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Name of the paper:  Administration of Internet Names and Addresses


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



	
	No. While I appreciate the effort put into it, it appears to this reader that the key policy and institutional controversies have not been identified, nor have the merits of the different ideas been discussed. Instead, the paper concentrates on fairly basic descriptive material. Such material is available in much better form from existing reports and books. What the WGIG needs to present is a much more focused discussion of the key points of controversy and proposals for change. Those key issues are things such as:

· Role of the US Government in supervising ICANN

· Internationalizing or revising ICANN’s accountability and supervision arrangements if the USG withdraws from that role; increasing ICANN’s legitimacy

· The role of individuals and end users within ICANN 

· Internationalized domain names

· The ITU – ICANN controversy with respect to address allocation 

· The role of governments in ICANN



	
	

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



	
	Below, I try to identify the most significant factual errors and descriptive biases.

1. In several places administration of Internet names and addresses is described as a system that has existed and evolved for “35 years.” This is incorrect; it confuses the ARPANET, a closed military research network of virtually no relevance to the current discussion, with the Internet. Internet Protocol was not formally specified until 1981, and DNS began to be implemented in 1983-4. The IETF and IANA did not exist until 1985 and 1987, respectively. Internet was not opened to the public until the early 1990s. ICANN’s creation in 1998 was a sharp and painful departure from the original technical management that grew up informally around the U.S. government-funded technical people who developed the Internet protocols. The current system of name and address administration has been in place since 1998; i.e., 7 years, not 35 years. 

2. I would urge the WG to be more careful and discriminating in its discussion of different types of TLDs. The domain naming system recognizes no distinction between “ccTLDs,” 

“generic TLDs,” “sponsored TLDs” or “unsponsored TLDs.” All of those distinctions reflect policy decisions made by ICANN or (in the case of ccTLDs) Jon Postel. From the standpoint of the Internet, a TLD is a TLD. In particular, ICANN’s decision to create a special contractual category known as “sponsored TLDs” was controversial and disputed. I note with regret that all “sponsored TLDs” added by ICANN have been failures (how many times have you seen a .coop or .aero or .pro domain in use?) It should also be noted that in ICANN’s contractual policy regime, ccTLDs are considered a species of sponsored TLD.

3. ICANN’s bylaws are described as “bottom up developed.” Moreover, on p. 9 ICANN as a forum is described in language that seems to have been taken directly from its own website. Whatever the merits or demerits of ICANN (and I am favourable to many aspects of ICANN), I would urge the WGIG to achieve more objectivity and judgment in its discussion. Phrases such as “bottom up,” “broad representation,” “public-private partnership” may represent ICANN’s view of itself but may be contested by others. Unless the WGIG has carefully considered this issue and really considers ICANN a nearly perfect model of bottom up governance, I would urge it to use more circumspect language in its description. In particular, with respect to “public private partnership” this term has no precise meaning; ICANN is a private non-profit public benefit corporation in California, operating under an MoU with the US Department of Commerce. Why not be precise? 

4. Footnote 3 and some of the description of actors confuses technical standardization and resource assignment and allocation. As the Internet Governance Project has explained in its report submitted to the WGIG, those are two distinct governance functions and should not be confused. In particular, ISOC, IETF, and IAB per se have no authority whatsoever over the assignment and allocation of domain names or IP addresses. They should not therefore be described as “actors” in this activity, except insofar as they are represented on ICANN advisory committees and supporting organizations.

5. On p. 7, the GAC Communique relating to ccTLD delegation is cited and it is asserted that ccTLD delegations are a matter of national sovereignty. However, the GAC principles have no binding power and the “triangle system” description on p. 11 is a much more accurate reflection of the reality of ccTLD delegation.

6. On p. 7, “gTLDs” as an actor should be described as “gTLD registries.” 

7. On p. 11, the statement “As for the nature of decisions related to national governments, this is a matter of national sovereignty, while decisions by the RIRs seem to me more on an administrative level” is very unclear. Nature of what decisions? I cannot make sense of this statement and suggest that it be deleted. 
8. It is incorrect to say that Ipv4 addresses are not “scarce.” Please consult the definition of “scarcity” used by professional economists. Ipv4 addresses are heavily rationed by the RIRs, fees are charged for their use by ISPs and RIRs, all sorts of efforts to conserve them are made, from CIDR to NATs to DHCP. In other words, they are “scarce.” The report may be trying to say that the address space is not “exhausted completely” and is in no imminent danger of being exhausted. That would be more accurate. 

9. Repeated assertions of “national sovereignty” need to be squared with the reality of the global nature of the Internet’s address and name spaces. The report is incoherent on this issue, and seems to have simply inserted language requested by people with completely different positions. 

10. The assertion that NTIA will somehow secretly control the master root after ICANN is “released” from US Government supervision seems paranoid. The more important question is whether ICANN should simply follow the orders of governments regarding ccTLD delegation, or whether it has some authority over this issue. I believe that ICANN or any successor organization legitimately grounded in the technical community, the private sector and civil society should have some independence of governments in this area. As RFC 1591 correctly recognized, delegation of TLDs must be responsive to the global internet community in addition to territorial authorities.

11. On transparency, as International Organizations go, ICANN is relatively more transparent. The problem with it is not transparency per se, although improvement in that area is always possible, but the inequitable distribution of power built into its constituency structures and the centralization of power in the staff and management. Ordinary individual users of domain names and IP addresses have no real representation in ICANN, and are inherently at a disadvantage with respect to organized interest groups with large economic or political stakes in the outcome.

	
	

	
	Does the paper achieve a reasonable balance in weighing relevant matters?



	
	The writer was clearly not objective enough regarding ICANN, and takes it self-descriptions at face value.



	
	Any other comments

	
	


