

 Template for Comments to WGIG on Draft Working Papers Identifying Issues for Internet Governance



 Do you have any comments on the process of determining the issues and their presentation by the WGIG?




 Yes.  Below I make specific comment on the document "Administration of  Internet names and IP addresses", but one criticism of the perspective offered in that document is the inference that there is too little outreach to get substantive involvement from stakeholders with the current ICANN/RIRs model of IP address administration.

I submit that the process you are following with this WSIS/WGIG initiative

is nearly identical with ICANN/RIR model.   That is, you invite people to

participate by making papers and templates available for stakeholder use on

your website and perhaps through select other channels.  Actual

participation, however, is subject to the vagaries of timing, conflicting

priorities, etc.

Uniformly reaching stakeholders and getting substantive involvement is

non-trivial as you see by your own initiatives.  Finding fault with the

current process of inviting stakeholders to join the open and available

processes and organization involved in IP address administration is

inadequate.

My recommendation is pursue and initiative that contributes to better

awareness, understanding and participation with an effective system rather

than replacing the system with one subject to the same communications

problems along with unknown implications to smooth and effective

administration that by your own accounts has evolved over 35 years and

works.



 For each paper you wish to comment on (Please repeat as many times as required)

Name of the paper: Administration of  Internet names and IP addresses


 Has the issue as it applies to the question of Internet Governance been adequately identified?



 Comments:  This draft does state the importance of effective control and the importance of Domain Names (not Internet names) and IP Addresses in the operation of the Internet for both users and providers.

It does, however, list some unfounded criticism in my opinion.   I list the

weaknesses identified and make specific comment interlaced.

1.  The balance within the private-public partnerships.

My Comment: What weakness exists?  The administration and policy making in

this area is open to all.  What balance beyond equitable access and

participation do you wish?

2.   The lack of outreach, namely, namely how does the international

community, both

private and governmental, influence the IANA-functions.

My Comment: Demonstrate a better way to create awareness, understanding and

involvement with stakeholders.  This effort soliciting input to these draft

documents operates identically with that of ICANN/RIRs.  Both systems would

do better if stakeholders sought involvement and if administrative agents

had much greater resources for soliciting involvement.

3.   The position of the NTIA/US Government and thus, the MoU between the

NTIA and

ICANN. A weakness of the current system is also the lack of clarity as

regards the limits of national sovereignty in relation to delegation and

re-delegation. Currently, a national government may select or delegate a

ccTLD registry, but technically this delegation must still be approved by

ICANN and NTIA before changes may be made. In the future, the intention of

NTIA is to "release" ICANN. However, the question remains as to whether NTIA

will maintain its position regarding their power to deny/approve changes in

the root server (hidden master, see the link between NTIA and the root

server in Fig. 1). 

My Comment: In order to ensure that there is technical coordination to

ensure effective and sustained operation of the Internet, some entity must

coordinate.  Given that ICANN not only is open to participation by

Governments to the process, but actively encourages it, I dispute the

inference that ICANN denies sovereignty.  If continuing along a path of

demonstrated effectiveness is a denial of sovereignty, so be it.  This

better than an arbitrary sovereignty without coordination that causes the

Internet to fail.  All constituencies suffer under such anarchy.

4.   The lack of political and corporate accountability46 in relation to the

administration of Internet names and IP addresses, even though there are

parts of the system where

accountability exists.47 There has been focus on control, but emphasize must

also be

placed on the responsibility. 

My Comment: I can only comment on the openness of ARIN as far as operational

and financial transparency.  Very good currently, I believe.  Yet if

stakeholders suggest that there should be greater visibility or oversight,

then that is what the yearly public policy fora offer.  Grass roots

organizations like ARIN respond directly to the needs of constituents when

they participate.  Having external entities specify accountability and

responsibility on behalf of stakeholders leads to more not fewer problems.

5.   The difficulty to integrate public policy concerns in the

considerations of the various

technical organizations.

My Comment: Again, it is unclear where there is inadequacy in the ICANN/RIR

model.  Many of the same constituents to technical and policy discussion

participate and there is interchange between the communities as needed

without structural impediments.

6.   The difficulty to establish a common ground for all actors under which

there can be acommon form of collaboration and common hierarchical

structure.

There exists that structure today.  It is an open, transparent and reactive

organizational model that values the perspective and contributions of all

communities equally.  I suggest that your identification of this model as a

weakness suggests that you would like some constituents to actually be MORE

equal than others.

7.   The need to complete a full internationalization of ICANN, with an

increase of the

internal diversity in terms of spoken languages, global participation,

variety of

participating stakeholders and organizations, and involvement of the general

public.

My Comment: There is no question that this is a worthwhile goal and the

technical and policy making entities of today's Internet are addressing

these goals.  Public Policy meetings are increasingly multi-lingual, but

having access to the resources needed to accomplish these ends are the

primary limitations, not the willingness nor interest of the current model

to accomplish them.



 Does the paper cover the topic with sufficient depth and accuracy?



 Comments

For the most part I think your representations are OK.  I will leave it to

others to pick at specifics beyond my one suggestion.  The following appears

on page 4 in a middle paragraph.

"On the Internet, domain names determine the visibility and accessibility of

a web site or any other service; by removing a domain name, all services

associated to it are suddenly made unreachable.21 "

Domain Names aid in convenient and flexible representation of Internet

connected resource locations that are specifically identified by IP

Addresses.  They have nothing to do with accessibility.  Accessibility you

seem to equate to reachability and IP Addresses provide the fundamental

capability (exclusive of security or other administrative controls).  Every

resource on the Internet could be reachable with IP Address.  None are

reachable without them, irrespective of associated Domain Name.



 Does the paper achieve a reasonable balance in weighing relevant

matters?



 Comments

I believe that the fundamental representation of current Domain Name and IP

Address administration are not wide of the mark.  Your conclusions however

seem to inconsistent with you often expressed representations and are not

founded on explicit examples that your own processes are not weakened by.

