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



	
	In general, the report touches on the right issues. Its treatment of the issue of competing/alternate DNS roots – which on the whole is a relatively minor issue – needs improvement.

	
	

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



	
	The fact that “RSSAC is advisory” is listed as a “weakness.” Some consider that a good thing. RSSAC is a very loose group; the report correctly criticizes it for not updating its website (and inaccurately characterizes it as “transparent”). This group, which is self-appointed, should not have anything more than advisory powers within ICANN.

Likewise, the lack of a formal, written relationship between ICANN and Root Server Operators is also considered by many, including this commentator, to be a desirable thing. Centralization of power over the root server system would further politicize it.
The report shows a lack of awareness of the facts regarding competing DNS root systems. It says that alternate root systems have been "proposed." In fact, they have not just been proposed they have been implemented and are still in existence. The Internet has not collapsed, has it? Can you name a single instance of colliding names or URLs?

The report should note that alternate roots arise primarily for economic reasons. They reflect a serious disequilibrium between the demand for new top-level domain names and the willingness of the root administrator to supply them. It should also be noted that ICANN has resisted adding new TLDs in order to maintain and increase its regulatory power over the domain name industry. Thus, bad TLD policy, not competing roots per se, should be identified as the cause of the incompatibility risks of alternate roots.

I would urge the elimination of any statement that implies that users should be required to point to an “authoritative” root. First, it violates a foundational principle of the Internet, which is that the Internet is a collection of private networks that choose to interconnect (or  not) with each other. Furthermore, any attempt to designate and make mandatory an authoritative root would risk interfering with innovation in Internet naming technology. It would not be easy or unambiguous to define what “pointing to the authoritative root” means in legal terms without unintended consequences. Such a definition would have to careful not to outlaw technologies that might enhance the Internet, such as content distribution networks, keyword systems, or private name spaces. An attempt to ban competing DNS roots might also outlaw self-provision of root naming service. Nor would it be wise to attempt to prohibit efforts to bypass DNS altogether with a radical new naming or addressing technology. If a critical mass of the world's internet users decide to migrate to a radical new system, they should be allowed to do so.



	
	

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



	
	As noted above, its treatment of the monopoly root issue is not balanced. However, the report deserves praise for noting that “The Root Server Operators are a technically strong, trust-based community. Any change in the way root servers are operated, and in the institutional arrangements around them, has to be performed after careful, detailed consultations. Otherwise changes that long ago have been recognized as potentially disruptive may be implemented with negative results.”


	
	


