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On 20 August 1998 the 

representatives of  the 

ccTLDs of  Argentina, 

Bolivia, Brazil, Chile, 

Mexico, Peru and Uruguay 

founded LACTLD. In 2013 

LACTLD commemorates 

15 years since that first 

meeting which marked its 

origins. LACTLD works today 

with 33 member registries 

and hopes to continue 

developing according to the 

requirements of  the times 

to come.
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A New eNcouNterStAFF

EDITORIAL

Dear Readers,

We are proud to bring the second 
issue of  our LACTLD Report. 
The objective of  strengthening 
bonds and creating a new space 
for discussion on Internet-
related aspects from a registry 
perspective of  the region has 
passed its first test. We are 
grateful for the warmth and 
interest showed by different 
LACTLD colleagues with the 
first issue and we hope that this 
new edition will also fulfill your 
expectations.
In the following pages you will 

find vivid examples of  the region´s potential for team work. The open-door, 
collaborative spirit was manifested during the 46 ICANN Meeting in Beijing, 
where Latin America and the Caribbean presented its strategic plan for ICANN, 
which will mark the development of  many relevant DNS related aspects for 
the region for the regional organizations. Rodrigo de la Parra expresses this 
in his article, inviting regional stakeholders to begin with the implementation.
Speaking of  the numerous relevant meetings, Sebastián Bellagamba provides 
his opinion on the World Conference on International Telecommunications 
(WCIT). As a protagonist and a first row spectator during the meeting, 
ISOC’s director for the region establishes without preambles not only the 
successful outcomes for the Internet, but also the course of  action for the 
future, including registries. 
Gonzalo Romero, from .CO approaches one of  the most challenging issues 
facing registries: information security. The role of  registrants, the security 
communities, ICANN, as well as the actions and decisions embarked by the 
Colombian registry to deal with the issue are clearly described in this article.
The case of  new gTLDs with a regional, geographical and cultural focus is 
analyzed from the perspective of  three well established registries: Nominet, 
PUNT.CAT and NIC.mx. This article provides a background for the discussion 
underlying the new gTLDs and the wide differences amongst the different 
proposals.
A report on the main patterns and evolution of  domain names in the region 
shows that at the beginning of  2013, Latin America and the Caribbean 
ccTLDs have already passed the 9 million mark. The region still shows 
important growth rates in relative terms.
This issue also approaches the Web, whose usage is of  uttermost importance 
for the domain name market, by analyzing the Web Index. This is an 
instrument developed, among other, by Tim-Berners Lee to measure the 
impact of  the web in the political, social and economic realms in countries.

Welcome once again.

Eduardo Santoyo
Chairman of  the Board, LACTLD
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The 2013-2016 Strategic Plan for 
Latin America and the Caribbean was 
presented at ICANN’s 46th Public 
Meeting in Beijing. Work Group 
members, who represent the various 
stakeholders involved in ICANN, did an 
amazing job of  sharing their experience 
and knowledge to formulate a plan that 
will doubtlessly become a milestone 
in the development of  critical Internet 
technology in the region. In addition, 
we must acknowledge the participation 
of  all those community members who 
offered their valuable contributions 
through an open consultation process.

A methodological framework for strategic 
planning made it possible to identify four 
key areas of  interest. These are: 

1. Political aspects
2. Capacity building and scope
3. Operations.
4. Financial aspects

For each of  these areas, the group 
developed strategic objectives, projects, 
and indicators. There are twenty-
three strategic objectives and more 
than seventy projects that will be 
implemented in the next three years. 

It ought to be mentioned that this is 
not a plan defined by ICANN. Rather, 
it was devised by community members 

based on assessed regional needs. This 
is a Latin American and Caribbean 
plan. ICANN, for its part, reaffirms its 
commitment to support the community 
in its implementation. 

This is only the beginning. The planning 
phase as such has ended, and there 
follows an implementation stage; what 
was said in the document must be put 
into practice. Actions will follow, and a 
close collaboration among the various 
regional organizations and actors is 
indispensable to carry them out. In 
this sense, and as part of  the plan, 
the Work Group has drafted guidelines 
that will make it possible to prioritize 
those projects that require immediate 
attention. This strategy will enable a 
more efficient use of  resources. 

Dear friends, the region has taken a 
crucial step. When you review the plan 
you will see that there is a substantial 
number of  projects directed to regional 
ccTLDs. As I have affirmed in other 
opportunities, ccTLD registries are a 
cornerstone of  the Internet in Latin 
America and the Caribbean. I encourage 
you to join in and take the greatest 
advantage of  the opportunities offered 
by this plan. 

Many thanks! 

the StrAtegic 
PlAN For lAtiN 
AmericA ANd 
the cAribbeAN
This is an initiative that will strongly influence the future 
development of  Internet infrastructure in the region

By Rodrigo de la Parra 
Vice President for Latin 
America and the Caribbean, 
ICANN

Actions will follow, 
and a close 
collaboration 
among the 
various regional 
organizations 
and actors is 
indispensable to 
carry them out

There are twenty-
three strategic 
objectives and 
more than seventy 
projects that will be 
implemented in the 
next three years

columNS
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“The creation of  a Strategic Plan for Latin America and the Caribbean within the framework of  ICANN is a big step 
for the region´s development with regards to the different aspects of  the domain name system, IP addresses and the 
Autonomous System Number, as it considers the most relevant aspects in order to improve developments, create more 
capacity and generate an enabling context which will allow better economic and social inclusion of  the countries of  the 

region. From my perspective as a representative of  the government, applying this strategy represents a challenge as well as an invaluable opportunity 
for the region´s community and ICANN to contribute more actively to narrow the digital gap and achieve better inclusion to the Information Society. 
The timing of  the strategy could not have been timelier as it coincides with the program of  new gTLDs, the impending need to start using the IPv6 
protocol, strengthen the ccTLDs and work towards improving the model of  numerous parties interested in Internet Governance.”

“The Strategy for Latin America and the Caribbean (LAC) is highly valuable due to the fact that it represents the first 
Strategic Plan of  ICANN by and for our region. ICANN is the catalyst of  this multi-party project, which strengthens 

cooperation ties among our entities in all the spectrum of  Internet Governance. The strategy promotes fundamental actions such as presenting 
initiatives to raise awareness and spread relevant information, fostering participative and operational capabilities, promotion of  a regional Internet 
industry and the creation of  a regional supplier of  domain name disputes based on our region and in keeping with the needs of  our users. The 
execution of  the strategy is a historical challenge of  which the eInstitute (Latin American Institute of  Electronic Commerce) is very proud of.”

“Ecom-LAC, the Federation of  Latin America and the Caribbean for the Internet and Electronic Commerce participates 
actively in the steering committee of  ICANN´s regional strategy. We consider that our region needs to increase 
substantially its participation in ICANN, due to the fact that this is the entity that manages all key internet resources. 
Therefore, we have proposed some actions that we consider essential for the achievement of  that objective. For instance:

• Fostering the participation of  thousands of  NGOs of  the region, considering that each NGO disseminates to its members, the knowledge about 
ICANN, their policy development and operating innovations can be known by a larger number of  organizations and members of  NGOs. 

• In the Commercial area, the same should be done with the Chambers of  Commerce of  the region which are currently not participating in this 
framework. 

• Propose and implement measures which reduce the entrance barriers for registrars of  the LAC region, considering that the current requirements 
to accredit as a registrar before ICANN, exclude almost all SMEs from LAC.

We understand that we are heading the right way. Our region deserves to have more participation in ICANN´s affairs.”

“It is of  outmost importance to achieve a relevant participation in the region of  Latin America and the Caribbean in all 
the organizations that constitute Internet Governance, and without question, ICANN is a crucial part of  it. To achieve 
the representation that our region deserves, some actions must be undertaken to strengthen training activities and the 

creation of  opportunities in our region. ICANN has announced new plans of  activities with focus on the region which lead to more participation 
of  the organization in training events and regional meetings. This is big news for the region and it will undoubtedly benefit our communities, 
stakeholders and also ICANN, which will in turn ensure its position as an internationally orientated organization. A specific example is the active 
participation of  members of  the Board and staff  of  ICANN in the South School on Internet Governance of  Panama, where 150 scholarship holders 
interacted with them and got acquainted with the mission and objectives of  this organization in an international and regional context.” 

“As a representative of  LACRALO, the User´s Organization of  LAC inside ICANN, I consider that having included projects aimed 
to train this group of  stakeholders of  our region has enabled them to act as links between the other regional stakeholders, 
working together with ICANN´s staff  to achieve better involvement and commitment with this global organization. 
One of  the Key Areas of  Interest included in ICANN´s Regional Strategy for Latin America and The Caribbean which we have 
been working on is the Capacity Building and Outreach, two topics which we are closely related to each other considering 

that if  people are not trained in the topics that are discussed and decided in ICANN, it makes it very difficult for people to participate in the 
organization. The Strategy´s objective is to spread the global values of  vision and mission of  ICANN in those areas, interest groups or countries of  
our region with less representation inside the structure of  the organization. Moreover, it focuses on training the different interested regional groups, 
in collaboration and cooperation with other regional organizations, with the aim to join efforts in all activities involving LAC.” 

“The process of  deliberation between several parties with the aim to create ICANN´s Strategic Plan for Latin America 
and the Caribbean was an experience which allowed to solidify the fluent dialogue that the Regional Community has 
had with ICANN for a long time now in topics related to the administration the key resources of  the Internet and other 

aspects of  Internet governance. In my opinion, it has been interesting to be able to present the concerns from the perspective of  IP Addressing, 
a perspective which does not appear so regularly in ICANN´s annual meetings. From LACNIC, we are proud to have been able to experience face-
to-face dialogues at the Internet Hub, and it will be twice as rewarding to be able to receive together with LACTLD the formal presentation of  the 
previously mentioned strategy during our meeting in Medellin.”

Victor Martinez, Secretariat of Communication and Transportation, Mexico

Celia Lerman, eInstitute 

Anthony Harris, CABASE

Olga Cavalli, South School on Internet Governance

Fatima Cambronero, LACRALO representative

Andrés Piazza, LACNIC
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Sebastián Bellagamba, ISOC Director for Latin America 
and the Caribbean, ponders the World Conference on 
International Telecommunications and the signature of  the 
new regulations

In December 2012 Member States of  
the International Telecommunications 
Union (UTI) and their delegations met 
in Dubai to review the International 
Telecommunications Regulations (ITRs). 
It was the second time the UTI called 
this conference; the treaty had not been 
updated since 1988. The new ITRs will 
become effective in 2015.

While countless bits on this topic 
have circulated over the Internet, 
little is known about the causes and 
consequences of  the final position 
taken by Latin America and the 
Caribbean. In this interview Sebastián 
Bellagamba, ISOC Director for Latin 
America and the Caribbean and one of  
the regional actors who have followed 

this matter since its inceptions and 
who attended the Dubai conference, 
explores some of  the nuances of  the 
region’s peculiar situation.

- There was a lot of talk about the WCIT 
at the global level, and some gross 
generalizations were made, such as 

“mANy 
couNtrieS 
SigNed 
deSPite their 
diSAgreemeNt 
with PArt oF 
the treAty”

by carolina Aguerre and Sofía ZerbinoiNterview
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that full-fledged democracies didn’t 
sign at the WCIT while less democratic 
countries did. What do you think of 
these claims from a Latin American 
and Caribbean perspective?

- I think that the first thing we need to 
understand is that there were no votes 
cast at the WCIT. ITU Member States 
decided whether or not they would sign, 
but no actual voting took place. There 
are neither winners nor losers. This is 
something I hear a lot, and it’s not true. 
Each country made its own decision 
regarding whether or not to sign the 
treaty. There is even a halfway position 
that was adopted by many countries 
– to sign it with reservations. This is 
a common practice in international 
relations.
In my view, it is wrong to say that 
developed democracies didn’t sign the 
treaty and less developed democracies 
did. If  we analyze it strictly in regional 
terms, in our region Costa Rica didn’t 
sign and Uruguay did, and these are 
the two democracies that are the 
most accomplished in the region 
according to global indices. There are 
also countries with a high degree of  
economic development that did sign, 
and countries with a lesser degree of  
development that did not. I don’t want 
to name the less developed countries, 
but some members that didn’t sign 
the treaty cannot be categorized as 
developed by any criteria whatsoever. 
What I did see in Dubai was that 
many countries signed despite their 
disagreement with part of  the treaty. 
Many signed while clearly stating 
that they respect the Internet’s multi-
stakeholder governance model. I think 
that the Brazilian governance model is 

open, transparent, and participatory, 
just as we proclaim that Internet 
governance should be, and Brazil 
signed. Uruguay also carried out many 
consultations prior to the meeting to 
determine its official position in an open, 
transparent way, and signed the treaty. 
I think, therefore, that some countries 
signed in spite of  their disagreement 
with some specific clauses.  

- Regional governments had worked at 
CITEL (Inter-American Telecommunication 
Commission) meetings to come up with a 
joint position regarding the treaty. What 
conclusions do you draw from the way 
countries acted in the end? 

- While I’m far from defending the new 
treaty, it could have been much worse. I 
don’t know to what extent we can have 
very high expectations when discussing 
this type of  matter – how we can expect 
that everything will turn out in our favor. 
In fact, there are always nuances. 
I think that the region worked well. With 
regard to many items that had been 
agreed upon in advance, the agreements 
were kept, and in others cases they were 

not. And some things were never agreed. 
And that’s how we got to Dubai. Once 
there the LAC region was quite rational 
in many of  its proposals.
There were some discrepancies within 
the region, some tough discussions, but 
I don’t think that is why some signed 
and others didn’t. I believe that the 
discussion has to do with something 
else – with what suits each country. For 
instance, Chile was interested in rights 
issues, but also advocated including 
the question of  network neutrality in 
keeping with the country’s legislation. 
Delegates thought this was important 
and were not happy with the treaty in 
that it didn’t explicitly acknowledge 
network neutrality. There are several 
specific cases similar to this one. The 
reasons why some countries signed and 
others didn’t are not simple. 

- It is a region that is hard to define and 
pigeonhole because of the diversity of 
its actors.

- There aren’t good guys and bad guys 
in the region. Maybe in other regions 
there are some who are not as good. I 
think this is important. The bad guys 
are somewhere else.

- What features of the treaty would you 
highlight in relation to the Internet?
  
- Many things were left out, and some 
were included that may not be that 
good. Others ended up being very grey, 
like the issue of  telecommunications 
traffic exchange.  
There were qualms as to the use of  
the word “Internet” in the treaty. Many 

It is wrong to say 
that developed 
democracies didn’t 
sign the treaty, 
and less developed 
democracies did
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WCIT was very 
useful to identify 
the problems 
faced by several 
governments in
the region

countries were downright opposed to 
incorporating it. This seems somewhat 
smart, for, why include a specific 
technology that may soon be transformed 
into something else in a treaty that is 
expected to be longstanding? Yet the 
lack of  specificity generates confusion. 
This is what happens with the “traffic 
exchange points,” which was a proposal 
submitted by Brazil. The final wording 
is confusing with regard to the agencies 
involved. Another highly controversial 
point was the definition of  “spam,”1 or 
the issue of  content. Article 1 of  the 
treaty2 clearly states that it is not about 
content, but the language in some of  
the articles is not clear. 
Another intense debate was stirred 
by the definition of  the subject of  the 
treaty. Which agencies? An argument 
developed over whether they should be 
“Operating Agencies” or “Recognized 
Operating Agencies.” Finally they settled 
for “Authorized Operating Agencies.” It’s 
not very apparent which agencies fit into 
this category. For example, when I use 
Skype, if  it’s not banned in my country, 
I can interpret that it is authorized. 
If  it’s authorized and I’m making an 
international phone call through Skype, 
maybe the new treaty applies to me 
because I’m an “Authorized Operating 
Agency.” In short, it was important to 
leave several things out of  the treaty, 
for the regulations not to go any further, 
and many of  them were left out.  

- What was the impact of the old treaty, 
and what will that of the new treaty be 
in the future?

- Today the impact of  the 1988 treaty 
is scarce. It is obvious that it needed 
to be revised. There are two features 
of  the current telecommunications 

market that show those regulations are 
outdated. One is that back then there 
was no Internet, and the other, that 
telecommunications companies were 
state monopolies worldwide. In fact, the 
settlement mechanism for international 
calls originally established by the ITRs 
encompassed about 5% of  international 
calls; the rest took different routes. The 
regulations’ impact was therefore small. 
It did include important issues, though, 
such as cell phone roaming.
In any case, the ITRs won’t be effective 
till January 1st 2015. We still don’t know 
what will happen if  some countries don’t 
sign, or the nature of  the relationship 
between countries that signed and 
countries that did not. This is not at 
all clear. Neither is it clear what will be 
the impact on the Internet. It’s likely to 
be slight. The article related to special 
mechanisms was kept, and its language 
improved. Commercial agreements 
between individuals are exempt, and 
the Internet always grew in that realm. 
Due to its nature, the Internet was never 
subject to the ITRs precisely because 
of  that – because its agreements were 
commercial agreements between 
parties; not necessarily between private 
entities, but between parties. 
There are some things that were 
introduced in the new treaty, for 
instance, the second resolution on the 
Internet, which is the only place where 
the Internet is mentioned. Yet it’s a 
resolution, not part of  the treaty, and so 
it isn’t binding for Member States. It is 
actually only binding for ITU staff.
What must be clear to us is that the 
story doesn’t end here. There were 
proposals that were very bad and 
were not passed, especially one that 
aimed to split the Internet’s global 
architecture to transform it into a set 
of  national networks. In a way, it’s how 

traditional circuit telephony used to 
function. There was a set of  national 
networks that would eventually go out 
of  the country. The Internet architecture 
doesn’t share these features. What 
must be clear is that this hasn’t ended 
either. It’s another episode in a long 
history, and you can win some battles 
and lose others.

- What is your work plan for the region?

- I think that we have to keep educating 
people, and discussing these and other 
topics. I believe that WCIT was very 
useful to identify the problems faced by 
several governments in the region. 

- For example, many still don’t 
understand how the Internet works.

-That is our problem. I think that it’s our 
responsibility to help them understand. 
I’m not talking about imposing policy or 
anything of  the sort, but at least help 
them grasp the technical complexity 
and the differences between the world of  
telephony and the world of  the Internet. 
Many governments analyzed the Internet 

1 The new treaty defines spam as “unsolicited bulk electronic communications,” which entails an ability to control the content layer (Art. 5A).
2 The last sentence of  Article 1 states that the ITRs “do not address the content-related aspects of  telecommunications.” 
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with the same approach as they did 
public telephony networks, and the 
Internet architecture is utterly different.
I once had a conversation with a 
regulator on the locality of  service 
and how it was approached in public 
telephony. He claimed that the Internet 
was quite simple. A country ensures the 
quality of  service, for instance, up to 
Skype’s central node. Another country 

at the other end has to ensure it from 
Skype’s central node on. In this way, the 
quality of  the entire service is ensured. 
I told him, “Yes, that’s right, except for 
a small detail. Skype doesn’t work like 
that; it’s P2P. That is, there is no central 
node. If  it weren’t for that detail, you 
would be right.” In general, that’s what 
happens in the Internet – there is no 
central node. That’s why we can’t apply 

the same logic we apply to traditional 
circuit telephony. We need a different 
logic. There are things that need to 
be regulated on the Internet, and it’s 
right to regulate them. Our position 
is not that all state interventions are 
wrong. Rather, we must keep working, 
educating, discussing what we do and 
how the Internet works so that the new 
regulations are the right ones. 

Countries´ positions on the treaty

 Signed

 Not signed



By Gonzalo Romero, Director, 
Information Technology Security, .CO 

Internet; .CO domain administrator.

SECuRITy In DOmAIn 
nAmE REGISTRIES: 
ThE CASE Of ThE 
.CO CCTLD
ccTLDs develop specific strategies 
to ensure the security, stability, and 
resilience of their operations

If  we review the bylaws of  the Internet 
Corporation for Assigned Names 
and Numbers (ICANN), we will find 
that the essential values defined in 
them are preserving and improving 
operational stability, Internet security 
and global interoperability, and 
ongoing accountability to the Internet 
community by way of  mechanisms 
that improve the corporation’s 
effectiveness. Such values are 
acknowledged in the Affirmation of  
Commitments, according to which 
“technical coordination of  the 
Internet’s underlying infrastructure 
–the DNS– is required to ensure 
interoperability, just as preserving 
the security, stability, and resilience 
of  the DNS is a crucial commitment 
to benefit the global community of  
Internet users.” In addition, ICANN 
works closely with administrators 
of  ccTLDs (also called “registries”) 
who, in turn, are in charge of  
implementing policies and guidelines 
at the local level.

It is also worth recalling that in 
2009 ICANN published a Security, 
Stability, and Resiliency Plan 
(SSR). This plan describes the 
organization’s role in supporting 
a single, global, and interoperable 
Internet and its limitations to do 
so, as well as the challenges to the 
Internet’s identification systems. 
The Security and Stability Advisory 
Committee (SSAC) advises ICANN 
and the community at large on issues 
related to the security and integrity 
of  domain names and addresses, 
including operational, administrative, 
and registry issues.

Abuse of  and attacks on the 
infrastructure managed by the 
DNS challenge the system’s overall 
security. DNS attacks affect users, 
individuals, businesses, civil society, 
and governments. To address this 
problem, ICANN, its members, 
and governance organizations, 
as well as the global community, 
must seek to maintain a joint effort 

to achieve a healthy, beneficial 
“ecosystem,”1 always striving to 
improve the security and resilience 
of  the System’s components so as to 
strengthen their capacity over time. 
.CO Internet understands that as 
an organization that is part of  the 
web, it is its duty and responsibility 
to provide and/or manage good-
quality services and participate 
and somehow contribute with its 
projects, activities, and processes to 
the security, stability, and resilience 
of  the Internet system.

ICANN works 
closely with 
administrators
of  ccTLDs

1 The word “ecosystem” describes the natural world surrounding us. It may be defined as the interactive network among organisms, and between an organism and its 
environment. The Internet Global Network is an ecosystem in that it is a network of  organizations and communities working for each other and among themselves, and it is 
successful and thriving because it is open, transparent, and collaborative.

documeNtS
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Technology and Security

Given the motivations and challenges 
described, .CO Internet, as the 
registry for ccTLD .CO, has made 
a series of  efforts that it deems 
necessary to fulfill its responsibility 
toward the Colombian Ministry of  
Information and Communications 
Technology (MINTIC), its registrars2, 
and .CO domain registrants around 
the world, as well as toward Internet 
users and ICANN itself. That is why 
it considers that security issues 
associated with the .CO ccTLD 
must be one of  the focal points of  
its corporate strategy. .CO Internet 
tackles these issues through the 
implementation of  standards, good 
practices, policies, processes and 
procedures, thus offering a value 
added to those who register a .CO 
domain anywhere in the world. 
In the particular case of  the .CO 
ccTLD, its strategic approach to 
security includes three fundamental 
pillars, namely, implementing security 
policies, monitoring domains involved 
in malicious activity and carrying out 
actions against them, and actively 
collaborating and cooperating with 
the national and international security 
community. Since it is not possible 
to list and describe them at length, 
what follows is a brief  description of  
the most relevant security policies 
established by the registry:

1) Pricing for domain registration. The 
price policy includes an analysis of  
the ways in which this policy may 
help improve the domain’s security 
environment.

2) Better practices and cutting-edge 
technology in the management of  
the .CO ccTLD

3) A set of  values and purposes 
for registrar selection. To select 
registrars, the registry resorts to 
a set of  criteria that contribute to 
security maintenance as a value 
added for registrants.

4) Active participation in security 
communities and organizations 
at the national and international 
levels.

5) Ongoing promotion of  actions 
and awareness-raising activities 
concerning security issues within 
the national Internet community.

With regard to monitoring and actions 
taken against domains with malicious 
activity, two main processes are being 
implemented: 

1) Building a network of  partnerships 
and creating agreements with 
specialized organizations at the 
national and international levels 
to help secure information on 
malicious activity that may be 
generated over the .CO domain. 
While the registry is aware that the 
scope of  its monitoring activity will 
always be limited, it is convinced 
that this process will yield great 
benefits. Monitoring activities are 
carried out through agreements 
with high-level security alert 
providers. To generate actions, we 
work together with the registrars 
while cooperating with the 
government agencies that bear 
influence over these behaviors.

 .CO Internet has generated a broad 
network of  agreements, including 
international partnerships with 
organizations and work groups 
with which it interacts constantly. 
In this way, besides contributing 
to their strengthening it creates 
spaces for collaboration that are 
very valuable, both to develop 
analysis and debating skills in 
Colombia and to share useful 
information in order to improve 
ccTLD security conditions.

2) The registry takes advantage of  
relationships established with 
its registrar network to support 
actions aiming to appeal to 
registrants so that they will 

cooperate in the suppression of  
malicious or vulnerable activity 
that may be hosted by a domain.

These actions have shown that 
registrants are partners in the care 
and maintenance of  security in the 
ccTLD environment. In most cases, 
malicious activity takes place in sites 
that have been registered in good faith 
but are taken over by third parties 
thanks to vulnerabilities in the sites’ 
protection system or infrastructure. 
Preventive measures taken by the 
registry and spontaneous oversight 
and cleanup actions certainly 
constitute the main remedy for 
malicious activity. 
The Malicious Activity Monitoring 
(MAM) system receives alerts 
(resulting from the monitoring of  
URLs and domains, among others) 
from legitimate sources as well as 
from SOCs3, CERTs4, and CSIRTs5 
worldwide. It is worth highlighting that 
during 2012 only 3% of  the alerts 
received were actionable, that is, were 
handled as security incidents. Seventy 
percent of  these incidents were 
managed and solved by the registrar 
and/or the registrant after having 
been notified, while the other 30% 
led to a temporary suspension of  the 
domains associated with them. 
It should be noted that so-called non-
actionable alerts, which represent 

DNS attacks
affect users, 
individuals, 
businesses, civil 
society, and 
governments

2 More information is available at www.cointernet.com.co/dominios/registradores. 
3 SOC, Security Operation Center.
4 CERT, Computer Emergency Response Team (ww.cert.org/faq/).
5 CSIRT, Computer Security Incident Response Team; CERT with some specific features (www.cert.org/csirts/csirt_faq.html).
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97% of  the alerts received, are the 
ones that respond to corrective 
actions performed by domain 
registrants or by some of  the other 
oversight and control bodies. Due to 
such actions, by the time the registry 
reviews the report the situation has 
already been corrected, and hence 
no additional steps need to be taken. 
In most cases, service is quickly 
restored to suspended domains once 
registrants carry out the necessary 
cleanup and protection actions.
 
Collaboration with the community  

The registry favors active cooperation 
with security communities, and has 
therefore entered into agreements 
with various international programs, 
organizations, and communities, 
such as APWG6, NCMEC7, CICILE8, 
DNS-OARC9, OPS-TRUST10, RSA-
AFCC11, and The-Secure-Domain-
Foundation (TSDF)12. At the national 
level, by way of  agreements 
and framework cooperation 
agreements with relevant Colombian 
organizations and institutions that 
are equally committed to promoting 
and maintaining security [among 
them, the Cámara Colombiana de 
Informática y Telecomunicaciones 
(Colombian Information Technology 
and Telecommunications Chamber) 
(C.C.I.T.), which administers the 
Colombian network access point 
(NAP)], its incident response team 
(CSIRT-CCIT)13 became a member of  
FIRST (Forum for Incident Response 
and Security Teams)14, one of  the 
most renowned communities dealing 
with security matters worldwide.  
Following this initial effort, the 
Colombian community has continued 

to promote international recognition 
and affiliation of  its incident centers. 
It has already secured FIRST 
membership for its DIGIWARE CSIRT– 
DIGICSIRT15. As FIRST members, 

these CSIRTs, in turn, sponsored the 
membership of  the National Police 
CSIRT (CSIRT-PONAL16). Thanks to 
the certification of  the CERTs of  two 
important national ISPs – ETB17 and 
CLARO-Colombia18 in late 2012 – the 
country now has five FIRST-certified 
incident centers.
The registry signed a framework 
cooperation agreement with CSIRT-
PONAL to tackle information security 
issues jointly. This agreement has 
made it possible to address a 
variety of  issues related to handling 
incidents (web spoofing and 
phishing in particular) associated 
with domains under .GOV.CO, as 
well as malicious activity reports 
(command and control servers and 
botnets, among others) generated by 
SHADOWSERVER , with the support 

of  CSIRT-CCIT as well.  
The registry is currently finalizing 
the details of  a joint cooperation 
agreement to share incident-
related information with the Grupo 
de Respuesta a Emergencias 
Cibernéticas de Colombia (Colombian 
Cyber-Emergency Response Group), 
COLCERT,  which reports to the 
Colombian Ministry of  Defense 
(according to the guidelines of  
the National Cybersecurity and 
Cyberdefense Policy  ) and with DIGI-
CSIRT.

Cutting-edge Technology in DNS

Concerning the use of  cutting-edge 
technology in DNS, the registry 
worked toward signing the .CO 
domain with DNSSEC. The official 
announcement was made in March 
2011.   Furthermore, as part of  its 
overall responsibility and to promote 
the adoption of  DNS technology 
standards and good practices in the 
region, the .CO ccTLD holds an annual 
DNS technology and security event.  
National and international experts 
have participated in the event, and 
government, academic, ISP, and bank 
industry representatives have been 
part of  the audience. The goal of  
these meetings is to serve as a space 
for knowledge transfer and exchange 
of  ideas in order to build a community 
with common interests regarding 
DNS technology and security. The 
objectives of  the event are as follows:

• Provide information related to 
progress and trends in DNS 
information technology and 
security to companies that provide 
goods and services on the Internet.

Registrants 
are partners in 
the care and 
maintenance 
of  security 
in the ccTLD 
environment

6 APWG, Anti-Phishing Working Group (www.apwg.org). 
7 NCMEC, The National Center for Missing and Exploited Children (USA) ( cybertipline.com). 
8 CICILE (Contact Initiative against Cybercrime for Industry and Law Enforcement). It is a European Union (EU) project that facilitates the sharing and dissemination of  
information related to preventing and fighting cybercrime. Legal authorities, government agencies, the private sector, and NGOs participate in this project (europa.eu/sinapse/
directaccess/CICILE). 
9 DNS-OARC, DNS Operations, Analysis, and Research Center (www.dns-oarc.net). 
10 OPS-TRUST, Operations Security Trust, a global community of  experts in information security (ops-trust.net). 
11 RSA-AFCC, RSA Anti-Fraud Command Center (www.emc.com/emc-plus/rsa-thought-leadership/online-fraud/index.htm). 
12 www.thesecuredomain.org.
13 www.csirt-ccit.org.co.
14 www.first.org.
15 www.first.org/members/teams/digicsirt.
16 www.first.org/members/teams/csirtponal.
17 www.first.org/members/teams/csirt-etb.
18 www.first.org/members/teams/soc_team_claro_colombia.
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• Describe the benefits and advantages 
of  adopting, implementing, and 
using technologies such as DNSSEC 
validation on DNS servers to users 
and customers interoperating 
with the DNSSEC-secured zone 
implemented by .CO Internet.

• Introduce recent technological 
progress and better practices to 
ensure a reliable and safe DNS 
infrastructure.

• Build the technical capacities 
of  the Colombian community 
of  Internet users and promote 
willingness and awareness 
regarding the implementation of  
new technologies and security in 
the DNS.

• Serve as a forum for dialogue, 
knowledge transfer, and exchange 
of  ideas to continue to develop CO-
DNS,  a virtual community created 
by the registry to share concerns 
and discuss matters related to 
DNS technology and security 
and contribute to the adoption 
and implementation of  new 
technologies (such as DNSSEC) in 
Colombia.

• Share and discuss approaches, 
experiences, influences, and 
lessons learned regarding the 
adoption, development, and 
deployment of  DNSSEC on other 
TLDs at the technological, strategic, 
operational, and marketing levels. 

By way of  these events, the registry 
maintains the CO-DNS virtual 
community active. This community 
provides a space where members 
can exchange ideas about different 
aspects of  DNS technology and 
security.

Root Servers and IPv6

In late 2011 .CO Internet carried out 
an operation to ensure that all root 
servers in the .CO zone (NSx.CCTLD.
CO) had an IPv6 address associated 
with them.

In addition, all registrars that market 
.CO domains are capable of  hosting 
AAAA registries on their platforms. 
Such capability makes it possible for 
any .CO domain registrant to publish 
its IPv6 addressing on the Internet. 

The registry plans to make an 
official announcement regarding the 
availability of  the WHOIS service over 
IPv6 by mid-2013.

19 www.shadowserver.org
20 www.colcert.gov.co 
21 www.dnp.gov.co/LinkClick.aspx?fileticket=-lf5n8mSOuM%3D&tabid=1260.
22 Details = http://www.cointernet.com.co/responsabilidad-global/dnssec.
23 Details = http://www.cointernet.com.co/sites/default/files/documents/2012-08_DNSSEC-CO-Taller.pdf.
24 CO-DNS = membership link: http://co-dns.cointernet.com.co/?xgi=1WB5XCnOjClOZI.

The registry 
maintains the 
CO-DNS virtual 
community
active

The registry favors 
active cooperation 
with security 
communities

Source:
www.iana.org/domains/root/db/co.html

Host Name / IP Address (es)

HN ns1.cctld.co

IP 156.154.100.25

 2001:502:2eda:0:0:0:0:21

HN ns2.cctld.co

IP 156.154.101.25

 2001:502:ad09:0:0:0:0:21

HN ns3.cctld.co

IP 156.154.102.25

 2610:a1:1009:0:0:0:0:21

HN ns4.cctld.co

IP 156.154.103.25

 2610:a1:1010:0:0:0:0:21

HN ns5.cctld.co

IP 156.154.104.25

 2610:a1:1011:0:0:0:0:21

HN ns6.cctld.co

IP 156.154.105.25

 2610:a1:1012:0:0:0:0:21
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The ccTLDs of  the region passed the 9 million 
mark in the first two months of  2013

2012 ended with 252 million of  domain 
names at a global level (The Domain 
Name Industry Brief, DNIB, Verisign, 
April 2013). 110,2 million corresponds 
to ccTLD  domain names. The total 
increase in the global ccTLD domain 
name space in 2012 was 21.6%. This 
figure is significantly higher than the 
13.2% registered during 2012 (DNIB, 
March 2012). There are two main 
explanations for this sharp increase: one 
is .tk’s strategy of  free domain names, 
which is today the second largest ccTLD 
in the world in terms of  zone size after 
.de; the other is the increase of  IDN 
registrations (mainly from China, Russia 
and Arab countries).

The growth rates were disparate if  
we consider the regional and global 
landscape of  ccTLD and gTLD. The 

ccTLDs of  the Latin American and 
Caribbean region maintained a higher 
growth rate than the world average of  
TLDs (14,8% vs 12%), but lower than 
the world average for ccTLDs (21,6%), 
as was already mentioned.  It is worth 
noting that overall TLD growth rates are 
supported by ccTLD performance, even 
though there are more generic domain 

names than cc ones (the percentual 
ratio is currently 57%- 43%, out of  the 
total amount of  domain names). 

Table 1 illustrates the relationship 
between the growth performance of  Top 
Level Domains (both cc and g) during 
2012, as well as the average global 
growth, which was 12%.

by lActld 1

domAiN
NAmeS:
treNdS ANd 
evolutioN

documeNtS

1 Unless otherwise specified, all information and sources come from LACTLD. 
2 The Domain Name Industry Brief, Abr. 2013. Esto incluye los dominios IDN. http://www.verisigninc.com/assets/domain-name-brief-april2013.pdf
3 The Domain Name Industry Brief, Abr. 2013. http://www.verisigninc.com/assets/domain-name-brief-april2013.pdf  
4 The Domain Name Industry Brief, Abr. 2013. http://www.verisigninc.com/assets/domain-name-brief-april2013.pdf  
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growth of  ccTLDs from LAC,
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The evolution of domain names in 
LAC ccTLDs

The annual growth rate of  domain 
names in ccTLDs of  the Latin American 
and Caribbean region was 14,8% during 
2012. This marked a decrease in the rate 
of   growth by nearly 5% with respect to 
2011. As illustrated in Chart 1, this is 
a trend that was already registered in 
2011, whereby year-over-year growth fell 
by 9% with respect to 2010.

One explanation for the behaviour of  
regional growth of  domain names 
during 2012 is related with the fact 
that the rates registered in 2011 and 
2010 were, to a high degree, pushed 
by the launch of  .co. Even though this 
registry is among the 10 fastest growing 
ccTLDs at a global level, it is reaching 
a stabilization point, with two-digit 
growth during the last year. This has an 
impact on the aggregate numbers for 
the region, both in absolute as well as 
relative terms.

The annual growth registered between 
February ’12 -  2013 shows an increase 
of  13,8%. The total number of  domain 
names in the region hit the mark of  9 
million early in 2013 and by the end of  
February 2013 there were 9,091,155 
domains names in ccTLDs of  the LAC 
region.

An approximation to the registry size in 
the region by their zone distinguishes 

three groups: 1) those with more than 
70,000 domain names; 2) those with 
10,000-70,000 domain names and 
3) those that have less than 70,000 
domain names.

As illustrated in Chart 2, those medium-
sized ccTLD showed higher growth 
rates during 2012, with 15.87% 
average increase. In this group there are 
registries which have been in the top 5 
monthly positions in terms of  average 
growth rates in the region, with examples 
such as .py, .do and .gt. The next group 
is represented by the larger registries, 
with more than 70,000 domain names 
in their zone. In this group there are 

2012 ended with 
252 million of  
domain names at 
a global level

Overall TLD growth 
rates are supported 
by ccTLD 
performance, 
even though there 
are more generic 
domain names than 
cc ones
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some ccTLDs such as .co, .ar and .mx 
which have been in the top 5 positions in 
terms of  average monthly growth rates 
in the region during 2012. The smallest 
ccTLDs (less than 10,000 domain 
names) registered the lowest rate of  
aggregate percentage growth in 2012 
, with 10.82%5. It is worth noting that 
in this last group, registries such as .ai 
and .pa were two of  the top 5 ccTLDs 
in terms of  relative growth rate during 
2012. The growth curve of  the largest 
ccTLDs shows a more stable pattern 
than medium and small sized ccTLDs. 
All these differences are but a sign of  
the diversity of  models and strategies 
within registries and these groups.

With respect to the bimonthly growth 
rate of  LACTLD ccTLDs, as depicted 
by Chart 3, there is an increase in the 
growth rate during the last bi-monthly 
term, although those levels are not yet 
comparable with the level registered for 
February 2012.
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The annual growth 
rate of  domain 
names in ccTLDs of  
the Latin American 
and Caribbean 
region was 14,8% 
during 2012

5 Except for .cw which registered more than 600% of  growth during its first year of  registration (February 2012-13) but which has been 
left out for methodological purposes.
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REGISTRy 
PERSPECTIvES 
ABOuT nEw CITy, 
GEOGRAPhICAL 
AnD CuLTuRAL 
GTLDS

Several registries, including ccTLDs, 
have applied to the new gTLD program 
with proposals that have a regional, 
geographic and city focus. This focus 
opens up a new dimension in the TLD 
space which, up until now, had the 
experience of  .cat, .eu and .asia. This 
article explores some of  the main 
strategies employed by three registries: 
Nominet, PUNT.CAT and NIC.MX that 
each of  them has developed their new 
aplications with a geographical, city or 
cultural focus. 

This topic was debated during a 
marketing workshop jointly organized 
by CENTR and LACTLD and hosted by 
.CAT in Barcelona in March 2013. The 
invited panelists were Oscar Robles 
(.MX for .LAT), Jonathan Cosbie-Ross 
(Nominet for .CYMRU & .WALES) and 

Nacho Amadoz (Fundació puntCAT for 
.BCN, .BARCELONA and .CATALUNYA). 
The future of  the domain name market 
and the role of  domain names as part 
of  a larger industry were part of  the 
overarching themes that underlie this 
debate.

.LAT: Latino Identity and 
Companies that Wish to Target the 
Latino Community (Oscar Robles, 
NIC.MX)

The .LAT project is aimed at Latino 
Internet users worldwide, as well as at 
global companies that want to approach 
the Latino community. NIC.MX is the 
back-end registry provider for this 
project, which was submitted by eCOM-
LAC (Latin American and Caribbean 

Federation for the Internet and 
e-Commerce). eCOM-LAC is a non-profit 
organization; the revenue from this new 
gTLD will be used to fund Internet-

The future of  the domain name market and the role of  domain 
names as part of  a larger industry and the strategies employed by 
Nominet, PUNT.CAT and NIC.MX are the main topics of  this article

Several registries, 
including ccTLDs, 
have applied to the 
new gTLD program 
with proposals that 
have a regional, 
geographic and
city focus
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related projects in Latin America. 
eCOM-LAC understands that there are 
very few players in the Latin American 
and African regions, and it sees the .LAT 
application as an opportunity to expand 
Latin American participation in the 
Internet ecosystem.

The idea of  the .LAT project started 
to develop in 2005 during the ICANN 
meeting in Mar del Plata, Argentina. 
This project intends to address the 
needs of  both Latino Internet users 
around the world and Latinos who want 
to have a short domain name available 
for this identity on the Internet. It also 
aims to target global companies that 
want to approach the Latino community.

With regard to the interaction of  these 
new gTLDs with the existing structure 
and domain name penetration, Oscar 
Robles does not see a negative impact 
on the growth of  ccTLDs in the first 
phase. The new gTLD will engage in 
creating more awareness of  the value 
of  domain names, particularly in 
regions such as Latin America, with 
much lower levels of  domain name 
penetration than Europe.

.LAT will be marketed through the .MX 
registrar “Akky” and through the shelf  
space of  other registrars.

.CYMRU & .WALES: A Challenger 
Brand (Jonathan Cosbie-Ross, 
Nominet)

Nominet applied for the two TLDs 
associated with Wales, .CYMRU and 
.WALES, to be more inclusive and to 
encourage the use of  the Welsh language 
online, since the latter is an important 

aspect of  the history of  Welsh identity. 
Wales has 3.5 million inhabitants, 0.75 
million people in the diaspora, and 3 
million who claim Welsh ancestry. This 
strategy will have the positive effect of  
providing domains that target the whole 
community, deriving economic and 
cultural benefits. It could also support 
the efforts of  the Welsh government to 
raise the profile of  Wales overseas, and 
thus attract inward investment, promote 
Welsh exports, and grow the Welsh 
economy.

Nominet has worked towards defining 
the .CYMRU/ .WALES brand, which 
is the plan that will lead to launching 
the new gTLDs. The strategy focuses 
on raising brand awareness so that 
businesses and individuals stop and 
think before they renew their domain 
name. There are three pillars to this 

strategy. Firstly, market research, brand 
development and initial awareness 
activity via tactical event attendance 
and sponsorship; secondly, recruitment 
of  key early adopters (as part of  a 
Founders Programme) who will commit 
to using the domains and help promote 
them; and thirdly, establishing channel 
incentives and participation, securing 
the support of  five lighthouse registrars 
prior to launch who will commit to 
selling .CYMRU and .WALES.

Market research has shown that there 
is a clear and rational sell to many 
businesses, especially: 

• Small and medium sized businesses 
that target a local/Welsh market

• Those that use Welsh provenance as a 
key part of  their brand proposition 

• (Inter)national companies that want to 
‘localise’ their offer

And there is a clear resonance with Welsh 
speakers, Welsh cultural organizations 
and those of  a nationalistic/patriotic 
mindset.

The brand proposition is ‘Challenge 
Convention’. Adopting this positioning 
feels very Welsh, building on Wales’ 
proud history and Welsh people’s natural 
inclination to challenge conventional 
ways of  doing things. It also helps 
highlight Wales’ unique cultural identity 
and its inimitable language.  The 
challenger positioning lays down the 
gauntlet to make the brand engaging 
and newsworthy, helping to deliver more 
‘bang for marketing buck’, it challenges 
the established conventional brands in 
this space and challenges registrants to 
express their Welshness by buying their 
own unique .cymru and .wales address.  

The .LAT project 
address the needs 
of  Internet users 
in the American 
region and Latinos 
who want to have 
a short domain 
name available for 
this identity on the 
Internet
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“It’s high time we laid claim to our very 
own corner of  the Internet, so that’s just 
what we’re doing with the launch of  our 
new Top Level Domains - .CYMRU and 
.WALES.  We hope that, with compelling 
messaging, all Welsh people and those 
businesses trading within, to and 
from Wales, will ask themselves ‘why 
.anything else when you can .cymru 
.wales?’” said Jonathan Cosbie-Ross.

.BARCELONA / .BCN / 

.CATALUNYA: opening-up the 
Catalonian experience (Nacho 
Amadoz, .CAT)

The Fundació puntCAT has been 
involved since the inception of  .CAT with 
community, cultural and linguistic TLD 
projects. That is why it is no surprise to 
see that it is involved in the new gTLD 
round of  applications with the strings 
.BARCELONA, .BCN and .CATALUNYA. 
From a marketing perspective, these 

names are all related with a brand 
experience for users that want to 
address the Catalonian experience.

• BARCELONA. & .CAT/ BCN & 
.CATALUNYA: these are two sets of  
different TLDs, the first open to the 
end-user and the second reserved for 
government’s official use. “It’s going 
to be a challenge to understand what 
to do with the two components of  
each set”, mentions Nacho Amadoz.

• BARCELONA is the strongest brand 
of  three new applications. Since the 
prioritization number is high (1738), 
which means that that the project is 
in line for the second half  of  2014, 
the team is looking at how other TLDs 
will react and they expect to learn 
from others in terms of  deciding the 
attributes to market for the brand. 

The work will be focused in placing the 
domain name in a position to raise more 
awareness of  the gTLD market. The 
registry is currently working with the 
city council to define the parameters 
for the .BARCELONA brand and its 
expected uses. “Most of  us follow the 
same pattern and we ask ourselves 
how to reach out to the target audience 
using the brand values” affirms Nacho 
Amadoz.

• BCN will be a single-user TLD 
presented for the promotion of  
activities and projects of  the city 
council. Its going to be challenge to 
market them by bringing them to the 
end user without confusing the . .BCN, 
is only for projects by the city council.

• CATALUNYA: the project behind this 
is TLD is for the use of  government 
to create international awareness, 

promote tourism and other uses by 
government. 

The project of  these extensions are all 
policy-embedded, but these then have 
to be translated nto the marketing of  
these extensions which will co-exist 
under the same umbrella of  Catalonian 
identity. Communication the difference 
amongst these four, where some are 
restricted to single users (.CATALUNYA, 
.BCN), others are community-based 
(.BARCELONA) and .CAR is sponsored 
becomes a real challenge.

In terms of  channel focus, the 
experience of  .CAT with regional 
registrars will be pursued with the new 
gTLD extensions. “We’ve seen with .cat 
that regional registrars are the ones 
more involved with promotions and 
marketing campaigns” mentions Nacho 
Amadoz.

Nominet applied 
for the two TLDs 
related with 
Wales: .CYMRU 
and .WALES to be 
more inclusive and 
to encourage the 
use of  the Welsh 
language online

BARCELONA. & 
.CAT and BCN 
& .CATALUNYA 
are two sets of  
different TLDs, the 
first open to the 
end-user and the 
second reserved 
for government’s 
official use
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toolS

iNdexed 
leSSoNS

Comparing, discovering trends, and 
benchmarking data and information – 
that is what indices generally allow us 
to do. The Web, a presence in almost 
all spheres of  our lives, from work to 
personal relationships, does not escape 
these measurements. The World Wide 
Web Foundation recently created the 
Web Index to develop an annual ranking 
that assesses the growth, usefulness 
and impact of  the Web on people 
and countries. The index measures 
both positive and negative effects (for 
instance, the use of  the Web to commit 
cybercrimes). The first scores have 
already been published, with Sweden 
ranking first. Data are currently being 
collected for 2013.

“We need a Web index to know how we are 
doing – if  we are using the Web to help 
humanity. At the Foundation everyone 
tells us a lot of  nice stories about the 
magnificent things that happen on the 
Web. But there are really no data,” said 
Tim Berners-Lee, inventor of  the Web 
and founder of  the World Wide Web 
Foundation to Time Tech magazine on 
an interview in late 2012. 

The job is not easy. Not only is it hard 
to collect information (many countries 
do not have the required data); the 
weighting also poses a challenge due 
to the diversity of  inputs. Even so, Web 
Index experts have been able to produce 
a composite measurement that adds in 

a single number the impact of  the Web 
and the value derived from it in several 
countries. 

Such complexity is precisely what 
differentiates this index from other 
available indicators that only measure 
quantifiable or unidimensional 
phenomena (e.g. number of  users, 
speed of  Web access, and number of  
broadband subscribers). In fact, the 
Web Index has been suggested as the 
first multidimensional measuring tool 
for the Web, since it transcends hard and 
flat data to determine both the Web’s 
political, economic, and social impact, 
and countries’ level of  connectivity and 
infrastructure. 

The work is worthwhile. The goal, in 
the end, is to work together toward 
developing a broader, more significant 
Web that can reach its highest potential 
as a transforming tool. And best of  
all, access is entirely free. Its creators 
trust that intelligent use of  its ranking 
(and sub-rankings) will make it possible 
to formulate specific policies that 
will result in improved life standards, 
conflict reduction, and optimization 
of  governance and welfare. They claim 
that by making this information public 
they will help governments (as well as 
the private sector, NGOs, multilateral 
agencies, the academy, and the 
technology industry itself) understand 
how to make better use of  the Web. 

After combining the data of  more 
than eighty indicators, the index ranks 
countries in three categories: 

• Web readiness: this category takes 
into account the quality and extension 
of  communications and institutional 
infrastructure (policies that regulate 
access, and skills and educational 
levels that enable users to take 
advantage of  the benefits provided by 
the Web)

• Web use: both usage within countries 
and content available to users are 
considered.

• The impact of  the Web: social, 
economic, and political indicators are 
evaluated. This assessment also takes 
into account data on social networks, 
e-participation, and business Web use.

Methodology

The Web Index gathers information from 
sixty-one developed and developing 
countries in Africa, the Americas, Asia 
Pacific, Europe, the Middle East, and 
Central Asia. Countries were chosen 
according to the availability of  primary 
and secondary source data. The first 
source consists of  experts in various 
fields (journalism, the academy, and 
NGOs, among others) who provide 
information through questionnaires 
created by the Foundation. The second 
source comprises agencies such as 
the World Bank, Freedom House, the 

Indices, rankings, and comparisons provide useful 
information for intelligent decision-making. The World 
Wide Web sought to go beyond flat data to build an 
index with multidimensional information to measure 
the impact of  the Web on social, political, and 
economic issues
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International Telecommunication Union, 
and the World Economic Forum.  

Sources offer information on 
communications and institutional 
infrastructure, web use and its impact, 
and other data. The lack of  information 
constitutes a problem in several 
countries, and multiple inputs were 
sought as a strategy to solve it. To 
ensure the reliability of  results, source 
input (in the guise of  scores) is reviewed 
by other professionals and by a regional 
reviewer. Information then undergoes 
yet another reviewing process to make 
sure that it is based on evidence and 
not on opinion. To avoid being the 
victims of  negative reactions, some 
experts requested that their identities 
remain anonymous. 

In addition, the Science Council and 
the Steering Group (a subgroup of  
the World Wide Web Foundation) also 
collaborated with the development of  
the index. These entities include experts 
in a wide range of  fields of  knowledge 
from an array of  institutions. The 
greatest financial investment, 1 million 
dollars, came from Google.

Many years ago, Berners-Lee pointed 
out that the Web “does not just connect 
machines. It connects people.” The 
creation of  the Web Index follows this 
idea, namely, that interactions in the 
Web should lead to human welfare.

W3C Meeting 

The 22nd International World Wide Web Conference will take place 
in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil on May 13th to the 17th. This meeting, 
which has been taking place since 1994, is intended as a forum 
to debate and discuss the evolution of  the Web and technology 
standardization, and their impact on society and culture. For more 
information, please go to www.2013.org

The creator

We would not exaggerate if  we 
said that Sir Tim Berners-Lee is 
the man who changed the way 
we live. His invention, the Web, 
is omnipresent in the lives of  
a significant part of  the world 
population and a tool that is 
constantly expanding its domain 
in various aspects of  our 
experience. The Web is the ideal 
partner in our search for friends, 

information, data, and entertainment, as well as in our work, among 
other uses. It was Berners-Lee’s work team at the World Wide Web 
Foundation that developed his latest innovation, the Web Index. That 
is to say, in addition to giving life to the new being in 1998, he now 
measures its impact and attributes so as to make it increasingly 
useful to people.
Born in 1955, Berners-Lee received his degree in Physics from 
Oxford University, and is currently involved in manifold organizations 
associated with the Web, such as the World Wide Web Consortium 
(W3C) and the Web Science Trust (WST). He was the recipient of  
many awards, was knighted by Queen Elizabeth II in 2004, and 
received the Order of  Merit three years later. The Web inventor is 
also an academic – he teaches at the University of  Southampton’s 
Computer Sciences department. In addition, he is the author of  
Weaving the Web.
There is a proverb that claims that everything is impossible until 
someone does it. This popular saying seems to fit Berners-Lee like 
a glove. 
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Latin America: With scope to grow 

Results of  the 2012 Web Index show that there are no Latin American countries among the top ten. The first 
one to appear is Chile, which ranks 19th with a score of  69.55 over 100.  
Below are the first ten countries and the region’s scores.

Global Web Index                                                        Latin America 

The index makes it possible to contrast the results of  the countries that rank highest and lowest. 

Sweden                                                               Yemen

Rank Country Score
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8
9
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Australia
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THE REGION HAS A PLAN
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Latin America and the Caribbean presented
a joint regional strategy during the 46 ICANN 
Meeting in Beijing

New International Telecommunication Regulations. 
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Security. Registry Strategies by Gonzalo Romero, .CO

Web Index or How the Internet Has an Impact in Politics, 
the Economy and Society at a Global Level
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facebook.com/LACTLD
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