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InTERnET gOvERnAncE, 
ThE AgEnDA ISSuE

Dear readers,

As we had already commented 
in last LACTLD Report, different 
circumstances with a global impact 
–from the decision of  the National 
Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) to transition the 
stewardship of  the Internet Assigned 
Numbers Authority (IANA) functions, to 
the Edward Snowden revelations– have 
all shown that Internet governance 
was not an issue to leave unattended. 
Months have gone by, and the forecasts 
were confirmed, in particular by the 
interest of  Internet stakeholders in 
general and governments in particular, 

who have paid attention to the topic in every event where the global Internet 
community has convened.
In line with the international agenda, on the 5th issue of  the LACTLD Report, we 
are proposing articles that deal with the issue. You will find one on the transition 
of  the IANA stewardship, the role played by responsible actors, the conformation 
of  working groups, the elaboration of  proposals to deal with the task and the 
function of  the Country Code Names Supporting Organization, as a point of  
contact with ICANN and the global community of  ccTLDs.
We are also publishing an article on the different national Internet governance 
initiatives of  countries in the region. We cover the activities in Argentina, Brazil, 
Colombia, Costa Rica and Mexico from the perspective of  ccTLDs.
In an exclusive interview for our Report, Raúl Echeberría, former LACNIC CEO 
and current Vice President for Global Engagement of  the Internet Society 
underscores the maturity of  the region related with Internet governance, supports 
multistakeholder dialogue initiatives in each country and highlights the role of  
the IGF.
Another very relevant issue, which has become one of  the most important projects 
for our organization, is the creation of  an Anycast LACTLD cloud, which has given 
origin to a.lactld.org. This is a long-sought for project that allows the reutilization 
of  a same name in a NS in different locations and strengthens the network and 
its response times.
In this issue we are also publishing a report on the challenges and problems 
facing non-Latin scripts in the web and peer collaboration to bring solutions to 
those ccTLDs that are more affected by IDN adoption. There is also an article 
that describes the issue of  property on domains, with the case of  the victims of  
U.S. families after a terrorist attack from Hamas which are demanding ICANN the 
control of  the Iranian ccTLD as an asset for reparations.
In addition, we are reporting on the conclusions of  a study undertaken by DIRSI 
on our region, which analyzes the impact of  broadband access in the economic 
growth of  countries, as well as on employment and school performance. As is also 
customary, we are presenting a report on domain name trends in LAC.

I hope you will find interesting reading material in our Report.
Until our next issue,

Eduardo Santoyo
Chairman of  the Board of  LACTLD 
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In a regional cooperation effort, ccTLDs from 
Latin America and the Caribbean seek to 
promote the robustness of  the Internet.

Since the inception of  the Internet 
in our region, there has been a 
spirit of  cooperation among Latin 
American ccTLDs which translates 
into the sharing of  experiences, 
solutions, recommendations and 
even technological resources. As it is 
redundant, the DNS service allows name 
servers to exist in copies distributed 
worldwide and, for many years, our 
countries have supported each other by 
hosting copies of  other ccTLDs in their 
own facilities. As such, robustness and 
geographic distribution of  secondary 
DNS services are optimized.

A long-awaited idea was to improve this 
platform in line with the developments 
in recent years: the Anycast technology. 
Anycast is a mechanism that allows the 
reuse of  the same NS name in different 
geographical locations, all using such 
same name. And this is how a.lactld.org 
shall be born, starting with five nodes: 
two in Brazil hosted by NIC.br, one in 
Monterrey and another in Dallas hosted 
by NIC Mexico, and one in Santiago 
by NIC Chile. And all of  them will be 
a.lactld.org. The magic of  the Internet 
routes will allow a teacher in Panama 
who wants to access an educational site 
in Paraguay to do so through one of  the 
servers located in Mexico.

This project seeks to improve and 
centralize these efforts through 
LACTLD, the organization that brings us 

together. Before, if  someone wanted to 
have distributed nodes, it had to enter 
into agreements in each country, on 
an individual basis. And there was a 
limitation in the number of  NS that a 
TLD could have. Now, with a single NS 
from lactld.org, it is possible to access 
all nodes in the region.

In addition to reducing response times 
and making the network more robust, 
a better resilience is achieved. An 
earthquake in Chile that would isolate 
us from the rest of  the world would not 
mean that .cl from Latin America would 
be disconnected. Every country that has 
one of  these nodes will have access to 
.cl and would be able to maintain the 
communication of  colleagues in the 
cloud, even if  disconnected from the 
rest of  the Internet. That is materializing 
the LAC community to the entire region.

Engineering and technological 
challenges 

Fortunately, the Anycast technology 
has had a significant deployment in 
some LACTLD countries for many 
years. This experience has helped from 
the beginning to plan and design a 
strong and secure service, as far as its 
technological aspects are concerned. 
However, carrying out a truly distributed 
and collaborative project represents 
significant challenges regarding the 
coordination of  various work teams in 

LActLD
AnycAst cLouD 

a.lactld.org will 
start with five 
nodes: two in Brazil 
hosted by NIC.br, 
one in Monterrey 
and another in 
Dallas hosted by 
NIC Mexico, and 
one in Santiago by 
NIC Chile.

order to achieve a platform that could 
truly operate in a decentralized manner, 
including its management.

An architecture separated into different 
modules was designed:

1. End nodes, which are the servers (or 
cluster of  servers) hosted by each 
project participant and which contain 
the DNS that finally respond for 
a.lactld.org.

2. Master Distributor, responsible for 
receiving zones from ccTLDs that use 
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By Frederico Neves, 
director of  Technology 
and Services at NIC .br 

By Hugo Salgado,
engineer at NIC .cl 

the cloud and for distributing them to 
each end node.

3. Monitoring, which performs 
continuous testing, collects 
performance indicators and alerts to 
any abnormal situation. 

4. Configuration and management 
center, which includes a centralized 
configuration of  each node and 
is able to turn on and off, and to 
reconfigure any node DNS. 

5. Statistics collector, which stores 
traffic information and inquiries 
useful to ccTLDs that use the cloud.

All of  this shall be coordinated 
through distributed documentation 
systems, version control and secure 
access control systems that allow the 
system management to be lean and 
collaborative.

It is important to note that this network 
is based on the best effort principle, it 
is free and not for profit, and does not 
try to compete with existing providers.
 
Documents which further describe the 
service and provide more technical 
information will be shortly available 
on the LACTLD website; but the cloud 
already is an up and running reality. We 
invite our LACTLD colleagues to join us 
not only as participants, hosting a node, 
but also, and especially, as users, using 
the infrastructure for the benefit of  their 
own ccTLD. 
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While web and e-mail content has been 
available for more than a decade, it has 
only been since 2010 that complete 
domain names and e-mail addresses 
have been available in characters other 
than the ASCII 26 letters, 10 digits and 
hyphen. These non-ASCII Top Level 
Domain names are referred to as IDNS 
or Internationalized Domain Names 
(itself  a very US centric terminology). 

In 2009 at a meeting in Seoul, after 
extensive global discussion, testing and 
community reflection, the ICANN Board 
approved an initiative from the ccTLD 
community to allow countries where the 
ASCII characters were not native to have 
a top level domain name that references 
their country in their own language and 
script. This was a momentous occasion 

in the history of  the global Internet.

Today communities have their own 
identity in their own scripts –Arabic, 
Chinese, Cyrillic, Singhalese, Thai, 
Hindi, Korean and more.

Another material change in the name 
space on the Internet came to fruition 
in 2014 when more than 1,000 new Top 
Level Domains started appearing on the 
Internet. Most were in traditional ASCII 
but some were in other scripts. 

The traditional Internet naming space 
has changed and the well-defined and 
structured naming convention of  two 
or three ASCII characters has been 
shattered.

Computer programmers

Computer programmers are nice 
people. They are intelligent. They are 
wise. (Their mothers would say they are 
good looking a) They know that if  people 

IDn AnD unIversAL resoLutIon

The Internet being useful in people’s mother tongue 
has made considerable progress in the past decade. 

smArt, WIse AnD 
GooD LookInG: 
HoW computer 
proGrAmmers 
Are extenDInG 
tHe reAcH of tHe 
Internet beyonD 
tHe Western 
HemIspHere

By Don Hollander, 
APTLD General 
Manager 

There are well-
defined algorithms 
that convert from 
a non-ASCII script 
to the x –string and 
back again. 
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have a chance to make a mistake, they 
will. So, the wise, intelligent (and good 
looking) computer programmers build 
their systems to help prevent mistakes 
at the source. 

Computer programmers know that 
phone numbers should always be 
numeric. They know that in the United 
States there is a list of  well-defined two 
character abbreviations representing 
each state. They know that New Zealand 
only allows four digital postal codes. 
They know that there are 31 days in 
January, there are two codes for gender 
(unless you’re dealing with horses) and 
that there are only 24 choices for hour 
and 60 choices for minute. 

Computer programmers used to know 
that there were certain rules about Top 
Level Domain names (TLDs). Originally 
they were either two or three characters. 
Then a few exceptions were created 
(.info, .mobi, .museum, among others) 
and while it took programmers some 
time to realize this, they could handle 
the validation using the rules with a few 
exceptions.

With the introduction of  IDNs and more 
recently the unleashing of  a torrent of  
new TLDs that don’t fit the rules and 
aren’t in the small list of  exceptions, 
computer programs didn’t always align 
with reality. 

Universal Acceptance

So what happens when the well 
established systems that have worked 
for many years meet the changing 

“Universal 
Acceptance” is 
the term used to 
reflect that while 
the Domain Name 
System (DNS) itself  
works and names 
resolve to the right 
address, the actual 
user experience 
doesn’t.

environment of  domain names that are 
not in ASCII or are longer than three 
characters?

Problems, that’s what. The applications 
that we use everyday simply don’t 
work. Facebook, Microsoft Outlook and 
Exchange, e-bay, banking systems, and 
many, many more don’t work. They 
certainly don’t work with IDNs and 
they often don’t work with new, long 
domain names.

“Universal Acceptance” is the term used 
to reflect that while the Domain Name 
System (DNS) itself  works and names 
resolve to the right address, the actual 
user experience doesn’t.

Universal Acceptance is when e-mail 
addresses in IDNs or with new Top Level 



Domains don’t work. It’s when many 
applications that use an e-mail address 
as the user name also don’t work. It’s 
when a browser gets confused between 
a TLD and a keyword. It’s when search 
engines don’t index or don’t display the 
correct results. It’s when e-mail doesn’t 
arrive at its destination.

Under the bonnet

While the underlying infrastructure of  
the DNS looks like it now accepts IDNs, 
it doesn’t really. 

When a non-ASCII character string 
is entered into a browser or e-mail 
address or anywhere else that wants 
to know where to go, it gets converted 
into a string of  ASCII characters that 
begin with xn –followed by a nonsensical 

string of  ASCII characters. This was the 
solution to allow non-ASCII character 
strings to work within a very well 
established Internet infrastructure. 

There are well-defined algorithms that 
convert from a non-ASCII script to the 
x –string and back again. 

This means that depending on where 
you’re looking in a transaction, you 
might see the IDN (if  you’re looking 
where a person should be looking) or 
you might see the xn –if  you’re looking 
where a machine should be looking.

Computer programmers (again)

There are two issues that computer 
programmers need to solve. First, they 
need to make sure that their systems 

validate correctly (or don’t validate at 
all, but the result is more rejections 
happening further in the transaction). 
The second is that they need to 
recognize non-ASCII text, convert it to 
xn-- for the machines to read and then 
convert it back when a human reads it.

This is not overly complicated. But, 
domain names are everywhere in 
computer code and accommodating the 
new names is materially effortful.

There is no authoritative source for top-
level domain validation other than the 
DNS root. While validating against the 
DNS root would work, it will add delay in 
the transaction while a query is sought 
and answered. There have been some 
attempts at having a table available that 
can be included in a program, but the 
dynamic nature of  the growth in entries 
into the root raises the issue of  how 
frequently this table is brought into the 
computer’s memory. Certainly not when 
the program is written, but how often 
when it’s running? Once a day? When 
the program starts? (What happens 
when it runs for days and days and days 
without restarting?).

Chicken or egg

One of  the challenges that these wise, 
smart (and good looking) computer 

IDn AnD unIversAL resoLutIon
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With the introduction of  IDNs and more 
recently the unleashing of  a torrent of  
new TLDs that don’t fit the rules and 
aren’t in the small list of  exceptions, 
computer programs didn’t always align 
with reality. 
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programmers have is that their business 
managers don’t see a lot of  demand 
because the registration numbers in 
the IDN space are relatively small –and 
even fewer are in use. Registrations 
in the new longer ASCII based TLDs 
are also small. They also tell us that 
“internationally” people seem to be 
able to have coped so far with learning 
a few ASCII characters and that all the 
keyboards are ASCII based.

But the registry managers tell us that the 
reason that the registration numbers are 
small is because the applications don’t 
work. Until the applications (e-mail, 
ebay, twitter, facebook, etc) work, no one 
will want an IDN. And they tell us that 
with the mobile and tablet hardware the 
keyboard is actually dynamic and isn’t 
ASCII based.

Progress

It is not all doom and gloom. Despite 
the annual Report on IDN Deployment 
produced by UNESCO and EURID 
repeatedly noting a lack of  functionality, 
progress is being made.

In June 2014 Google announced that 
their Gmail product is now fully IDN 
e-mail compliant and that they are 
working on their other applications as 
well. There are other e-mail solutions 

out of  China, Taiwan, Saudi Arabia, 
USA and other places that have been 
developed and are compliant and work. 
And there is growing functionality 
between these systems! 

At an APTLD meeting in Oman, 
Microsoft confirmed that the issue was 
on their radar but the extent of  the 
issue is massive. Microsoft also has the 
added challenge of  distribution of  their 
solution once it’s in place. It can take 
years for revised code to be deployed 
(Google, on the other hand, can 

The traditional 
Internet naming 
space has 
changed and the 
well-defined and 
structured naming 
convention of  two 
or three ASCII 
characters has 
been shattered.

IDN in figures

•	 6 million IDN domain names.
•	 2% of  270 million domain 

names are IDN.
•	 215% growth in the IDN market 

over the past 5 years.
•	 ASCII TLDs offer IDNs at the 

2nd level.
•	 26 IDNs for 22 countries or 

territories.
•	 2 IDN gTLDS.

automatically replace almost its entire 
suite of  applications within six months!)

Other groups are also working through 
their systems to cope with both IDNs 
and long TLDs. It just takes time. The 
focus of  the Internet community must 
be to continue to raise awareness of  
the issue so that new applications can 
deal with the problem in core design 
and older application updated as soon 
as practical. The more awareness that’s 
raised the faster the problem recedes.

There is light at the end of  the tunnel, 
and it’s not a train coming at us.

Source: World Report on
Internationalised Domain Names 
2014. UNESCO - EURID



Dialogues that bring together different stakeholders in which ccTLDs 
participate are steadily gaining ground in the countries of  our region.
The Argentine, Brazilian, Colombian, Costa Rican, and Mexican experiences.

For some years now, we have been taking 
note of  national Internet governance 
initiatives in the form of  meetings, 
forums, and dialogues within different 
contexts in Argentina, Brazil, Colombia, 
Costa Rica, and Mexico. Below is a brief  
summary of  the types of  efforts that 
have been developed that should help 
us start drawing a map of  these issues 
throughout the region.

These experiences were shared during a 
panel organized in July 2014 at the 7th 
LACIGF meeting (El Salvador) to reflect 
this phenomenon which is increasingly 
involving national communities and in 
which ccTLDs participate.

Argentina 

In April 2014, the Argentine  Ministry 
of  Communications approved the 
creation of  the Argentine Internet 
Policy Commission (CAPI, as it is known 
by its acronym in Spanish) through 
Resolution No. 13/2014. Its goals were 
to design a national strategy regarding 
the Internet and its governance, to 
provide technical support, and to help 
increase and improve the country’s 
representation at international forums 
and organizations.  

The need arose after receiving an 
invitation to the Net Mundial event 
from the Brazilian Ministry of  Foreign 
Affairs, which resulted in the Argentine 
communications’ regulator (SECOM) 

summoning the various stakeholders 
who had been actively involved as 
representatives of  the National 
Government to form a delegation with 
experience in the matter. 

CAPI’s role is to consensually 
define Argentina’s stand in relation 
to the different topics involved in 
Internet governance, considering 
the competences of  the different 
government agencies that are part of  
the commission. A unified position is 
sought for those officials that represent 
the Argentine government before 
international organizations and bodies 
working on the topic. In addition, the 
idea is to provide policy and technical 
assistance to those organizations and 
officials requiring information regarding 
how the Internet ecosystem works, 
as well as to encourage debate on the 
various aspects of  Internet governance 
and to propose recommendations for 
Internet best practices in Argentina. 

Created this past April, CAPI comprises 
eight national government agencies and 

organizations. In order to survey their 
expectations, a meeting was set up 
with members of  the Argentine Internet 
community, including representatives 
of  the technical sector, civil society, 
and the corporate sector. However, 
before expanding this space with a view 
to implementing a multistakeholder 
model in the future, it was decided to 
seek guarantees that those who are 
part of  the commission are legitimate 
representatives of  their corresponding 
communities.

Brazil 

The Brazilian Internet governance process 
began in 1995. With the creation of  the 
Internet Steering Committee formalized 
through Inter- Ministerial Ordinance 
No. 183, it became a regional pioneer 
because of  its multistakeholder nature. 
  
Based on the principles of  
multilateralism, transparency, and 
democracy, the country’s Internet 
service initiatives are coordinated 
and integrated through the Brazilian 

nAtIonAL 
Internet 
GovernAnce 
experIences

InItIAtIves

The Argentine Internet Policy Commission 
consensually defines Argentina’s position 
in relation to the various topics involved 
in Internet governance.

10 • LACTLD



Internet Steering Committee (CGI.br), 
an organization comprised of  ministry 
and government agency representatives 
as well as of  members of  the corporate 
sector, civil society, and the scientific 
community. The committee has a total 
of  21 members, 12 of  which represent 
the private sector while 9 are federal 
government representatives. 

CGI.br promotes society’s effective 
participation in decisions affecting 
Internet implementation, management, 
and utilization. It serves as an 
institutional umbrella for NIC.br, which 
in turn hosts various key functions and 

initiatives related to the development 
and study of  the country’s critical 
Internet infrastructure: registro.br, cert.
br, CETIC, CETPRO, W3C. 

The organization has adopted a 
framework of  Internet governance and 

utilization principles. Established by 
consensus, these 10 principles guide 
the work of  the organization and have 
served to outline national Internet 
policies, such as the Civil Framework 
adopted in April 2014.    

Since July 2014, civil society 
representative are democratically 
elected to participate in the 
committee’s deliberations and debates 
on Internet priorities. Working groups 
on technical, administrative, and 
operational issues contribute to CGI.
br’s decisions and recommendations. 
CGI.br is also responsible for defining 
strategic guidelines for Internet use and 
development within the country.

In 2004, a presidential decree by 
Luiz Lula da Silva consolidated the 
Brazilian Internet Steering Committee 
as a multistakeholder initiative. 
Although during the past decade this 
consolidation has continued, there is 
no guarantee that the organization 
won’t be vulnerable to political comings 
and goings. After Net Mundial, CGI’s 
national and global visibility has helped 
this national multistakeholder Internet 
governance model gain even greater 
legitimacy.

Colombia

The Colombian Internet Governance 
Group was created during the 
organization of  the 5th edition of  
LACIGF in Bogota. It was formalized 
at the 6th LACIGF held in Córdoba, 
Argentina, with the group’s official 
organization including the participation 
of  civil society, government, academia, 
private sector, and technical community 
representatives.  

The Group meets twice a month and is 
in the process of  engaging academia. It 
is led by the Ministry of  Information and 

Communication Technologies (MINTIC), 
the state body with the most powers to 
lead Internet governance issues within 
the country. 

In order to engage various stakeholders, 
many of  them based in Bogota, the 
group uses remote participation tools 
and keeps records of  its meetings. 
The group has been working on topics 
proposed in a collaborative manner, 
attempting to develop consensus and 
present a common position.

During 2014, the Colombian 
government worked on developing an 
Internet governance strategy based 
on three pillars: appropriation of  
the concept of  Internet governance 
through the identification of  key 
issues; participation at international 
level (integration of  the Colombian 
government within international 
discourse and identification of  
international stakeholders); and work 
at national level (identification of  

The Costa 
Rican Internet 
Consultative 
Council is a 
multistakeholder 
space where 
Internet governance 
issues are 
discussed at face-
to-face and online 
meetings.

The Brazilian 
Internet governance 
process began in 
1995. With the 
creation of  the 
Internet Steering 
Committee, it 
became a regional 
pioneer because of  
its multistakeholder 
nature.   
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national stakeholders, organization of  
workshops and training activities).
The initiative’s visibility during the 
2014 IGF thanks to a specific agenda 
for participating in different forum 
workshops and activities was one of  the 
first internationally visible results. The 
new road that has been opened allows 
a more coordinated participation, with 
ideas that have reached consensus 
at national forums and international 
events in which the country’s various 
stakeholders are involved. 

Costa Rica

The Costa Rican Internet Consultative 
Council (CCI) was created on 4 October 
2012 as an initiative of  the National 
Academy of  Sciences, home to NIC.
cr. It is a multistakeholder space 
where Internet governance issues are 
discussed at face-to-face and online 
meetings. 

The CCI comprises different 
government agencies, including the 
Telecommunications Regulator (SUTEL), 
the Ministry of  Science and Technology, 
the Ministry of  Security, the Ministry of  
Health, and the Ministry of  Economy, 
Industry and Commerce. Other members 
include various private sector chambers 
such as the Chamber of  Information 
and Communication Technologies 
(CANTIC) and the Association/Chamber 
of  Info-Communication and Technology 
(network operators), and the Omar 
Dengo Foundation, an organization 
devoted to the development of  social 
and educational projects in Costa Rica, 
among others. 

The Council currently has six working 
groups focusing on different topics: 
national internet policies, internet 
security, education network, cybercrime, 
infrastructure, and promotion of  the .cr 
domain. 

Topics are defined by consensus and, 
once a working groups finalizes an issue 
(as was the case with the Working Group 
on Domain Name Dispute Resolution), 
the group is closed and room is made 
for new topics.

Mexico

The Mexican Initiative Group is a 
multistakeholder Internet governance 
effort made up by five sectors, including 
academia, the technical community, 
government, the corporate sector, 
and civil society. The group was born 
out of  the need to increase dialogue 
and understanding. It is an informal 
dialogue space that is in permanent 
communication through its mailing list 
and monthly meetings. 

The first meeting served to establish 
goals and principles that are in line with 
those of  the IGF.

Its main goal is to promote the informed 
participation of  Mexican agencies 
in regional and international forums 
relating to Internet governance, as well 
as to strengthen the participation of  
Mexico’s various sectors in different 
national, regional, and global IGF-
related events. The idea is to gradually 
increase the information available on 
these issues as well as to boost dialogue 
within the country. 

A forum called “Internet Governance 
Dialogues” has also been created. 
The first edition of  this forum was 
held in 2013 with the participation of  
civil society, private sector, and public 
sector representatives. It was attended 
by 237 participants and 3,000 devices 
registered for online streaming. While 
there are clear signs of  growing interest 
in the issue and of  the incorporation 
of  new stakeholders, the Initiative 
Group is an informal space with no 
clearly pre-established mechanisms. 
It has, however, set the foundations to 
further the “Dialogues” experience as a 
national Internet governance forum in 
the near future.

Colombia’s Internet 
governance 
strategy is based 
on three pillars: 
appropriation 
of  the concept 
of  Internet 
governance, 
participation 
at international 
level, and work at 
national level.

InIcIAtIvAs

The Mexican 
Initiative Group is 
a multistakeholder 
Internet governance 
effort born out 
of  the need to 
increase dialogue 
and understanding. 
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Once the impact of  .ar policy changes in the total 
volume was overcome, the number of  registrations 
grew back to July 2013 levels.

Up until June 30, the region had 
9,546,058 domains registered in 25 
country code registries in Latin America 
and the Caribbean. This means that 
the volume of  domains has grown to 
the level recorded in July 2013. In the 
11 months between those two dates, 
changes in the registration policies of  
the second largest ccTLD in the region, 
.ar (Argentina), negatively affected the 
total volume. 

LACTLD members’ growth has been 
relatively high compared with other 
regions’ and with respect to existing 
gTLDs, although it is important to note 
that the base value for the region is 
much lower (in Europe, the basis is of  
more than 69 million and, among the 
existing gTLD, there are 147 million). It 
is also worth noting that the new TLDs 
that have joined in the last year already 
had, at the end of  first half  of  2014, 1.5 
million new domains. 

However, the growth trend in the 
ccTLDs has been declining in Latin 
America, as in the past three years, 
although the rate is still high compared 
to other regions. Except for .ar, the 
annual growth of  LACTLD in the last 
twelve months has been over 8%; while, 
during the same period last year, it was 
of  12%. In the European region, such 

year growth for the same period is of  
3.75%.

Figure 1 shows the relative growth of  
the first five ccTLDs of  LACTLD for the 
second quarter. .ai (Anguilla) had the 
highest growth and .br (Brazil) was the 
one that grew the most in real terms, as 
it added more than 60,000 net domains 
in the second quarter of  2014.

In June 2014, LACTLD conducted a survey 
on the market share of  ccTLDs in the 
region and new gTLDs. Two years ago a 
similar study was performed, which allow 
us to assess some trends. In most cases, 

the market share of  ccTLDs increased 
marginally, with an average rate of  4%. 

Furthermore, this study – conducted 
with data from Zooknic- revealed that, 

tHere ALreADy 
Are more tHAn 9.5 
mILLIon DomAIns 
reGIstereD
In tHe reGIon

In most cases, the 
market share of  
ccTLDs increased 
marginally, with an 
average rate of  4%.
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in most cases where ccTLD increased its penetration, gTLD registries experienced 
a negative growth.  This indicates that ccTLDs kept being relatively strong and 
continued to grow as gTLDs registries were reduced.

Overall, this is a positive sign for ccTLDs in the region. However, and considering 
the expansion of  new gTLDs that are coming to market, the country code registries 
in the region shall pay attention to the position of  their brand and the trust of  the 
community. An additional factor to consider, as we shall see below, is that not all 
ccTLDs are exclusively focused to their own countries and this has implications on 
whether their position is more national or global.

As shown in Figure 4, the six largest 
registries in the region, sorted 
by zone dimension, have a larger 
market penetration in their countries 
with respect to gTLDs.  There is a 
correspondence between the registry 
zone size and the market penetration 
rate, as can be noted from figure 5.

Local presence requirement 

One of  the most important policies 
that define ccTLDs is the local 
presence requirement for a domain 
applicant. This means that some 
ccTLDs apply a general policy, or 
specifically for some subdomains, 
which is intended to individual or legal 
entities domiciled in the country where 
the registry operates.

But not all ccTLDs focus exclusively 
on their own country. To assess 
the strength of  the brand and the 
preference of  residents in each country 
for local ccTLDs, we can calculate their 
penetration rate using data on the total 
number of  local registrations of  the 
ccTLD domains versus those of  gTLDs 
in that territory.  

The local presence requirement may be 
a good indicator of  the degree to which 
a ccTLD concentrates its focus and 
interest in its national market. Two of  
the strongest ccTLDs (measured by their 
penetration rates and considering their 
local presence requirements) are .ar 

In Latin America 
and the Caribbean, 
56% of  ccTLDs 
do not require 
local presence 
requirements from 
applicants.
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and .br, each of  which has a penetration 
of  over 80% in its respective country. 

In Latin America and the Caribbean, 
56% of  ccTLDs do not require local 
presence from applicants. Of  those 
who do, they usually ask for one of  the 
following:  
• physical presence in the country, 
• registered trademark in the country 

and/or 
• a contact address (for billing, technical 

contact, or administrative purposes). 

In addition, several ccTLDs require 
local presence for subdomains (which 
may represent a specific activity, such 
as banking, tourism, education and 
government activities, among others).

Other legal frameworks

Considering the formal legal frameworks 
for a registry, 93% of  ccTLDs that 
participated in a recent study 
conducted by LACTLD in this region, 
which was replicated by the respective 
organizations in Africa, Asia Pacific and 
Europe, manifested to have some kind 
of  formal relationship with The Internet 
Corporation for Assigned Names and 
Numbers (ICANN), either through 
exchange of  letters, memorandum 

of  understanding, accountability 
framework or contracts. This regional 
percentage is higher than the global 
average of  the four mentioned above 
regions, which is of  69%.  

It is important to bear in mind that a legal 
framework, in many cases complementary 
to the agreements with ICANN, is 
provided for in national environments 
through mechanisms such as decrees, 
laws, or government contracts. This legal 
framework in the region comprises more 
than 30% of  registries, while the global 
average is 54%.

Another important aspect of  the legal 

framework of  registries is that the 
vast majority of  ccTLDs that are now 
governed by any national legislation 
in the region have their origin in free 
trade agreements. Up until now, these 
have mainly affected the registries as 
far as the resolution of  disputes on 
domain names is concerned, but the 
Trans-Pacific-Partnership (commonly 
known as TPP), still under negotiation, 
could impose more conditions on the 
activity of  ccTLDs. These cases are, 
for the moment, almost exclusive to 
the LAC region, according to a global 
study conducted by the four regional 
organizations and presented during the 
last ccNSO meeting at ICANN51.  

Considering the formal legal
frameworks for a registry, 93% of  the 
ccTLDs of  the region have some kind 
of  formal relationship with ICANN, 
either through the exchange of  letters, 
memoranda of  understanding, rendering 
of  accounts or contracts. 



Issues, working groups and proposals for NTIA 
succession regarding the key functions of  Internet root 
zone management are already being consolidated.

Since the National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration 
(NTIA) surprised a large part of  the 
Internet community by announcing 
its intention to find an organization to 
succeed it in overseeing the functions 
of  the Internet Assigned Numbers 
Authority (IANA) this past March 14th, 
the processes and proposals that will 
lead to the creation of  an initiative 
that meets the NTIA’s requirements, 
i.e., one that is representative of  the 
interests of  the global stakeholder 
community and that doesn’t consist 
of  governmental or intergovernmental 
controls, are finally underway.

The IANA Coordination Group (ICG) 
began working in the month of  July. 
This group comprises stakeholders 
representing the different communities 
involved in and directly affected by 
this change, including the Internet 
domain name, numbering, and protocol 
communities. Since September, 
these three subgroups have been 
working independently to present their 
community’s proposals to the ICG. 

The ICG established an internal working 
plan to define which mechanisms 
and processes will determine how the 
proposals prepared by the different 
parties will be consolidated and how 

decisions will be made based primarily 
on consensus. The ICG expects to 
receive the proposals from the different 
communities by mid-January 2015 so 
that in the following months the group 
can work on consolidating a single 
proposal, which will be submitted to the 
NTIA in mid-2015.

As regards to the three technical 
communities affected by this transition, 
the domain name situation is by far 
the most complicated. First, because 
there are two separate groups within 
the domain name community: ccTLDs, 
which are grouped within the ICANN 
structure along with the ccNSO, the 
organization that represents them; and 
gTLDs, which are consolidated within 
ICANN along with the gNSO. Generic 
top-level domains (gTLD) are far more 
regulated by ICANN than ccTLDs. 
There are 248 ccTLDs – practically one 
for each country and territory defined 
by ISO 3166 –, all of  which develop 
their own technological, commercial, 
legal, and regulatory policies and are 
incorporated in jurisdictions subject to 
specific national legislations according 
to the historical legacy developed 
organically with the delegations 
granted by Jon Postel starting in 1983 
and later formalized in 1994 through 
RFC 1591.

Specifically, this means that each 
ccTLD is a separate universe in terms 
of  the regulation, enforcement, and 
management processes it applies for 
the assignment and management of  
national domain names and DNS space. 
If  we add the fact that 152 of  the 248 
existing ccTLDs are members of  the 
ccNSO, we are faced with a current 
scenario in which there is no body that is 
representative of  all these institutions. 

What ccTLDs and gTLDs do have in 
common is that they depend on the 
IANA’s essential services to configure 
updates to the Internet root server. This 
means that each time a TLD modifies 
a DNS server configuration, updates 
a technical or administrative contact, 
changes its address, or signs their zone 
using DNSSEC, these amendments are 
reported to the IANA, who is responsible 
for incorporating and coordinating 

neW InstItutIonAL 
moDeLs for 
GLobAL, open, 
muLtIstAkeHoLDer 
GovernAnce 

tHe trAnsItIon of steWArDsHIp of tHe IAnA 
functIons from A cctLD poInt of vIeW

How will the control 
and accountability 
functions be 
exercised in this 
new framework? 

By Carolina Aguerre,
General manager LACTLD
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this information to maintain the 
interoperability and uniqueness of  
DNS and the global network. This 
uniqueness is what provides so much 
social, economic, and political value to 
the Internet as we know it today and it 
is the reason why, though invisible to the 
vast majority of  Internet users, the IANA 
functions are critical and essential.

Replacement of a structure and 
accountability

Despite its weakness as regards its 
legitimacy (this role has been fulfilled 
unilaterally by a single government 
since 1998), the stewardship role 
that the NTIA and the United States 
Department of  Commerce have fulfilled 
so that the IANA can conduct its work 
according to contractual levels of  
service has provided the vast majority 
of  the stakeholders with guarantees as 
to operational stability and efficiency. 
This change represents an opportunity 
to provide greater legitimacy to a 
function that has global implications; 
however, replacing the NTIA’s current 
role involves designing a new model 
or making major adjustments to the 
current one.

Replacing the NTIA leads to one of  
the most controversial aspects of  this 
process, one that may be summarized 
in the following questions: 
• Which body should replace the NTIA?
• Should a new body be created or 

should the organizations that exist 
within the IANNA structure be 
improved? 

• How will the control and accountability 
functions be exercised in this new 
framework? 

• How will this (these) new structure(s) 
be funded? 

These questions are essential for every 
community, but they particularly affect 
how the names, numbers and protocols 
communities currently operate. Domain 
names, however, not only pose the most 
complex scenario due to the diversity 
described above; they also technically, 
politically, and operationally depend 
on ICANN’s structures with regards to 
the IANA functions (through the ccNSO 
in the case of  ccTLDs and the gNSO 
for gTLDs). The protocols and names 

[1] Milton Mueller and Brenden Kuerbis (2014) “Towards Global Internet Governance: How to End U.S. Control of  
ICANN Without Sacrificing Stability, Freedom or Accountability”. Available at: http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.
cfm?abstract_id=2408226

Source: Milton Mueller and Brenden Kuerbis (2014) “Towards Global Internet Governance: How 
to End U.S. Control of  ICANN Without Sacrificing Stability, Freedom or Accountability.”

communities decide their policies 
within independent organizations that 
bring them all together (the IAB and the 
NRO, respectively). 

For this reason, the accountability of  
these new structures is a key aspect 
in the discussion on this transition 
towards new institutional forms. 
Without an appropriate control process 
and a framework that will guarantee 
compliance with the service levels 
agreed for the IANA, there must be 
predetermined appeal mechanisms in 
place. Otherwise the process will not 
have the support or gain the credibility 
of  the technical communities that rely 
on the IANA’s operation or that of  the 
broader community. 

There are two accountability related 
principles materialized in the work 
of  Mueller and Kuerbis (2014)1 that 
are essential to ccTLD operations. 
The first is the separation of  the 
IANA functions from the policy and 

standards development process, which 
means that technical and operational 
processes should not be confused with 
policy processes. The other relates to 
improving incentives to ensure that the 
IANA functions are fulfilled in a precise 
and secure manner, which implies, 
among other things, the registries’ 
direct control over their own changes on 
the root server.

There are currently discussions 
underway in different working groups 
such as the Cross Community Working 
Group (CWG) in the case of  the 
numbering community. In early 2015, 
these working groups will present 
documents reflecting the position of  
their respective communities. Progress 
is expected in the definition of  these 
new structures, which will constitute 
global social experiments in terms 
of  innovation in governance. For the 
moment, we must continue to work 
and participate, as results do not come 
about by themselves. 
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An IntervIeW WItH rAúL ecHeberríA

While emphasizing the region’s maturity in terms of  the 
relationships that exist between the various stakeholders, 
Raúl Echeberría, former LACNIC CEO and recent addition to 
the ISOC management team, notes that promoting dialogue 
environments is essential for Internet Governance to advance.

This was a year of  changes for Raúl 
Echeberría. In 2000, he was one of  
the founders of  the Latin American & 
Caribbean Network Information Center 
(LACNIC); two years later he was 
appointed as the organization’s CEO, 
a position he held until last June when 
he joined the Internet Society (ISOC) as 
Vice President of  Global Engagement. 

From his new position, Echeberría 
leads the global strategy for integrating 
regional initiatives, strategic 
development efforts and the activities 
of  chapters around the world. ISOC has 
regional offices in Latin America and the 
Caribbean, North America, Europe, Asia 
and Africa, and is planning to establish 
one in the Middle East. Echeberría also 
works on the relationship with ISOC’s 
106 existing chapters, as well as on 
generating communities and projects 
aimed at infrastructure development 
and deployment. He is also leading the 
Internet Governance Forum Support 
Association (IGFSA), an initiative created 
within the framework of  the 9th IGF.

With a degree in Computer Science by 
the University of  the Republic of  his 
native Uruguay and a Masters’ degree 
in Information Technology, Echeberría 
has always been a leading protagonist 
of  the history of  our region’s Internet.

How do you see the region in 
terms of Internet governance? 

I think the region of  Latin America and 
the Caribbean is an excellent model in 
terms of  the relationships that exist 
between the various stakeholders. I also 
see major progress in other regions, but 
I believe that, over time, we have been 
gradually building a relationship that 
has now reached a very good level of  
maturity. However, this doesn’t mean 
that everything is perfect. 

At this point, I think it is essential 
that we encourage the development of  
multistakeholder Internet governance 
dialogue models at national level within 
each country. And there is no reason to 
have just a single model. I know that very 
good models –for instance, the Brazilian 
experience– already exist, yet we must 
find ways to build the most appropriate 
model for each country.

A criticism that current Internet 
governance systems –mainly the IGF– 
have always received is that they are a 
“talk show” of  sorts and have no true 
impact on policy generation. It is true 
that the IGF needs to be improved, but 
we are already working on that. I am 
personally very committed to this. I 
believe that the IGF needs some changes, 

that this is the time to take risks, to do 
different things and to continue to move 
forward along this innovative path, as 
the IGF itself  is the most innovative 
governance experience to have been 
implemented in the last 50 years, not 
only in terms of  Internet governance but 
of  governance in general. 

Considering that it has been in 
existence for almost ten years, what 
should be the focus of the IGF?

In addition to remaining constantly 
innovative, we must keep investing, taking 
risks and evolving, not only because some 
people demand that we do so but because 
it is the right thing to do. We must keep in 
mind, however, that this is not enough, as 
90 or 95% of  public policies are generated 
at national level. Very few public policies 
are developed at international level 
through regional agreements or treaties. 
This means that we first need to have 
these multistakeholder mechanisms in 
place at national level, not only to enrich 
regional and global debates through the 
incorporation of  local perspectives, but 
also to bring international experiences 
to local environments and adapt them to 
local needs. 

At the IGF, people engage in very good 
discussions and participate in multiple 

Raúl Echeberría

“We must promote 
muLtIstAkeHoLDer 
DIALoGue moDeLs 
At nAtIonAL LeveL”
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debates, yet they leave the meetings in 
the belief  that they are doing so with 
concrete things in their hands only to 
realize that they don’t know what to 
do with those ideas. We need national 
mechanisms that will allow taking 
those experiences to a local level, thus 
enriching local debates. This will then 
allow us to have a much greater impact 
on policy making. 

Multistakeholder models are not a 
goal in and of  themselves –they are 
simply a mechanism. We need policies 
that will have a positive impact on 
social, human, political, and economic 
development, that will promote 
development and that will allow ICTs 
to effectively impact society from every 
point of  view. The other thing I’d like 
to mention is the issue of  freedoms: 
the Internet and ICTs in general must 
be tools for strengthening the exercise 
of  Human Rights. However, in order for 
policies to have a two-way impact (from 
global level to national level and vice 
versa) they must be adapted to local 
realities. The only way to ensure that 
national policy development processes 
are appropriate in terms of  these 
two major objectives is through the 
participation of  all stakeholders.

In short, I believe we are in a very good 
place and that after a process that 
has taken us several years we have 
achieved a great level of  maturity as 
regards the relationships that exist 
between the various stakeholders. Yet 
we can’t remain where we are. We must 
continue moving forward. The next step 
is to create these dialogue environments 
that will contribute to the development 
of  policies adapted to each national 
community’s needs.

How have you seen these issues 
included in the agenda during the 
14 years you have been involved 
with them? 

I think there have been major changes. 
Let’s not forget that, when we attended 
the preparatory meetings for the Geneva 
Summit in 2003, we weren’t allowed 
to enter the rooms where the meetings 
were taking place. Discussions and 
negotiations were being conducted 
behind closed doors and we couldn’t 
even participate as observers. Issues 
were being discussed that affected 
us, that had a direct impact on our 

interests, yet we had no idea what was 
being said. There was neither Twitter nor 
live streaming, which means there was 
no way to know what was going on inside 
the meeting rooms except at those times 
when a representative of  one of  the 
governments with which we had a closer 
relationship would come out and inform 
us, or even to talk to us to find out our 
opinions and points of  view. Eleven years 
later, this would be considered madness. 
Today, the thought of  conducting a 
global Internet governance discussion 
using those mechanisms wouldn’t cross 
anyone’s mind. 

How did Edward Snowden’s 
2013 revelations affect policy 
makers? What other landmarks led 
governments to become aware that 
Internet governance was something 
they should be involved in?

It seems to me that the World Summit 
on the Information Society held between 
2003 and 2005 marked a before and 
after. Many governments were motivated 
to include the topic of  Internet 
governance at the Summit due to their 
interest in increasing their participation 
and control over governance activities. 

The outcome, however, was not what 
they expected. I don’t think they’d hoped 
for a consolidation of  multistakeholder 
models within a broader environment. 
Today, these mechanisms are expanding 
and transcending Internet governance 
issues.

Of  course, I believe that Snowden’s 
revelations served as triggers, but for 
other things. Governments began to 
realize the importance of  the Internet 
for human activities and that they should 
therefore pay more attention even to its 
details. It is interesting that Snowden’s 
revelations, Dilma Rousseff’s speech 
at the United Nations, and ICANN’s 
interests in its Internet governance 
strategy converged to generate this Net 
Mundial meeting held in April. 

By way of the Montevideo 
Statement.

Yes, it was very important. That was 
the lead-up to Net Mundial. Speaking 
about the differences between 2003 
and 2014, it would never have crossed 
anyone’s mind that this meeting could 
be for governments only. It would have 
lacked legitimacy. Here we can see how 
legitimacy and control are on opposite 
sides of  the scales. Greater control over 
the debate’s results would cause a loss 
of  legitimacy, while greater legitimacy 
means a loss of  control. Net Mundial’s 
legitimacy required that the process 
be open and participative. Some of  
us participated in good faith because 
we saw constructive intentions. It was 
a learning process. Many things went 
well; others could have gone better. 

The result, however, was extremely 
important.

Two aspects of  the Net Mundial 
meeting are worth highlighting. First, 
the meeting itself, which was the result 
of  an open, participative, and bottom-
up process, and held in a global 

multistakeholder environment without 
any formal negotiation mechanisms. 
I think this is fantastic. I believe that 
political scientists will soon discover 
this and will have plenty of  material to 
work with. Today, it seems to me that 
we are looking at Net Mundial solely as 
it relates to Internet governance, yet 
its repercussions are much broader. 
In the second place, the content of  
the discussions themselves: only five 
or six years ago, it was very difficult 
to include Human Rights issues on the 
Internet Governance Forum’s agenda. 
Some of  us had been proposing 
topics such as privacy and freedom 
of  expression since the early days of  
the IGF. Today nobody questions their 
inclusion on the agenda. But it hasn’t 
always been easy. 

“Very good models –for instance, the 
Brazilian model– already exist, yet 
we must find ways to build the most 
appropriate model for each country.”
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A study reports on the impact of  broadband on economic growth, 
employment, school performance and inclusion in Latin America.

The presence of  broadband has 
different impacts on the economic, 
educational and social life of  people. 
National policies that encourage its 
expansion have an interesting margin 
for growth, as well as positive effects 
if  properly designed. So says the study 
The Internet and Poverty: Opening the 
Black Box (*). 

This research was conducted by the 
International Development Research 
Centre (IDRC) and implemented by 
the Regional Dialogue on Information 
Society (DIRSI, for the acronym in 
Spanish for Diálogo Regional sobre 
Sociedad de Información), a network 
of  professionals and institutions 
specializing in ICT research and policies. 
In order to assess the contribution of  
high-speed Internet access to mitigate 
poverty in Latin America, the reality of  
several countries was studied based on 
disaggregated data on the adoption of  
ICT, household surveys, school surveys, 
standardized tests for primary and 
secondary school students, specific 
case studies in Brazil, Chile, Colombia, 
Ecuador and Peru and interviews with 
users and non-users. 

“In general terms, the results 
corroborate the positive contribution 
of  broadband to overall economic 
growth (what we call the growth effect), 
but the impact is much more modest 
than previously estimated, up to five 
times smaller than the most optimistic 
estimates. The results also confirm 
that there is a positive effect on the 
wages associated with broadband 
availability locally, bringing revenue 
up by 7.5% over a period of  two years, 
according to some estimates. This 
benefit is capitalized by all workers 
whether or not they use broadband, 

confirming that this technology has 
a spillover effect”, establishes the 
report, pointing out that this evidence 
plays in favor of  national broadband 
plans, such as Argentina Conectada, 
the National Broadband Plan in 
Brazil and the Vive Digital program in 
Colombia, among others.

The study identified three mechanisms 
through which broadband can accelerate 
the pace of  economic growth. They are:
a. Increase of  business productivity. 
b. Improvement of  market performance 

through the reduction of  transaction 
costs. 

c. Promotion of  a better balance 
between supply and demand for labor. 

Workers benefit from the availability of  
broadband, as the increased productivity 
and an improved labor adjustment lead 
to increased income for those that are 
employed. However, the findings in terms 
of  its effects on global employment are 
dichotomous. The report notes that 
while broadband creates new jobs, it 
also eliminates others. 

“The political implication that emerges 
from these results is the need to 
complement investments in local 
broadband infrastructure with job 
training programs in order to promote 
a better adjustment between the skills 
of  workers and the new jobs created by 
broadband investments”, says the study.  

In pursuit of education

As for schools, the study indicates 
that if  only the broadband connection 
is provided, the effect on students’ 
performance is small. The most promising 
results are found in cases where the tool 
causes unexpected changes in classroom 

activities, such as using current events to 
teach grammar and math. 

It is critical that teachers know how 
to use Internet connectivity. Research 
reveals evidences of  a small but 
statistically significant negative effect 
on the performance of  some students 
whose teachers, due to lack of  training, 
use broadband for non-educational 
activities. According to researchers, it 
is necessary to review the connectivity 
programs in schools “to ensure that 
the use of  digital resources in the 
classroom is properly articulated with 
the school curriculum and the general 
educational goals of  the initiative” such 
as the Chilean program Enlaces does, 
for example.  

A suitable combination of  teacher 
training and educational resources 
has a positive impact, especially for 
students in rural schools, students from 
low-income households and students 
with no Internet connection at home. 
Besides, it can help them catch up with 
their peers.

One of  the main impacts of  broadband 
initiatives in schools is to more positively 
engage students with curricular 

Internet HeLps 
mItIGAte poverty

reseArcH

School connections 
to broadband 
motivate students 
and promote a 
better learning 
environment.
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activities. “There are evidences that the 
connection of  schools to broadband 
motivates students and promotes 
a better learning environment. The 
effect of  motivation is reflected in 
a small but significant reduction of  
dropout rates, as well as in small but 
significant increases in passing rates. 
In schools with broadband connections, 
teachers reported a significant drop 
in absenteeism among students, less 
discipline problems, and less verbal and 
physical assaults”, says the report. 

Broadband also impacts citizens’ 
participation and can help people 
overcome collective action challenges 
related to political mobilization. 
Mainly based on empirical evidences 
from developed countries, the study 
shows that the adoption of  Internet 
can encourage civic engagement, 

with positive effects on voter turnout, 
campaign contributions and intensity 
of  contact with elected officials. 
Figure 1 shows the integration of  data 
on economic growth, employee and 
inclusion in relation to broadband.

The black lines indicate the effects that 
are predominant and directly related 
to broadband adoption. The light blue 

lines indicate the effects of  strong 
externalities, which also benefit non-
adopters. This graphic also reveals 
that a simultaneous increase in both 
residential and business broadband 
accesses is often necessary for these 
effects to materialize. The most 
obvious example is an improved labor 
adjustment, which requires that both 
companies seeking labor force, and 
individuals looking for jobs, have 
broadband access. 

As a final conclusion, the report presents 
a challenge. “The Internet, like other 
ICTs –it says– can be a powerful tool 
for achieving many development goals, 
including poverty mitigation. But this 
shall only be possible if  investments in 
human capital are properly articulated 
with connectivity initiatives”.

There is a positive 
effect on the 
wages associated 
with broadband 
availability locally.

(*) Source: http://dirsi.net/web/web/es/noticias-y-eventos/noticia/dirsi-publica-estudio-sobre-internet-y-la-pobreza-en-america-latina
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For the first time, families of  terrorism victims have moved 
to seize the domain names, Internet Protocol Addresses and 
Internet licenses of  terrorism-sponsoring countries in an 
attempt to satisfy court judgments.

In 1997 four Americans were injured in 
a suicide bombing in Jerusalem in which 
Hamas claimed responsibility. In 2003 a 
group of  the families of  those American 
victims were awarded US$109 million in 
damages after suing Iran because of  its 
support for Hamas. That case was won 
by default since Iran failed to legally 
defend its position. Since that time 
the families have been trying to claim 
assets of  Iran in the US in an attempt 
to collect partial payment of  the award. 
The families are trying to force ICANN 
to transfer control of  Iran’s ccTLD (.ir 
including the Farsi script version of  .ir, 
all IP addresses utilised by the Iranian 
Government and its agencies) to them, 
rather than going through the hurdles of  
trying to demand payment of  the award 
directly from Iran. Other similar cases 
concerning the ccTLD for Syria (.sy) and 
North Korea (.ky) are also under review.
The claim argues that these countries 
are authorised by “ICANN to allocate 
the TLD’s making .ir (belonging to 
the judgment debtor Iran) a practical 
asset”. As a practical asset the families 
are seeking to attach, and then sell, the 
ccTLD registries associated with those 
countries to pay off  the court judgments. 
A public relations campaign outside 
the courtroom has also been launched 
to highlight the case and create public 
interest. Notably containing text “These 
top level domains, including ccTLD’s, 
are property residing on a server located 
in America and under the direct control 
and authority of  ICANN. This server 
location is referred to by ICANN as the 
“Root Zone”.

While ICANN expressed “great 
sympathy” for the families’ claim, it 
stated that transferring the domains 
“would simply destroy a resource 
utilised by the internet community”. 
Further even if  the domains were seized 
the courts would not have the technical 
mechanisms to transfer the operational 
running of  the domains to the families. 
ICANN requested that the subpoenas be 
quashed on the grounds that:
1) ccTLDs are not property that can be 

seized,
2) ccTLDs are not owned by the 

countries to which they are assigned,
3) ccTLDs are not located within 

Washington, DC, where the case is 
being heard,

4) US law prevents the Courts from 
involvement in such property since it 
is not used for commercial activity in 
the US, 

5) ICANN does not have unilateral power 
to delegate ccTLDs, and

6) forced delegation of  ccTLDs would 
destroy their value and jeopardise the 
Internet’s operation.

A request from the families’ attorneys for 
more time was made to the Court to allow 
for the discovery of  evidence from ICANN. 
Some existing evidence cited as adding 
legitimacy to the claim are the sale of  
.co for US$109 million to Neustar, and 
the sale of  .tv for over US$100 million to 
Verisign; demonstrating that the ccTLD 
is property that can be seized and has 
value which countries can even market for 
profit. Further it was noted that ICANN 
has the authority to delegate ccTLDs.
In ICANN’s Court submissions of  10 

and 14 October 2013 it reiterates its 
position, that the families representation 
had not followed the Court procedures 
and that the response was inadequate 
to ICANN’s motion to quash the matter. 
ICANN also notes the unpersuasive and 
irrelevant argument that “numerous 
ccTLDs have been monetized by their 
respective governments (e.g..CO and 
.TV), moved away from prior registries 
or registrars (e.g. .AU and .ZU), and 
claimed as government property 
(.UM).” and submits that even if  a 
ccTLD can be monetized this does not 
change the fact that it is a service and, 
therefore, incapable of  being garnished 
or seized by the Court for the award of  
the families in this case.
ICANN has contended that its authority 
over the Root Zone Database is limited 
(such that it may recommend changes 
to the Root Zone Database in delegating 
a new ccTLD or re-delegating an existing 
ccTLD to another operator) as the IANA 
Function Contract prohibits ICANN from 
unilaterally delegating or re-delegating 
ccTLDs. This may very well change given 
the IANA Transition. 
Further, if  ICANN becomes autonomous 
and accountable only to its Board of  
Directors it will likely lose this defense 
and the Court’s final judgment may hold 
it responsible for domain allocation.
This case will likely remain in the court 
system for some time, but must certainly 
be monitored in the months to come as it 
will have important repercussions on the 
Internet ecosystem. There is also talk of  
the issue being tabled for ITU review but 
no tangible action has been set.

PROPERTy vS.
InTERnET 
cOmmunITy RIgThS

By Cintra Sooknanan,
Founding Chair of  the ISOC 
Trinidad and Tobago Chapter



“Internet represents a great 

chance to improve the application 

of human Rights. Obviously it 

doesn’t solve the problem but 

it helps with the solution. For 

the main goals of connecting 

people and making connectivity 

improve people’s lives  -not 

only from an economic point 

of view, but for the exercise of 

freedoms- we need participatory 

and multistakeholder 

enabling environments for the 

development of policies.”

Raúl Echeberría, ISOC Vice President of  Global 
Engagement and former LACNIC CEO.

Interviewed by LACTLD Report.




