IANA Request for Comments

Comments from the ACP Pacific Class of the 2011 Internet Governance Forum Capacity Building Programme by Diplo Foundation

We appreciate this open opportunity to express our views regarding the new contract for IANA functions.  We are participants of Diplo Foundation Capacity Building Programme (www.diplomacy.edu/IG) and our composition is mainly Small Pacific Islands and Africa.


“1/ Whether the interdependent technical functions performed under the IANA should continue   to be treated as interdependent, or if there should be changes to the present grouping?”

Given the already huge responsibility IANA holds, and that ICANN has done very well in delivering on its functions, we should not add any more responsibility to it.  The technical functions should therefore remain interdependent.  Putting these interdependent functions performed by many other entities under one umbrella would create a huge organisation with too much power.
The only changes requested to the grouping is the need for deliberate structures to allow developing countries participate more in developing the technical functions.



“2/ Recognizing that other Internet technical organizations' policies (e.g., IETF, IAB, RIRs, ccTLDs) impact on the performance of the IANA functions, should those be referred to and specified in the IANA functions contract and how?”

Since the present situation is that these organisations have been trusted to work with IANA and indeed perform functions that undoubtedly impact on IANA, these organisations should indeed be in the contract, but their terms of reference should be stated clearly.  Since things have been working well with such collaboration, if not put in the contract, the organisation that takes on IANA functions next might decide to sideline some organisations, thereby creating other perhaps unfavourable dynamics.  Organisations that are bottom-up oriented policies should be given particular attention as these are the ones that will influence IANA in the direction of public good other than the vendors or profit-oriented organisations.   A check and balance should make sure that the contract is not biased towards one particular body.
3/ Should there be changes in the handling of root zone management requests requests pertaining to ccTLDs to address the concerns of some governments and ccTLD operators?

There should be changes, especially when it comes to authorisation of changes to the database.  We propose a multistakeholder group to hold the function of authorisation as this is the most important function of the requests management process.  The stakeholder group will ensure that all changes are granted or denied based on agreed criteria and that authorisation is not influenced by any other factors outside the criteria.  This would also ensure that interests of all stakeholders, including developing countries are safeguarded whenever changes are made.  

“4/ Are the current performance metrics and reporting by the IANA  functions operator adequate, or should there be changes?”
The current shorter audit periods are good as they are important to enable early identification of solvency issues that may be arising. It would be almost catastrophic to have such an organisation winding up without sufficient time to implement a “fall-back” plan.

Monthly reporting requirements should also include the number of requests (eg. TLD registration) declined due to non-compliance or other security reasons. This would serve as an early warning system of possible fraudulent activity.   
