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DSCI Comments 
 

The initial calls for democratization of the global Internet governance (IG) were made at the 

World Summit on Information Society (WSIS) in 2005. The need for democratization re-ignited 

in 2013 with growing discontent amongst various nation states and stakeholder communities 

on unilateral oversight of the United States over IG matters, and Internet Corporation for 

Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN’s) autonomy. Four critical aspects, which were a bone of 

contention, among others, were – US government’s unilateral control, legal jurisdiction in 

which ICANN resides and to which its decision are subject to, lack of a credible accountability 

mechanism of ICANN Board, and National Telecommunications and Information Administration 

(NTIA’s) role as an authorization entity for performing changes in DNS Root Zone File. 

 

Rising voices led to NTIA, Department of Commerce (DoC), US announcing transition of its 

Stewardship role that it had been playing for many years, subject to certain conditions being 

met. After NTIA’s announcement of 14 March 2014, ICANN launched a ‘multistakeholder’ 

process and discussion to gather community views and inputs on the principles and 

mechanisms for transitioning of NTIA's stewardship of the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority 

(IANA) functions. DSCI commends the Domain Names (CWG-Stewardship), Numbering 

Resources (CRISP Team) & Protocol Parameters (IANAPLAN Working Group) communities, and 

subsequently IANA Stewardship Transition Coordination Group (ICG), for putting forth a 

proposal to transition the Internet Assigned Numbers Authority (IANA) functions to a global, 

multistakeholder community.  
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The proposal, although detailed in many aspects, fails to address contentious issues that were 

primary reasons for initiation of the stewardship transition process. Any change to the current 

ecosystem should address basic principles like stability, security, scalability, reliability and 

smooth operation of the Internet, while enhancing the multistakeholder model. Following are a 

few comments and observations on the draft proposal, which should be addressed before the 

proposal is finalized and shared with NTIA for implementation:  

 

 The proposal is silent on the issue of internationalization of ICANN. The community in its 

deliberations to develop the proposal assumed that ICANN will continue to be 

headquartered in US, and remain subject to US laws. Despite the jurisdiction issue being 

highlighted by many individuals during the discourse, decision makers excluded them 

with a presumption:  a proposal that asks on changing jurisdiction of ICANN will not get 

the sanction of the ICANN Board and NTIA. Thus, community efforts are leading to a 

proposal that can be deemed satisfactory to ICANN Board and NTIA, not necessarily to a 

proposal for benefit of global multistakeholder community, whose interest should be 

paramount. It is further strange to note that the Names community (CWG) proposed 

establishing a Post-Transition IANA (PTI), that will be an ICANN subsidiary and will 

perform IANA functions operations through a contract with ICANN, with following 

conditions:   

 

o PTI must be US owned and operated, incorporated and organized under US law  

o Primary IANA functions must be performed in the US 

o PTI must have a US physical address 

 

By listing down such requirements, despite no such pre-requisites mentioned, the ICG 

proposal seems influenced and hampers prospects of internationalization of entities in 

the Internet governance domain, and ultimately democratization of Internet. An entity 

such as ICANN should be subject to International laws and not US laws.  

 

 Currently, ICANN’s role as performing IANA function through the NTIA contract keeps a 

check (limited) on ICANN’s activities and actions. Changes in stewardship must be 

accompanied by improvements in ICANN's accountability, possibly through a 

strengthened and well-enforced external accountability mechanism. These aspects are 

intertwined and must be pursued in parallel. With a lack of established external 

accountability mechanism through a strong entity, inactions and monopolistic nature of 

operations can rise. With no external oversight, there appears to be little check in place 

to ensure that a multi-stakeholder model will be preserved and strengthened.  

 

 Rather than an ICANN subsidiary PTI performing IANA functions through a contract by 

ICANN (as mentioned in the ICG proposal), or an independent organization completely 
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unrelated to ICANN performing IANA functions through ICANN contract, a 

multistakeholder organization (any existing organization that is capable of performing 

that role or establishing a new organization), to replace NTIA’s role would be an ideal.  

 

Not only were discussions in this direction not taken up, but the focus of individuals 

working on the proposal seems to have been on empowering ICANN by handing over 

NTIA’s stewardship role to ICANN, with above mentioned presumptions. 

 

The NTIA stewardship transition proposal intended to replace NTIA’s stewardship role 

(that includes issuing IANA functions contract to ICANN), to the multistakeholder 

community, and not empower ICANN which currently performs IANA function. The ICG 

proposal seems to revise this role and hands over the contract issuing authority role to 

ICANN, which is currently performed by NTIA. So as per the proposal, a third party 

performing operations on contract (ICANN) would now be issuing contract to its 

subsidiary PTI for performing IANA functions. 

 

The ICG proposal assumes ICANN as the chosen body to perform NTIA’s role, without 

also seeing ICANN as a stakeholder in the transition due to its current role.  

 One of the most important aspects, on who will authorize changes in Root Zone File 

post-NTIA stewardship transition, remains unanswered in the proposal. Verisign 

currently serves as the Root Zone Maintainer and performs the Root Zone Management 

functions pursuant to a cooperative agreement with NTIA, while NTIA acts as Root Zone 

Management Process Administrator. 

 

This important and significant area is left untouched by the ICG proposal, but is 

separately covered in the report prepared by ICANN and Verisign proposal outlining a 

high level plan to amend the NTIA’s administrative role associated with root zone 

management.  

 

When the contractor itself is changing, how can the contract and organization 

performing the contractual function be left out of the scope of transition proposal? It is 

essential that it be adequately addressed to maintain security, stability and resiliency of 

the DNS operations.  

   

 Role of Customer Standing Committee (CSC) in respect of Parameter Function and 

Number Function is not very well established in the proposal 

 

 Relationship between PTI and the numbering and protocol parameters communities, 

and ultimately Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and Regional Internet Registries 
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(RIRs) is not adequately defined in the proposal 

 Globalization of Critical Internet Resources such as DNS Root Servers is necessary to 

perpetuate the idea of democratization of Internet and resources, and strengthening 

the multistakeholder community. Currently, out of thirteen root servers, ten reside is 

US, two in Europe and one in Japan. The ICG proposal should also discuss on 

redistributions of current Root Server infrastructure. If there is no technical limitation 

now to increase the number of global DNS Root Servers, which seems to be the case 

prima facie, major countries and regions with vast Internet population should have at 

least one instance of original root server, and based on the requirements, ability to add 

mirrors subject to DNS traffic.   
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