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I am concerned that this working paper only briefly refers to a significant issue that goes to the crux of Internet Governance with respect to the administration of Internet names and IP addresses -- the management of the IANA functions.  The ICANN organization believes that the heart of its technical mission is the IANA functions that it currently performs as a contractor for the U.S. Government. These services include:

1.
root zone management services

a.
the re-delegations of oversight and management authority for TLDs (often a contentious matter)  

b.
the recording functions

                                        i.         primary and secondary nameserver changes

ii. change of administrative and technical contact

iii. change of data for the sponsoring organization, administrative and technical contact 

iv. change of data for the URL for registration services and port 80 whois server

2.
secretariat services

a.
IP address allocations to the Regional Internet Registries and reserved networks 

b.
Protocol parameter and port number assignments as delineated by the IETF.  

IANA was first operated as a research project by the Information Sciences Institute of the USC School of Engineering pursuant to the Teranode Network Technology contract awarded by the Defense Advanced Research Projects Agency.  In 1998 the IANA became subject to the USC/ICANN Transition Agreement.  In later years, the IANA functions were contracted out by the U.S. Department of Commerce on the basis of sole-source procurements, first by the NTIA and later (2003) by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration.

We know that a large number of entities took issue with these sole-source procurements arguing that other candidates were also well-positioned to handle the IANA functions.  The U.S. Department of Commerce received commentary from the Internet Multicasting Service, from Nominet, from CENTR and from other parties (including a sizable group of U.S. based NGOs), citing concerns and pointing to organizations that might be willing to participate in an open and competitive bidding process – these possible candidates included The American Registry for Internet Numbers, The Corporation for National Research Initiatives and The Internet Society, among others.  

The overall concern, which was also expressed by ICANN’s own DNSO General Assembly, was ICANN’s performance of the IANA function which many felt threatened the stability, security, and reliability of the Internet.

It should be noted that a primary actor, the Internet Architecture Board, expressed “deep concerns” about the operation of the protocol parameter function which were spelled out in a series of formal communiqués that were transmitted to ICANN including the “IAB Response to ICANN Evolution and Reform, the “IAB Response to ICANN Evolution and Reform Committee Second Interim Report”, and the “IAB Response to ICANN Evolution and Reform Committee Final Implementation Report”.   These communiqués from the IAB underlined a lack of confidence in the current administration of the IANA.

Others have expressed equally serious concerns:   that in spite of transparency requirements, ICANN never gives advance notice of IANA re-delegations and ICANN never seeks public comment on re-delegations.  Even worse, accusations of extortion had been leveled at ICANN as ccTLD administrators found that they could not get ICANN via IANA to make simple speedy changes in IP addressing information, or to speedily change addresses in contact information if they weren’t a signatory to ICANN contracts.

Complicating matters further was the fact that there are also those that have argued that IANA should get out of the IP Address business altogether in view of the fact that the RIRs are capable of performing such service themselves.  The Regional Internet Registries issued a joint statement proposing that the IP address allocation function be split off into an Internet Number Resource Registry (NRR). The details of the plan were transmitted to ICANN in a communiqué entitled “RIR Blueprint for Evolution and Reform of Internet Addresses Management”.

Others have argued that the IANA recording functions could readily be managed by the IETF alone.  Still others have argued that there is no value in the present practice of commingling IANA/ICANN (offices, finances, goals), and finally other entities have argued that decision-making with respect to ccTLD re-delegations should not fall within the purview of a private corporation; rather, this should be a matter more properly handled in a different venue.

What is clear is that the current and future performance of the IANA functions and the “trustworthiness” of the actor(s) that will perform such function(s) constitute a significant issue that must be addressed by the WGIG.  
