet been 
fully realized. Since 1999, ICANN has been a contractor with the United States government for 
performing the IANA functions, while the National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) is tasked with the function of “administrator” under this contract. 
AlthoughimportantstepstowardsincreasingICANN’sindependenceweretaken with the Affirmation 
of Commitments (AoC), an agreement between ICANN and the US Department of Commerce, the 
US Government still maintains an oversight role over ICANN’s compliance with the AoC and takes 
that into account at the time of IANA contract renewal. While some actors believe that the 
relationship with the US Government has brought stability, concerns have also been raised, based 
on concerns of trust and lack of equality among countries. So far, the proposal that has garnered 
the most support has been the “globalization” of ICANN, keeping it accountable to all 
stakeholders, although there is disagreement on what that would entail, other than replacement 
of the US Government as IANA contract counterparty. The bottom line is that the way forward for 
the organization must be discussed with the ICANN community and carried out after careful 
reflection. 

ICANN is currently subject to the laws of the State of California. The Affirmation of Commitments 
requires ICANN to remain headquartered in the United States of America. The AOC can be 
canceled by either party upon provision of 120 days’ notice. 

Some nationstates and some members of the ICANN community have called for the globalization 
of the IANA function part of ICANN. 

Administration of the root zone function should meet several criteria: (1) protection of root zone 
management from political or other improper interference; (2) integrity, stability, continuity, 
security and robustness of the administration of the root zone; (3) widespread trust by Internet 
users in the administration of this function; (4) support for a public, globally unified DNS 
namespace; and (5) agreement regarding an accountability mechanism for this function. 

The current IANA contract with the US NTIA satisfies these criteria, but some believe there is a 
potential political dimension to the administration of this function. Equally, some in the ICANN 
stakeholder community also believe that such globalization is not needed at the present time. 

At present, the ICANN Board has voted to explore the options possible in the globalization of the 
IANA function part of ICANN. Again, these options must be discussed with the ICANN community. 

3.3 International Frameworks for ICANN’s Accountability 

ICANN is currently accountable through the AoC. Any globalization of ICANN would require the 
creation of a new framework for ICANN’s accountability. It is the position of the CCWG that here 
again, the ICANN stakeholder community must be consulted at all levels of the design of such a 
framework, should this be decided. 

Part IV: Conclusions 



 

  
 

72 

The ICANN stakeholder community is a microcosm of the world’s diversity of population. It has 
years of experience in developing operational policy that serves the Internet by operating an 
evolving but stable set of names, addresses and protocols. Operation of ICANN as a bottomup, 
consensusbased, multistakeholder model has both been a challenge and a success, judged by the 
fact that for the 15 years of ICANN’s existence, the DNS has performed as it should and its Top 
Level Domain space continues to grow. The diversity of ICANN’s stakeholder communities will 
often cause disagreements among its various components, but ICANN has provided a wonderful 
platform open to everyone for engagement and a search for the common good  to find a solution 
to the challenges that any network growing at the pace of the Internet would face. 

The ICANN stakeholder community is an inherent part of all of the global Internet communities. 
The CCWG looks forward to continuing to work to make ICANN a better organization. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-icann-cross-community-
working-group-on-internet-governance/295 

 

60. NIC Mexico, Submission 183 

Internationalization of ICANN and IANA functions: This non-lucrative, non-governmental 
organization for the coordination and supervision of technical parameters of Internet through a 
multistakeholder participation model, is currently facing the challenge of positioning itself as a 
real multicultural organization, lessening its linkage to California law and deepening the 
globalization of the IANA functions it currently performs under contract with the US Government 
(Department of Commerce / NTIA). Even though several efforts have been made, as the opening 
of several contact offices throughout in Beijing, Brasilia and Montevideo, the cultural 
diversification of its employees, summed up to the very symbolic coronation of these efforts by 
choosing a Lebanese CEO, and the linguistic diversification of the DNS; it is evident that “de-
occidentalization” and further Internationalization of the corporations and functions that 
coordinate Internet resources must keep on going further in order to achieve legitimation with 
the non-Occidentalized world, keeping in mind that the next generation of Internet users will 
come from non- Occidentalized countries. 

Increased governmental participation on Internet Governance: it is evident that worldwide 
governments are seeking to increase their participation on Internet Ecosystem, something that 
throws in serious questionings on the balance of power as well as on the future impossibilities of 
exercising fundamental rights through this medium. Since several years, the United Nations, 
through the International Telecommunications Union (ITU) had been pushing further with 
resolutions on several international forums that tend to increase the role of these institutions 
and their governments adhered on Internet, under the argument of reducing the digital divide. 
Specifically, several Governments are pushing for ITU to take the technical coordination functions 
currently delegated to ICANN, which formalized in the matter of multilateral treaties will pave 
the way for governments to control their local Internet Ecosystems through aggressive 
regulatory measures. ITU being and international organization its eminently State-centric and 
only gives voice and vote to the Governments affiliated, the rest only given the status of 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/contribution-from-the-icann-cross-community-working-group-on-internet-governance/295
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observatory participants. The risk this poses is to give Governments wide abilities to impose 
their own policies via unilateral ways and not through multistakeholder participation, even given 
the chance to violate fundamental Internet principles (neutrality, free flow of data, descentralized 
administration, free and voluntary adoption and coordination, transjurisdiccional). On other 
fronts, these multilateral treaties are not only aimed to move the technical coordination abilities, 
but rather are focused on very specific topics such as intellectual property and Internet 
regulation, such as the Transpacific Partnership Agreement (TPP) being currently negotiated. 

[…] 

3. The Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) should evolve to 
comprise a more internationalized organization under the most suitable regime for multi- 
stakeholder participation, on the basis of equality, openness, bottom-up and rough consensus, on 
the understanding that the proper application of these within the organizational structures will 
avoid control by any particular stakeholder. The same should be endorsed for the 
internationalization of the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions currently 
under ICANN administration by contract with the US Department of Commerce (US DoC), on the 
common understanding that these characteristics should be aimed on maintaining the technical 
stability and resilience of the root, prevailing the notion that due to its technical complexity the 
technical community should continue their activities on the above supervision of IANA, 
disregarding to which superior organization this function is endorsed. As Internet policy 
discussions become more global in nature, stakeholders should continue to rely on the existing 
structures to develop global policies that benefit all users rather than relying on either the 
creation of another governance body or on multilateral means. 

 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/netmundial-content-submission-endorsed-by-nic-
mexico/302 

 

61. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Submission 184 

The ever-increasing relevance of the Internet in all aspects of our lives –reaching over 2.7 billion 
users around the world, has significantly raised the interest of cyberspace in the political, 
economical and international spheres. Internet governance and the future design of the Internet 
are now relevant to many different stakeholders eagers to engage and influence the decision-
making and policy-making process. 

The Internet Corporations for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) is recognized as the central 
institution involved in the governance of the global Internet. Specifically, it is in charge of the 
allocation and coordination of the critical Internet resources –Internet Protocol addresses, 
Domain Names System and protocols, and of policy development related to this function. 

At its creation, ICANN was expected to have a technical mandate. However, as its scope reached 
the political and economical world, changes in its structure where introduced, resulting in a large 
and complex institution, with several internal bodies intermingled in its functions. The in-depth 
analysis of the legal, financial and public documents of ICANN, as well as the information and 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/netmundial-content-submission-endorsed-by-nic-mexico/302
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documents published directly by ICANN’s internal bodies, reveals the substantial expansion in 
scale and scope of ICANN mandate and activities since its creation. 

Clearly, ICANN has succeeded in creating a structure where Internet users, companies, not-for-
profit organizations, Internet service providers, registries, registrars, Top-Level domain 
managers, Regional Internet Registries, other organizations in the Internet governance 
ecosystem and even government and treaty organizations have a place to contribute in policy 
development concerning the global Internet. ICANN has seven internal bodies where these 
different constituencies are spread and sometimes mixed. 

Additionally, ICANN has been the institution in charge of coordinating and managing the 
technical functions of the Internet, as well as policy making related to these functions since 1998. 
When it was created, there were less than 10% of the current total Internet users and the World 
Wide Web potential was just emerging. At that time, most of social interactions through the 
Internet were done by email or other messaging systems such as Microsoft Messenger and ICQ. 
Even today, a very limited number of Internet users know what ICANN is or what ICANN does. 
Very seldom does an Internet user asks his or herself who runs the top-level management of IP 
addresses, of top-level domains, of protocols and other parameters, because the Internet works. 

ICANN has been able to cope and adapt to growth, evolution and change of the Internet and its 
usages. ICANN complex and iterative processes for policy development building bottom up from 
its constituencies, has allowed it to absorb and act accordingly to changes and evolution. 
Additionally, this same complex network organizing constituencies in internal bodies and 
external organizations that collaborate with ICANN is an outreach mechanism for ICANN to its 
constituencies, providing necessary buy-in for the policy development processes in place. 

However, although ICANN has only two categories of internal bodies, there are tangible 
differences in the involvement of these two categories in ICANN’s functions and with ICANN 
policy development and decision-making processes. Moreover, as some constituencies did not 
engaged as described in the bylaws, the different stakeholders do not have the same power or 
influence in ICANN. For instance, one of the main links of ICANN with the International System is 
the Governmental Advisory Committee, which fails to be a sufficient mechanism for many 
governments. This committee is in the delicate position of being an advisory committee but with 
more influence and internal links than other structures. However, it uses them seldom. This 
difference and internal inequality will possibly be sources of future contentions. 

Adding to this complexity is the fact that not all ICANN’s internal bodies were created at the same 
time, nor use the same instrument as definition. Hence, there is not a unified document where the 
principles governing the structure and work of ICANN are clearly exposed. ICANN’s reforms of 
2002, as well as some ongoing processes, addressed and are addressing this issue in an effort to 
reconcile the governing principles with the operation of the institution. 

As a conclusion, a critical principle the Internet governance of the future has to consider is the 
capacity of absorbing and adapting to change; but, at the same time, its processes and the role of 
its different organizations have to be clearly stated and represent the real mechanisms. There are 
still more than three billion potential new Internet users on the world and many new usage 
trends are just emerging. What would be the killer Internet application in ten years? The new 
Internet governance system has to be able to enable it and evolve with it, and the different actors 
of Internet governance have to understand their role in the process. 
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Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/understanding-icann-s-complexity-in-a-growing-and-
changing-internet/303 

 

62. Global Geneva, Submission 186 

[Note: this text is from the PDF attachment to Global Geneva’s submission] 

It is fair to salute all of those who made the Internet what it is today. Still Internet cannot prosper 
and impact societies any further without facing a crisis, if the global community of users, players 
and policy makers does not recognized that Internet governance is not anymore a simple 
technical challenge allowing both business to prosper, and military and police forces to act under 
their respective governmental will with no respect to global citizens rights and treaties of mutual 
cooperation and peace between nations. It would not even be fair to respond to President 
Rousseff call in front of all nations, in September 2013, by focusing a Brazilian multistakeholder 
meeting about Internet Governance, over the single issue of an internationalization of ICANN and 
IANA. ICANN is himself a co-organizer of that meeting, according to its own website indications. 
To ask ICANN to reset by itself its own relation to the US government and to IANA function– 
indeed a critical issue to all encryption certifications (data-mining of algorithmic keys)- would be 
more or less like asking the US to think for the US how to best reset the US asymmetric role. For 
10 years this option brought no result. 

[…] 

The asymmetric governance of the Internet cannot survive in its current form. Global Geneva’s 
contribution is opting for a full new grand design that will allow Internet principles to be fully 
understood and implemented, and not just adapted to an evolution of what is currently the 
limited and asymmetric form of the Internet governance eco-system. New thinking is the key 
word. Let’s be innovative and disruptive. 

[…] 

2.1 : Intergovernmental level 

Establishment of a World Internet Organization (WIO) able to legitimize common public 
policies, regulations and standards related to interconnectivity issues. Some of them could be of 
‘soft power’ essence – commonly accepted but recognized by treaties -, some of ‘hard power’ – 
new regulations or new policies. WIO would have full legitimacy, with the largest constituency 
among States, their signatures duly apposed to each other. WIO would be part, and contributive 
to, the international law and policy making framework. Each opportunity to vote by WIO 
constituency (governments) could be vetoed once, and only once, by the WIF (see below). In the 
latter case, a new round of discussions and negotiations should take place. 

The WIO executive board would have a mandate to bring initiative and suggest reforms for 
approval and implementation by its constituencies, and would have to forward, document and 
submit any suggestion approved by the WIF (see below) on both the Internet public policy level, 
WIO bylaws or Internet governance level. To enter the Internet governance law framework, all of 

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/understanding-icann-s-complexity-in-a-growing-and-changing-internet/303
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these suggestions would be approved by the WIO constituency, with a 75% majority, if not 
vetoed by the WIF (see below), or after a second round of negotiations within WIO, if primarily 
vetoed. WIO would not enter daily operations of the Internet governance. Still it would be the 
referring authority to IANA, due to its role with regard to DNS/root zone management, 
encryption and IPs. It cannot be that an entity responsible for such critical functions could be 
regulated, or place under an authority supposed to be regulated or having just a technical 
perspective; putting IANA under the control of TLD registries and root servers operators sounds 
even more dangerous. IANA functions would be handled in a independent fashion. 

Thinking of innovation, would it be more than one root zone, the WIF, and not WIO, would create 
a board to oversight their setting, ruling, and inter- connectivity in full transparency and 
independence. Once set, this board would be handled and managed with the same precaution as 
for IANA, under WIO authority but not under its direct handling. The check and balance would 
still be into the WIF’s hands. 

WIO would be the right entity to handle tax avoidance issues. 

2.2: Global citizens level 

Establishment of a World Internet Forum (WIF) able to defend values, (see Internet Charter or 
Internet Principles), public concerns and support a just, capable and thriving interconnected 
space. The WIF would be the venue for a permanent dialogue between global citizens and all 
players in the field starting with accredited civil society representatives. The WIF would suggest 
and promote ideas, programs, policies (to WIO and governments), working in close relation with 
the other UN entities from Human Rights to Climate Change, Environment, Development, Trade, 
Intellectual Property to fund and support approved initiatives by the WIF. The WIF would be the 
‘natural’ entity able to deliver empowerment and capacity building to any stakeholder, in 
particular to public authorities and public servants expressing such a need. The WIF would also 
be able to update the Charter if needed. 

ICANN would be able to pursue its role for collective service fees, edit new TLDs, under the 
supervision of the WIF. I would not handle global public policy matters. 

Regulatory proposal to WIO or initiative driven by grouping international entities (public private 
partnership, public or private) should be endorsed by a 75% majority of the forum 
constituencies. No unanimity would be required. No veto would be allowed to one single 
governments – no Security council here! The dialogue within the forum would be of 
multistakeholder essence, but profit-oriented participants would be excluded from voting with 
respect to regulatory proposal to WIO and changes to the Internet Charter – no doubt, the for 
profit participants would keep their capacity to express their view, thanks to their powerful 
means. 

The exact setting of the WIF constituency would be discussed thoroughly during the preparatory 
period (see roadmap). 

The WIF would be part of the UN system, but its constituencies would not be governments (see 
WIO), but global citizens and civil society recognized players of the field. All continents should be 
equally represented. 
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When values would be at stake, the WIF would address an official request to the entity, 
government or stakeholder responsible for not respecting the Internet Charter. This could lead to 
a resolution by the UN, and possible sanctions. 

The location of IANA at WIO, and ICANN at the WIF, have probably to do with the fact that ICANN 
should be assimilated to a domain development and service entity when it comes to domain 
name. IANA would be the technical, safety and security entity. IANA should have a special 
link/status/contract with WIO in order to avoid un-wanted interferences from governments. A 
75% majority at WIO would be requested to act/modify/contest a IANA decision, making it 
difficult for governments to go beyond reasonable and consensual demands. Again the WIF could 
veto a potential decision by WIO, once. 

Among the WIF constituencies, there should be room for an online/remote participation of global 
users and global citizens. A citizen initiative should be considered, if able to embrace 5 
continents, and criteria to be define during the preparatory process (see roadmap) in order to 
suggest program or regulation at the WIF level, then possibly at WIO level. The preparatory work 
(see roadmap) should take this into account, so that for the very first time citizens would have a 
chance to voice directly their concern. The digital wonder of today allows the lawmakers to think 
of this democratic and inclusive process to be part of the new Internet Governance eco-system. 
Such an initiative could not be vetoed and the WIF would have to finalize a proposal/initiative. 

Full submission text at:  

http://content.netmundial.br/contribution/the-next-best-stage-for-the-future-of-internet-
governance-is-democracy/305 
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