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The imporTance of cooperaTion 
To enable growTh
Dear Readers:

The printed version of  this LACTLD 
Report will arrive to you during the 
2nd edition of  the LAC DNS Forum in 
Buenos Aires and is part of  the pre-
events of  ICANN 53. This forum looks 
to congregate the regional actors to 
debate and project their commercial and 
technical developments on the DNS. This 
means to collaborate in the construction 
of  a vital aspect of  the Internet. I would 
like to highlight this, since it is through 
vital mechanisms such as collaboration 
and cooperation that underlie these 
processes that we will be able contribute 
as a community to the future of  the Net.
Cooperation is the vital ingredient 
of  Internet security, an issue that 
we are approaching in our article on 
cybersecurity in this edition. We also 
consider initiatives at the national, 
regional and international level to 
work around the issue of  security 
in cyberspace. The article is further 
enriched by a column by Pablo Hinojosa, 
Director of  Strategic Engagement at the 
Asia Pacific Network Information Centre 
on the Global Conference on Cyber Space 
that took place last April at The Hague.
The issue of  security has an additional 
stream when referring to digital identity 
protection. The work of  Kantara Initiative 
as the main provider with a Security 
Framework, as well as  a platform for 
the needs of  the private sector for the 
development of  policies and standards 
in the industry is developed in an article. 
When referring to the impact of  
cooperation, one must add the progress 
made with the transition of  the IANA 
functions. There is an article on the issue 
explaining the state of  the proposal of  the 
“Post Transition IANA” that will be shortly 
analyzed by the ccTLDs and gTLDs.
LACTLD submitted a proposal for a 
roundtable for the 10th IGF, backed 
with the support of  other organizations 
of  the Internet technical community 
in the region, which examines the 
specific regional processes on enhanced 
cooperation. This proposal was accepted 
by the MAG and the session will have 

a slot in this event. In order to these 
specific mechanisms and the regional 
singularities, we have interviewed Valeria 
Betancourt, director of  the Program 
on Information and Communication 
Policies at the Association for Progressive 
Communications, as well as José 
Clastornik, CEO at AGESIC y eLAC 
President, who has recently received the 
WSIS prize for this process.
We have also interviewed Francisco 
Arias, Director of  Technical Services at 
ICANN, who develops the advantages of  
the new RDAP protocol who will replace 
the traditional WHOIS and among other 
features will enable non-ASCII scripts.
On the other hand, we look at the 
controversial initiatives around zero-
rating, where some arguments for and 
against are proposed for the subsidized 
access to data. The article is enriched 
with the vision of  some ccTLDs in the 
region on the proposal and its possible 
impact on the DNS.
As is customary, we have a space for the 
statistical analysis of  ccTLDs, this time 
from a commercial perspective and the 
focus on strategies for growth.
We hope you enjoy reading this new 
edition of  the Report and for our 
members we hope to see you again in 
our next General Assembly and Legal 
workshop next October in Bogotá, where 
we hope to continue with our cooperation 
for our development and growth.

See you soon,
Eduardo Santoyo
Chair of  the Board, LACTLD
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Problems and InItIatIves

The issues related with Internet security are ever 
more visible in the Internet governance agenda.

The topics akin to Internet security re-
spond to a complex interrelationship 
of  problems related with individual au-
thentication, the protection of  critical 
infastructure, cyber-espionage and cy-
ber-terrorism, as well as worms, virus, 
spam and DDoS attacks. Economic, 
commercial and political security, as 
well as freedom of  expression, are in-
creasingly dependent on the security of  
the Internet. At the same time, in recent 
years, there have been several attacks 
between countries to affect the techno-
logical infrastructure of  States, as well 
as that of  organizations and businesses, 
using different mechanisms to affects 
their capacities.

In the fourth edition of  the Global Con-
ference on Cyber Space (GCCS) at The 
Hague last April (see interview with Pab-
lo Hinojosa), it was clear that there is 
a growing interest at diplomatic levels 
to address these problems of  attacks of  
the cybernetic infrastructure by ways of  
international treaties.

Nevertheless, these kind of  mecha-
nisms present several problems. In the 
first place they do not solve the issues 
around cyber-attacks between States 
in a convincing way, among other rea-
sons because these are not perpetuated 
by government agencies; and secondly, 
because the technology allows to mask 
these attacks.

In addition, a treaty could hinder in-
novation and development in the field 

of  cybersecurity technologies, promot-
ing chilling effects in the sector. One 
recent example for the development of  
cybersecurity research is taking place 
with the “Wassenaar Arrangement”, 
an initiative that covers 41 States (two 
in the region, Argentina and Mexico), 
with the object of  providing a frame-
work for the Export Controls on Con-
ventional Arms and Dual-Use Goods 
and Technologies (such as the nuclear 
ones, for example). In 2013 this Ar-

rangement included in the list of  prod-
ucts within the framework of  control 
what it labelled as “intrusion soft-
ware”, defined as software specially 
designed or modified to avoid detec-
tion by ‘monitoring tools’1.

The expert James Gannon points out 
that in this definition of  software there 
are included many of  the anti-virus 
programs and firewalls, to mention a 
few that are widespread in domestic 
and corporate uses. If  such definitions 
were to be applied by the regulations 
imposed by this Arrangement, it could 
potentially lead to a decrease in in-
vestments and of  incentives to spend 

more on research in this industry, as 
mentioned by Gannon. He also refers 
that the inclusion of  this definition of  
software in this Arrangement was origi-
nated by civil society groups with hu-
man rights.

From some perspectives, the issues of  
security, defence and attacks on the In-
ternet could be regulated internation-
ally with the current legal frameworks, 
even when these do not contain the 
word “cyber” by using many of  the cur-
rent international treaties in place. Nev-
ertheless, it must be recognized that 
this process must be complemented 
with more specific approaches to avoid 
the example above of  the Wassenaar 
Agreement.

As stated by De Nardis (2014)2, cy-
bersecurity has become a proxy for 
national security and that is why it is 
receiving so much attention by govern-
ments, which look to increase their 
levels of  protection and investment in 
infrastructure, as well as by participat-
ing in different national spaces to gen-
erate alliances with the actors involved 
in the different levels of  provision of  
these services3.

One such usual mechanism in which 
public and private actors have con-
solidated such a space in the national 
sphere is in specific relation with the 
Computer Emergency Response Teams 
(CERTs) and the Computer Security In-
cident Response Teams (CSIRTs). 

CooPeratIon 
and Internet 
seCurIty

Cyber-security has 
become a proxy for 
national security.

[1] James Gannon (2015) “Wassenaar: Turning Arms Control intro Software Control” in: http://www.internetgovernance.
org/2015/05/25/wassenaar-turning-arms-control-into-software-control/

[2] Laura DeNardis (2014) The global war for Internet Governance. Yale University Press.
[3] Report on Cybsercurity and Critical Infrastructure in the Americas.

by CarolIna aguerre,
general manager laCtld
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In the region there are currently over 63 
such centers (counting both CSIRTs and 
CERTs) of  a governmental, corporate 
and mixed type of  ventures. The work-
ing mechanisms and collaboration of  
CSIRTs are considered to be issues of  
the highest priority, which continue part 
for the second time as a Best Practice 
Forum (BPF) for the 10th Internet Gov-
ernance Forum (IGF).

The conclusions of  the Best Practice 
Forum on CSIRTs at the 9th IGF in 
2014, in which experts from all the 
regions provided their collaboration, 
the main condition that is signalled to 
make these centres succeed is their 
voluntary, horizontal and trust-based 
cooperation. For this reason they rec-
ommend to intensify the dialogues with 
all governments4. 

During LACTLD’s policy workshop held 
in May 2015 in Lima, several of  these 
problems were addressed and the cur-
rent best practice trends were exam-
ined, including the options and solu-
tions provided by the Internet security 
industry. Another related topic was the 

In the region there 
are currently over 
63 CSIRTs and 
CERTs centers.

[4] Report Best Practice Forum on Establishing and Supporting  Computer Security Incident Response Teams (CSIRT) for 
Internet  Security (2014) IGF 2014 available at:  http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/documents/best-practice-forums/
establishing-and-supporting-computer-emergency-response-teams-certs-for-internet-security/409-bpf-2014-outcome-
document-computer-security-incident-response-teams/file

challenges to cybersecurity in organiza-
tional environments, as well as in the 
case of  two national settings: Estonia 
and Peru. In addition, the experiences 
of  half  a dozen ccTLDs with their re-
spective national CERTs and CSIRTs 
were analysed, as well as the approach-
es to combat the misuse and abuse of  
domain names, where policies were 
discussed for the removal of  domains, 
among other measures.
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IntervIew wIth Pablo hInojosa

The Director of  Strategic Engagement at the Asia Pacific Network Information Centre 
(APNIC) highlighted the relevance of  capacity building for cyberspace crimes.

“we are Far
From reaChIng 
an InternatIonal 
agreement at 
governmental 
level on
Cyber-seCurIty”

For many years we have been 
exchanging views on different 
Internet governance issues and 
now I want to do it in relation 
to the Global Cyber Space 
Conference held at The Hague 
last April. I would like to know 
your impressions regarding some 
of these topcis which may open 
an agenda for the work of ccTLDs 
as well as for Internet governance 
with respect to cyber-security.

Cyber-security is a multi-layered issue 
which seems to have an increasing 
relevance.  It has many layers in 
the sense that for governments are 
increasingly interested, as well as 
concerned due to the issue of  attacks 
on infrastructure and the development 
of  military cyber-weapons. I believe we 
are far from achieving an international 
agreement at governmental level on 
cyber-security, but what is clear is that 
there have to be cooperation efforts 
to share information in the process of  
trans-border persecution of  criminals. 
Something that is evident about this 
process which has already seen four 

editions – London (2009); Budapest 
(2011), Seoul (2013) and recently at 
The Hague - is that capacity building 
is essential. This is something that we 
as organizations from the technical 
community, have a lot to contribute to. 
We know how the Internet operates and 
I believe that there can be a working 
relationship between governments and 
ccTLDs and between governments and 
RIRs to exchange information before 
taking decisions.

With respect to the issue of 
capacity building, you say that at 
The Hague there was consensus 
on the fact that we are still far 
away from achieving a treaty, but 
that we can foresee other longer-
term strategies.

Exactly.  I believe there is a great need on 
behalf  of  law enforcement agencies, the 
police and the judiciary to have a better 
understanding of  the technical aspects 
of  the Internet and how these attacks 
or criminal operations are performed in 
order to know how to face them. In this 
respect, as Internet organizations, we 

must collaborate to help inform these 
actors, both to the policy makers as well 
as the judiciary bodies. Sometimes we 
are afraid, but I think this is the right 
time to engage in these efforts.

You are pointing at something 
that is at the heart of the identity 
of many ccTLDs and we have 
identified many experiences with 
ccTLDs in the Latin American and 
Caribbean region, that see their 
role in the management of the 
DNS for the Internet community, 
both globally as well as nationally, 
as a focal point for the work on 
these policies. This is something 
that can become a wider working 
agenda for many ccTLDs together 
with other technical community 
players in the national and 
regional environment. What are 
your views?

At the end of  the day ccTLDs are the 
organizations that are the closest, 
nationally speaking, with their own 
governments, particularly when 
compared with the RIRs or global 

Pablo Hinojosa,
Director of  Strategic 
Engagement at APNIC 



organizations such as ISOC or ICANN. 
I believe that this relationship can have 
a very positive effect in the sense that a 
ccTLD can approach their national law 
enforcement agencies or their judiciary 
with a proposal and say “Why don’t we 
organize a workshop to discuss how 
the DNS works?” We can take the RIR, 
LACNIC in the case of  Latin America 
and the Caribbean. We do this in Asia 
Pacific as APNIC and with APTLD with 
the ccTLDs and talk to them about 
names, numbers, the DNS, the Internet 

to help them make the right questions 
when the time comes and they need the 
help from each of  these organizations. 
In this way, we are helping to clean 
the ecosystem so that the decisions 
that are taken do not affect the future 
of  the Internet when they are taken to 
national regulatory environments or 
international treaties.

One last question: The fact 
that the next edition of this 
conference in 2017 will take 
place in Latin America, do you 
believe it implies that there 
will be a greater scope for 
participation from the regional 
technical communities and 
States?

I totally think so. I believe this is a 
great opportunity and the fact that this 
is becoming such a high-level event 
makes States at a diplomatic level more 
aware of  this behavior in cyberspace. 
The meeting at The Hague created a 
good precedent for multistakeholder 
participation. I hope that the next 
meeting in Mexico in 2017 can open to 
other organizations, such as ccTLDs to 
participate. I recommend following this 
initiative, since it is a good entry-point 
for the cooperation that is needed to be 
in place before decisions are taken that 
can affect the dynamics and shape of  
the Internet.

“There can 
be a working 
relationship 
between 
governments 
and ccTLDs and 
governments and 
RIRs to exchange 
information
before decisions 
are taken”.
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PosItIon

CcTLDs are sitting on top of  a gold 
mine. How can we benefit from it?

When it comes to following the 
evolution of  TLDs, each registry has 
its own method. Almost every registry 
has a spreadsheet with increases, falls, 
renewals, revenues and a chart to map 
how domains evolve. We may detect 
seasonality, estimate future income 
variations, and check the market 
share of  each registry, as well as the 
results of  any campaign or promotion. 
We may also use Whois data to know, 
for example, the cities where our 
registrants live.

The above mentioned information 
is basic data that can provide TLD’s 
development metrics. This is an initial, 
interesting review, but does not take into 
account key aspects of  the status of  
TLDs, their use and impact on society. 
We can go much further and make a 
more in depth review. 

We may scan the Zone (list of  registered 
domains) and study the content of  
its web pages to see how they relate. 
By analyzing the links and putting 
everything into a graph, we may find the 
most popular domains, those that have 
more self-links and, in general, much 
more information about TLDs’ structure. 
Are there domain communities or 

clusters dealing with a certain topic? 
How many are there? Where are they?

By studying the distribution, 
geolocation and redundancy of  name 
servers and by complementing this 
data with information both on the way 
that registrars share the market and 

on the geolocation of  their servers, we 
may discover the physical structure of  
the network and some of  its potential 
vulnerabilities.

We can also get less crucial, but not 
less useful, information on registered 
domain names. For example, data on 
the average length of  our TLD’s domains 
or the first most common letter can 
be used to create a contest on social 
networks or prepare communication 
tools to foster communication about 
our TLD. 

Another type of  deeper analysis includes 
the classification of  scanned pages 

into different groups,  such as parking, 
resale, those belonging to institutions, 
companies or individuals, etc.  

The analysis of  our TLD’s web content 
may also give us some clues about 
the way it is used, or its pulse. It is a 
detailed analysis of  contents from 

which we extract the feeling of  the TLD, 
in other words, the scope of  the TLD. 

Data matching

In addition, data from many of  
these surveys can be matched, for 
example, with the place of  residence 
of  registrants, the distribution of  the 
country’s population or the average 
per capita income per city. Again: 
these are statistical data of  interest for 
TLDs to better plan their strategic and 
marketing activities, at the same time 
as they are results that can be disclosed 
so that TLDs’ promotion is fostered in 
the media and on the Internet. It also 

The strategic analysis of  various data on 
domains help us better understand TLDs 
and thus better plan business and marketing 
strategies.

CCtlds
hIde a 
treasure

It is possible to scan the list of  registered 
domains and study the content of  the web 
pages and see how they relate.

By Jordi Iparraguirre,
Managing partner of  
Primus Inter Pares*
Strategy, Development and 
Business Intelligence for 
TLDs
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allows providing key data on TLDs to the 
Academy or the Government to assess 
the evolution and growth of  Internet use 
in the country. 

In short, in-depth analysis of  the TLD 
provides us first-hand information 
about our registrants (in other words, 
those who pay us for the Domains) who 
are using the TLD. It is a treasure that, 
properly processed, taking into account 
metrics, comparisons and key graphs, 
provides strategic information that will 
help us make better decisions and be 
much more effective. 

And this is just the beginning. This is the 
result of  making a single check or taking 
a picture of  the status of  the TLD. Like 
medical checks, the next great added 
value is to compare these data, from 
time to time, with the results of  other 
analysis previously made to determine 
the evolution of  the ccTLD’s key 
metrics. Besides, we can also compare 
our ccTLD with another TLD or with the 
aggregate results of  other similar TLDs, 
either occasionally or regularly.

So far, we have briefly reviewed some 
of  the analysis we can do only by using 
TLDs’ contents. By knowing more about 
our TLD, we are able to better plan, 
compete with the right tools and know 
the ground we stand on, being more 
efficient and ultimately able to drive the 
ccTLD we manage. 

Another aspect to be explored is the 
impact of  our TLD in the country. It is 
also possible to compare certain data 
from the TLD with other sources of  

information such as the distribution 
of  registrants, the population and 
the economy. Is there any correlation 
between the presence of  the TLD 
and the population density, or a 

specific type of  economic activity (for 
example, tourism and manufacturing), 
penetration of  Internet use or 3G? Does 
this information allow us to develop 
specific campaigns? 

In short, the purpose of  better knowing 
our TLD is very broad. On the one hand, 
by taking a snapshot, such as a blood 
test, we get to know how the TLD is at 
that specific time. On the other hand, by 
making periodic analysis, we are able 
to compare results and understand how 
our TLD evolves. And, finally, to better 
understand the impact of  the ccTLD in 
the country, we can match data on how 
it is being used with other information 
on the social and economic aspects of  
the country. 

With these three types of  studies, we 

do not intend to collect and analyze 
data just for hypochondriac pleasure 
of  knowing the status of  the TLD, but 
to discover, with an eye to the future, 
what is wrong with the TLD and propose 
better strategies and actions which will 
improve its health condition and enable 
its balanced growth. 

From a more utilitarian point of  
view, we can use this knowledge to 
launch communication and marketing 
activities, revealing certain interesting 
aspects of  the TLD. This could include, 
for instance, a contest on social 
networks to see who gets the length of  
the longest domain registration right, 
the provision of  maps of  the places 
where more domains are registered, or 
the drawing of  the network of  the most 
referenced domains within the TLD. 
Whatever you want!

With the increasing availability of  new 
gTLDs, we cannot continue to use old 
metrics. We must take one step further. 
We must know our customers better and 
find out how they use our product. We 
need detailed analysis on the use of  the 
TLD and new metrics that evidence the 
information hidden in the data. 

Information is power. To know who 
our registrants are, how our registrars 
grow and, ultimately, how and in what 
domains we register are used shall 
offer us a new perspective about 
our TLD, as well as valuable clues 
on how to prepare business, market 
and promotional plans. A new way of  
looking into our TLD to help us grow 
more and better. 

The analysis of  
our TLD’s website 
contents can 
provide us with 
clues about the way 
it is being used.



transItIon

A scheme under consideration is to create an ICANN 
affiliate entity that will have its own staff, processes, 
information and knowledge to fulfil its mandate.

Fifteen months on from the United 
States’ National Telecommunications 
and Information Administration (NTIA) 
call to the international Internet 
community to present an alternative 
proposal for the stewardship of  the 
Internet Assigned Numbers Authority 
(IANA), a function currently performed 
by this agency, the progress in the 
consolidation of  a proposal has become 
more tangible. Even though it is not a 
reality that is right around the corner, 
the final proposal begins to take a 
clearer shape.

With respect to the names community, 
centred in the Cross Community 
Working Group (CWG), a proposal 
was presented in June for the final 
discussion and approval among the 
operationally affected communities 
- mainly ccTLDs and gTLDs – which 
contemplates the creation of  an affiliate 
legal entity named “Post Transition 
IANA” (PTI).

In the CWG proposal the PTI will 
receive from ICANN the IANA functions 
and the associated human resources, 
processes, information and knowledge 
to adequately perform these functions. 
ICANN will develop a contract with 
the PTI, granting it the rights and 
obligations so that it can serve as the 
IANA Functions Operator (IFO) for the 
names functions. This contract will 

also describe the rights and obligations 
of  ICANN and the PTI, as well as the 
service level agreements.

The creation of  this body has been one 
of  the most contested in the debates 
in the names community, since there 
were differing positions on the issue of  
creating an independent ICANN body 
since last year.

In short, the standpoints that supported 
the creation of  a new and independent 
organization did so since because 
they considered that this separation 
would provide for more effective 
control mechanisms. The bottom-line 
argument lay in the answer to the 
question as to what would happen if  

one day the IANA functions operator 
would not keep up with the service 
level agreements. If  the operations 
would be totally incorporated in the 
ICANN structure, this organization 

would be both judge and interested 
party, which would make more difficult 
the possibility of  separating the IANA 
functions from ICANN. Even though 
this is always a last resource scenario 
the possibility had to be considered in 
this exercise, since although it is a limit 
situation it must be underscored that 
the users of  the IANA functions evaluate 
the service provided as excellent and 
accomplishing the highest standards 
of  service.

On the other side, those positions 
that considered that the IANA 
functions should be maintained within 
ICANN argued that this was the best 
scenario to keep simple operations, 
without complex structures and 

comprehensible for the international 
community and the United States 
government, which has to evaluate the 
transition proposal at some point in 
2015. They also argued that in terms of  

Progress on the 
ProPosals For 
the stewardshIP 
oF the Iana 
FunCtIons 

ICANN will develop a contract with the 
PTI, granting it the rights and
obligations so that it can serve as the 
IANA Functions Operator.

By Carolina Aguerre,
General Manager,
LACTLD
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accountability, there was the dilemma 
of  infinite regress, which at some point 
had to be stopped in order to come up 
with a feasible proposal. In addition, 
they cautioned to rethink about 
ICANN’s arduous origins and that many 
achievements had been accomplished 
in the past seventeen years, so the way 
forward was to continue to consolidate 
a multistakeholder global structure, 
assuming the responsibility for the 
stewardship of  these functions, rather 
than to go through this exercise again.

The creation of  PTI supposes an 
intermediary position between both 
extreme options, which guarantees 
independence and quality of  service, 
while at the same time it does not 
add excessive layers of  bureaucratic 
mechanisms and functions. It also 
presupposes a compromise on behalf  of  

ICANN to continue with its development 
as a guarantor of  operations that 
must keep up with their parameters 
of  excellence. In both LACTLD’s public 
comments to the proposal the need to 
have mechanisms that would provide 
safeguards to this independence have 
always been maintained.

Despite what was has been written 
about the CWG proposal, there is still a 
way to go. Firstly, because the proposal 
has to be approved by the affected 
communities, as stated previously. 
In the second place, because the 
IANA Coordination Group (ICG), the 
multistakeholder committee that will 
produce the scheme to present to 
the US Government, has to finish its 
job and adjust the positions coming 
from the names, numbers and 
protocols communities, so that it is all 

consolidated into one integrated final 
proposal.

In addition, there is a fair amount 
of  work to be accomplished by the 
cross community working group on 
accountability (CCWG Accountability), 
which is in the process of  analysing the 
comments received to its call for public 
input, in order to consolidate ICANN to 
the times that are coming ahead, where 
the Internet is an increasingly essential 
resource for humanity.

The PTI will have 
to be approved 
by the affected 
communities.

11 • LACTLD
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The Technical Services Director of  ICANN 
comments on the advantages of  the new 
RDAP protocol as to internationalization, 
data security and technical improvements.

The Registration Data Access Protocol 
(RDAP) was standardized by the Internet 
Engineering Task Force (IETF) in March 
of  this year. This protocol is introduced 
as an alternative to WHOIS, one of  
the oldest protocols in use for data 
inquiry on domain name registrations. 
Francisco Arias, Technical Services 
Director of  ICANN, comments on the 
new protocol features.

The RDAP was recently 
launched by ICANN. What is 
the value proposal of this new 
WHOIS implementation for the 
registration community in Latin 
America? 

It has the ability to support the use 
of  characters other than ASCII. For 
instance, in the cases of  Spanish, 
Portuguese and French languages, 
it supports the use of  vowels with 
graphical accents, the Spanish ñ, 
and the Portuguese ç, among others. 
People and street names can be 
spelled in various languages other 
than English. Another feature is its 
standard user-friendly appearance, 
which facilitates the processing of  
the RDAP contents, versus what 
could be done in WHOIS. It also has 
standardized error messages that 
provide information on identified 
issues. 

How long is the implementation 
expected to take? 

The technical part has been completed 
at the IETF; it has already become a 
standard. The next step is its adoption 
by registries. In the case of  ccTLDs, 
the protocol must be adopted following 
internal policies and priorities. A 
decision must be made as to when 
and how to implement the RDAP. In the 

case of  gTLDs, ICANN is working on the 
profile, which consists of  the details 
about how to set up the RDAP when 
implementing it specifically for TLDs, 
and what I mean here is registrations 
and registrars, which are the distributors 
or intermediaries, and in the case of  
generic TLDs are the ones that offer end 

user registration. We are working on 
defining those details related to how to 
implement the protocol in TLDs. There 
is a scheduled session for the ICANN 
meeting in Buenos Aires, where we will 
discuss the aspects we must define. As 
always at ICANN, the idea is to hold 
discussions with the community to reach 
a consensual decision about what the 
parameters for RDAP implementation 
should be.

Besides the new support for 
multilingual characters, what 
other solution does the protocol 
offer? There are privacy-related 
issues. Does the RDAP meet new 
social demands such as those 
related to databases and the 
amount of data collected through 
domain registration processes 
with an approach different from 
that of the WHOIS version?

Privacy aspects have been key since 
the beginning of  the RDAP work at the 
IETF, and the discussion was around 
the fact that each registry has its own 
policies and regulations based on the 
jurisdiction where it is established and 
the contracts it must honor. Therefore, 
the decision was made that RDAP 
should be a protocol with options 
that allow each registry to implement 
the requirements according to its 

an alternatIve 
to the whoIs 
ProtoCol

IntervIew wIth FranCIsCo arIas

“In the case 
of  ccTLDs, the 
protocol must be 
adopted following 
internal policies
and priorities.”

Francisco Arias,
Technical Services
Director of  ICANN
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reality. The RDAP scheme allows each 
particular registry to define what exit to 
offer through RDAP; in other words, the 
protocol does not define what the exit 
should be. The registry states what fields 
to show. It also has access level options 
to define whether certain users should 
see more or fewer fields. For example, 
on the one hand, a scheme in some 
TLDs that RADP would support consists 
of  a group of  fields that may not contain 
personal information and is available to 
any user, such as an anonymous one not 
requiring authentication. On the other 
hand, a broader set of  data is available 
to users who are registered in a registry 
and meet certain requirements it sets. 
Such different access levels are possible 
according to the policies defined by a 
registry.  The protocol offers the options, 
but defining the solution to be used is 
the responsibility of  the registries.

Are there any additional 
advantages that registries should 
take into account?

There is data exit standardization. 
The protocol does not define what 
fields should be shown, but it states 
that if  a certain field is shown, it is 
done with a certain syntax or type 
of  presentation. The same applies to 
the way in which queries should be 
made or the request-for-information 

protocol. The protocol now defines how 
the information should be requested. 
An additional feature, if  the registry 
decides to implement it, is the search 
capability. Traditionally, WHOIS has 
allowed to search by domains where 
names are known. Now, the RDAP 
allows for search by domain even if  the 
exact name is unknown and only the 
first or last letters, or a part of  such 
name, are known. Another feature is 
that RDAP uses the http web protocol 
for data traffic. Http is broadly used, 
and many engineers already know how 
to use it, a fact that facilitates RDAP 
implementation significantly.

I guess that the Asia-Pacific 
region is highly interested 
in having this protocol up 
and running because of the 
barriers posed by the use of 
scripts not pertaining to that 
region’s languages. What do you 
anticipate for Latin America? 
What efforts should be made 
to be able to have this protocol 

adopted by as many stakeholders 
as possible?

It would be difficult to say what plans 
each registry has. What I can say is 
that I had the chance to see several 
registries from the region, such as 
from Brazil and Mexico, among others, 
engaged in the discussion at the IETF, 
and that led me to think that there is 
interest in the implementation. As you 
said, Asia’s interest in it makes sense, 
as different, non-Latin characters 
are used there, and therefore ascii 
is not even a close option. However, 
besides the internationalization, other 

features are very interesting, such 
as the introduction of  a solution for 
the privacy issue and the protocol’s 
technical improvements in comparison 
with WHOIS. This makes me think 
that the interest in the protocol 
implementation may cover more than 
just a specific region. 

“The protocol offers the options, but 
defining the solution to be used is the 
responsibility of  the registries.”

by CarolIna aguerre,
general manager laCtld
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The Chairman of  eLAC highlights the “International and 
Regional Cooperation” prize awarded by the World Summit 
on the Information Society, and anticipates the future 
development of  the cooperation mechanism that Uruguay 
will be presiding over until August.

Last May, the Information Society 
Action Plan for Latin America and the 
Caribbean (eLAC) won the “International 
and Regional Cooperation” prize 
awarded by the World Summit on the 
Information Society (WSIS) annually. 
LACTLD Report interviewed José 
Clastornik, Chairman of  eLAC and 
executive director of  AGESIC, on the 
recognition and achievements of  this 
agency that represents and is ruled by 
Uruguay. 

As the Chairman of eLAC, what 
did this World Summit on the 
Information Society 2015 prize 
award mean to you?

The teamwork capacity demonstrated by 
Latin America has been acknowledged. 
Such capacity does not only involve 
governments but all stakeholders –
governments, the civil society and the 
technical community. And it has been 
continuous over time, with difficulties, 
but with a community that has always 
been present.

After ten years of its creation, 
what have been the greatest 

challenges and achievements 
of eLAC as a platform for the 
regional information society’s 
discussions and as a benchmark 
for the development of ICT 
policies in the region?

There is a sustainability aspect that 
is both regional and national. At the 
national level, one of  the phenomena 
observed is that the turnover cycles 
of  staff  sometimes cause the loss of  
a wealth of  knowledge acquired in 
various fields, mostly in governmental 
environments. That is where the 
networks provide a surplus backup to 
governments, including the support of  
civil-society and technical-community, 
which help to soften the drawbacks of  
transitional times. 

The same happens to us at the regional 
level, but in a different way. We had a 
major boost at the beginning of  the WSIS 
process in 2005, with significant know 
how transfer and funding contributed 
by the European Community. When 
such funds were depleted, we had a 
major challenge and had to become 
regionally mature in order to keep the 

process running. I think that we, in the 
Uruguay presidency, had to assume a 
huge separate responsibility to carry the 
regional process in a sustainable path 
for the future and that is, in part, what 
satisfies us the most in this period. 

What is the role of the Internet 
governance working group and 
what is the technical community’s 
contribution in this process?

We must understand how eLAC works. It 
has working groups that generate spaces 
for discussion of  specific issues. I would 
firstly highlight that these provide a 
multistakeholder discussion space, 
which act as meeting points for many 
people. In this context, the existence of  
those spaces has been very positive for 
the discussion of  issues such as Internet 
governance, remote telework and others, 
and they have been organized in a way 
that prevents them from overlapping 
one another. If  we found similar spaces 
in other networks, we have always tried 
to join efforts, so as not to paralyze any 
of  them, but rather to materialize a joint 
one as has happened with the issue of  
e-government.

“the teamwork 
CaPaCIty 
demonstrated 
by latIn amerICa 
has been 
aCknowledged”

IntervIew wIth josé ClastornIk 

José Clastornik,
Chairman of  eLAC and 
executive director of  AGESIC
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As for Internet governance in particular, 
I think we had a high moment at the 
Montevideo Summit when the full 
regional commitment for the protection 
of  domain names, specifically in 
connection with the Amazon and 
Patagonia issues, was expressed in the 
ministerial declaration. In the second 
place, I’d like to mention the teamwork, 
which allowed discussions at the global, 
country and working group levels, and 
how the resulting conclusions nurtured 
a more political input, which was the 
ministerial declaration of  the latest 
conference. Only by discussing this we 
had a positive result. Working groups 
are discussion spaces that feed the 
strategic thinking in the region in the 
short, medium, and long terms. 

In the context of the regional 
discussion on Internet governance, 
how does this regional mechanism 
relate to the LACIGF? How can the 
synergies of both initiatives be 
channeled? Is there any planned 
approach to this?

There are two follow-up mechanisms for 
the Information Society that have worked 

within the institutional framework of  the 
United Nations: the WSIS Forum and 
the IGF. We have mapped those two 
environments via eLAC and LACIGF. What 
we proposed in those two environments 
was to hold two meetings at a single 
place, back to back, to generate more 
personal networks, in order to structure 
experience mechanisms that enrich both 
events and to increase their awareness. 
We also see it as a way to increase 
LACIGF’s presence at the governmental 
level and to empower eLAC’s presence 
at civil-society and technical-community 
levels. We are accomplishing this now, in 
preparation for the event that will take 
place in Mexico for the first time (Editor’s 
Note: The event is the V Ministerial 
Conference on the Information Society 
in Latin America and the Caribbean, 
to be held in the City of  Mexico next 
August), and we hope it will be a positive 
and recurring experience.

Mexico will take over the Chair in 
a few months. What is Uruguay’s 
view of its term of office?

I’d mention several facts. The first is 
that institutionalization at the Technical 
Secretariat level within ECLAC has 
been finally completed, the eLAC Chair 
was present for the first time as a self-
governance mechanism at ECLAC’s 
annual event.

The second is that there is self-
sustainability provided by a new, 
independent mechanism, instead of  
the historical one which was a program 
funded by the European Community. 
This provides a present context of  a 
greater sustainability. 

I’d also include the efforts to enlarge 
the community, partially thanks to what 
we mentioned about the joint event 

“Working groups are discussion spaces 
that feed the strategic thinking inthe region 
in the short, medium, and long terms.”

by ruth Puente,
laCtld Consultant
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with LACIG, has increased the global 
presence in various WSIS discussion 
instances. And, most evidently, the 
prize we were awarded last week. WSIS 
awards 18 prizes each year. One of  
them was for regional and international 
working mechanisms, and we won one 
of  those 18 globally-voted prizes for our 
work. I think that we are arriving at a 
very special time, because we are in the 
middle of  a discussion on WSIS + 10, 
which projects what might become our 
goals from a sustainable-development 
perspective, considering what will be 
discussed in New York at the end of  the 
year. We are on schedule to meet our 
deadline in August to present a draft 
in the remaining months of  the year 
and have a major regional presence for 
discussing the next issues.

I think that we will arrive with everything 
in order, because we will be able to meet 
our deadline and with a draft document 
which leaves us well prepared to get to 
that pre-final by the end of  the year in 
the best possible conditions. 

What do expect for eLAC 2018? 
What do you anticipate for this 
new version? 

We have to work hard on two or three 
items. One focus is rather conceptual 
–we used action plans defining best 
practices. They referred to what was 
recommended for every country and 
then, in a way, each country could 
map that action plan into its own 
digital agenda. We presented a sort of  

proposal at the eLAC and other regional 
networks, such as the e-Government 
one, and Europe is working on it too. 
This new proposal consists in defining 
common regional goals. This means 
to view the region as a whole. This is 

an enormous challenge that would 
involve visualization from technological 
networks or through inter-operability 
data exchange standards, or supported 
electronic formats could be developed 
for it. We even succeeded in generating 
common projects that could be funded 
by such entities such as the IDB in this 
period. That’s a first change that could 
be important for the future.

The second one refers to the maturity 
level we can reach by December for 
the ongoing discussions on Internet 
governance in connection with new 
models, on IANA’s transition, and on more 
conceptual topics such as net neutrality.

Within a context more closely related with 

the United Nations’ general concerns, we 
should see how the Information Society 
and ICT issues fit in the sustainable 
development agenda. We should see 
how the overall eLAC 2018 logics are re-
organized around those vectors. 

What is eLAC’s role and future 
in the World Summit of the 
Information Society? Will it be 
the regional voice at the United 
Nations’ General Meeting in 
December? 

We are doing every effort to make that 
happen. In this case, Mexico will be the 
Chair, and will also preside over other 
huge global initiatives, such as the 
Open Government Partnership this year. 
Therefore, considering that a global 
event such as the IGF will take place in 
Brazil, I think that the region’s visibility 
will be absolutely guaranteed. We hope 
that the conditions are leveraged as 
planned. Everything is prepared for this 
to happen.

IntervIew wIth josé ClastornIk 

“Institutionalization at the Technical 
Secretariat level within ECLAC has 
been finally completed. The eLAC Chair 
was present for the first time as a self-
governance mechanism at ECLAC’s 
annual event.”
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IntervIew wIth valerIa betanCourt by CarolIna aguerre,
general manager laCtld

The expert on information and communication policies 
believes that policies on access to ICTs that focus on people 
and their rights must be developed. 

Valeria Betancourt, director of  
the Program on Information 
and Communication Policies of  
the Association for Progressive 
Communications (APC), is one of  
the regional civil society experts on 
Internet governance issues and has 
been indefatigably working on subjects 
related to Internet governance and 
human rights on the Internet.  

How do you see the recognition of 
the World Summit on Information 
Society (WSIS) towards the ELAC 
process with the recent award? 

The award is a great recognition of  a 
specific regional initiative. Unlike what 
happened in other areas, the eLAC 
process was the only one that tried to 
regionally apply the recommendations 
from the WSIS. I think the recognition 
confirms that we are working on the 
right direction, although there is still 
much to do. It is also important to note 
that not all areas have progressed in the 
same way.

What other ELAC work fronts 
should be strengthened?

Access remains a major challenge. We 
should develop policies on access to 
ICTs which focus on individuals and 
their rights. I think that civil society 
organizations that participated in 
these processes are deeply committed 
both to the objectives, principles and 
issues and to the proceedings created 
by the Tunis Agenda. We must use 

them to expand our policies in the 
region. A central aspect is to continue 
working to promote national processes 
based on participation, inclusion and 
transparency, as far as these issues are 
concerned.

Should this year be considered as 
a milestone with the holding of 
LACIGF and ELAC back to back in 
Mexico?

Although we are experiencing a 
significant progress on several ELAC 
fronts, there are not many advances as 
far as Internet governance is concerned. 
So, I think it is important that regional 
developments that have actually 
produced an impact, such as the LACIGF 
may be supported by initiatives such 
as ELAC. For this reason, the LACIGF 
program committee and the ELAC 
Internet governance group have sought 
this approach, so that a joint event is 
produced for the 8th edition of  LACIGF 
(Note of  the editor: which will be held on 
August 3 and 4, 2015 in Mexico City).

What are the current duties of 
the region regarding Internet 
governance issues?

In general, I believe we must increase 
the acknowledgment that Internet 
governance shall be based on public 
interest and on the respect, promotion 
and defense of  human rights. Several 
civil society organizations in the region 
defend and work for the protection of  
freedom of  speech, privacy, access to 

“we are 
ConCerned about 
the Issue oF PrIvaCy 
on the Internet” 

knowledge, among other rights; however 
governments still must make some 
decisions to ensure the protection of  
rights online. Obviously, in addition 
to issues of  civil and political human 
rights, it is necessary to determine 
how Internet access affects economic, 
social and cultural rights. I believe 
that governments in the region are 
not working hard enough on the 
acknowledgment of  such rights. Internet 
access is increasingly becoming a 
place to facilitate the exercise of  a 
wide range of  human rights and it 
would be advisable to adopt a more 
comprehensive approach. 

Have rights to privacy in the 
region been deemed more 
relevant after the revelations of 
Edward Snowden?

I think that Snowden’s revelations have 
divided the history of  awareness on 
mass surveillance issues worldwide in 
two different eras.  And this obviously 
had an impact in this region. People are 
increasingly aware of  what is at stake in 
relation to privacy and there are some 
recent concrete examples in the region 
in which citizens have rejected attempts 
to violate such rights. One of  such case 
took place in Ecuador, when the rejected 
proposal to include an article in the new 
Criminal Code that institutionalized 
massive and disproportionate 
surveillance in society, which created 
the notion that everyone was guilty 
until proven innocent. There also is the 
recent case of  Paraguay and the Bill of  
Law “pyrawebs”, which sought to force 
Internet service providers to track and 
store Internet traffic data for 12 months 
with the purpose of  fighting terrorism, 
crime, pedophilia and drug trafficking, 
and which was finally rejected by the 
country’s Senate largely because of  the 
pressure from civil society organizations 
at national and international levels. 

At APC, we are particularly concerned 
about the issue of  privacy on the Internet 
and how this is a threat to women to 
fully exercise their rights in the virtual 
space. Fearing that their privacy will be 
invaded and given the abuses around 
the unauthorized disclosure of  images 
and information about their private 
lives, women refrain from using these 
technologies. This is why we talk about 
these issues in our projects on women, 
technology and rights, as is the case 
with “Take Back the Tech”.
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Kantara Initiative performs research 
and management of  key issues in the 
intersection of  identity, Internet of  
Things and usability.

Following the radical changes in con-
nected lifestyles there is an ever increas-
ing need to develop strategies and inno-
vations that simplify the complexity and 
risks attached to life online and to bring 
trust to identity on the Internet.

With the idea of  bringing a strategic 
vision and innovation for the transfor-
mation of  digital identity, as well as se-
curity and alignment with the business 
standards of  digital identity, Kantara 
Initiative (KI) was created in 2005 as an 
organization of  the Institute of  Electri-
cal and Electronics Engineers (IEEE). 
This body, approved by the US Federal 
Government´s Identity and Access Man-
agement has become the first provider 
of  a Security Framework and works 
in coordination with the U.S. National 
Strategy for Trusted Identities in Cyber-
space (NSTIC) and with similar initia-
tives in other countries.

In the identity ecosystem, KI becomes 
a neutral platform to bring closer the 
needs of  the private sector and the 
spaces for development of  industry poli-
cies and standards, where the collabora-
tive relationships with the OECD (ITAC), 
ITU-T, OASIS and governments with the 
aim of  finding multiple solutions that 
apply to several jurisdictions and with 
harmonious criteria.
KI provides the public and private sec-

tors with uniform trusted means in the 
digital credentials issued by a wide va-
riety of  Credential Service Providers 
(CSP or IdP that issue and manage ac-
cess identity credentials) with the aim 
of  expanding public trust en in access 
to online information services. This ser-
vice is based on the Identity Assurance 

Framework (IAF) which has been devel-
oped with input from members of  the 
financial sector, government, health, 
information and communications tech-
nologies and telecommunications.

The Identity Assurance Framework ap-
proaches the four security levels as well 
as the criteria and requirements ap-
plicable to the audits to the credential 
service providers. Following the assur-
ance level and depending on the type 
of  access or transaction, the electronic 
authentication varies. The following are 
some examples:

AL1. Register for a news page: pin and 
password.

AL2. Change of  registration address for 
a new beneficiary: simple factor, prove 
token control through an authentica-
tion protocol.

AL3. Access an online financial broker 
agency: multi-factor auth: cyptographic 
protocol; tokens “soft”, “hard” or “OTP”.

AL4. Provision of  a restricted drug or 
a bank wire transfer for one million 
dollars: multi-factor auth only with 
hard tokens; cryptographic protocols 
with keys destined to the authentica-
tion process.

Trusted transactions

With the aim of  formalizing trust in the 
key components of  identity infrastruc-

IdentIty 
saFeguards 
In the 
dIgItal era

seCurIty

KI stands as a neutral platform to bring 
the needs of  the private sector closer to 
the spaces of  policy development and 
industry standards.

By Ruth Puente,
Lead Secretariat,
Kantara Initiative
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ture and to develop solutions to real-life 
problems concerning identity, the com-
munity of  KI leads the management and 
research around key topics in the inter-
section of  identity, Internet of  Things 
and usability.

Added to KI’s Security Program, there 
are several working groups devoted to 
these issues with a perspective on in-
novation for a connected life. In these, 
for example, there are specifications for 
user-centered authorization applicable 
to businesses and individuals (User-
Managed Access); Identities of  Things 
revises the scenario for the standards 
of  the Internet of  Things with a special 
focus on the identity of  people and ob-
jects, among others.

In the same way that connections to 
digital services and technologies grow, 
the management of  data generated by 
these connections brings challenges. 
The industry and governments are 
increasingly connected to maximize 
their strengths in the provision of  
services. This growing life and inter-
connected businesses has generated 
a world without frontiers where gov-
ernments and the private sector seek 
harmonization. In this framework, 
KI develops security and interoper-
ability to support the layer of  trust in 
these online transactions. The working 

groups which deal with these issues 
are: Identity Assurance, Health Iden-
tity Assurance, eGovernment, Federa-
tion interoperability, Cloud Identity & 
Security Best Practices.

Recently, in search to align the Secu-
rity and Identity Programs that oper-
ate in different national jurisdictions, 
the European Commission and KI have 
started a key project to identify the 
road towards mutual recognition of  
the European Identity Assurance Pro-
grams with, among others, FICAM in 
the United States and with the Cana-
dian framework.

In January this year the first Interna-
tional Identity Summit (IIS) was orga-
nized in Latin America with the aim of  
internationalizing the identity industry. 
The meeting took place in Mexico City 
and was organized by the Coordina-
tion for the National Digital Strategy of  
the Presidential Office and the Digital 

Government Unit of  the Public Service 
Secretariat in Mexico. It also counted 
with the collaboration of  the Ministry 
of  Foreign Affairs of  Mexico, ISOC, 
leading companies of  the sector such 
as ForgeRock, Experian, intelligence 
agencies and Kantara Initiative, among 
others. These summits are organized 
on a yearly basis and the governments 
of  Australia, Canada, Denmark, the 
United States, Israel, Japan, Mexico, 
New Zealand, Sweden and the United 
Kingdom regularly participate. In these 
meetings, different strategies and solu-
tions are shared for identity manage-
ment, authentication, federation and 
digital services in the different member 
countries, as well as the challenges of  
identity management in the cloud, in 
the design of  public policies and regu-
lations in the use of  identity manage-
ment to enforce privacy as a human 
right, among other concerns.

In January this year the first International 
Identity Summit was organized 
in Latin America with the aim of  
internationalizing the identity industry.



While its advocates say that sponsored access to data benefits the 
population of  developing countries, its critics claim that it violates 
the net neutrality principle. 

Zero-rating, toll free data or sponsored 
data. All these concepts refer to the 
practice of  granting free access to online 
services to customers of  a particular 
mobile network. While agreements 
between service providers and mobile 
network operators to provide access 
to low traffic volume or zero-rated 
versions of  their services spread around 
the world, the controversy between 
the violation of  net neutrality and the 
benefit such practice represents to 
users blows up.

Major market players are now developing 
such practice. One of  the most 
publicized in recent times is Internet.
org, from Facebook, which includes 
the development of  an application 
that provides free of  charge access to 
information on health, employment, 
local services, among others, to different 
communities. 

The application was first launched 
in July 2014 in Zambia to Airtel 
subscribers and provided access 
to Facebook, AccuWeather, Google 
Search, Go Zambia Jobs, Messenger, 
Wikipedia, Zambia uReport, Mobile 
Alliance for Maternal Action and 
Women´s Rights App, among others. 
This service is currently also offered to 
Airtel subscribers in Ghana and Kenya, 
as well as to Reliance subscribers in six 
India states and to Tigo subscribers in 
Tanzania and Colombia, among others. 
In the region, Guatemala and Panama 
also joined Mark Zuckerberg’s initiative. 
During the last Summit of  the Americas, 

held in April this year, Facebook CEO 
met with the presidents of  Peru and 
Brazil to try to take the initiative to 
those countries. In the country governed 
by Dilma Rousseff, the Internet Civil 
Framework (Marco Civil da Internet) 
protects net neutrality, something that 
according to experts conflicts with zero-
rating projects. 

Pros and cons

According to the Internet Governance 
Forum (IGF) website, during the 2014 
IGF, the concept of  zero-rating “was 
heavily discussed, with some speakers 
in favor of  the practice, while others 
criticized its usage, and opinions were 
highly divergent between developing 
and developed country perspectives”. 
“While opinions – as mentioned – laid 
mostly divided on the optimal network 
neutrality framework for enhancing the 
economic implications of  the Internet, 
there were indeed shared values on 
the importance of  enhancing users’ 
experience.” 

On the one hand, zero-rating practices 
reduce the cost of  access to information 
to less favored users, who would not 
otherwise have access to it. As posted 
on Internet.org, this practice becomes 
relevant when we take into account that, 
although 85% of  people live in areas 
with mobile phone coverage, only 30% 
of  total world’s population has access 
to Internet. Reasons are varied: very 
expensive devices and service plans, 
rare or remote mobile networks, content 

not available in local language, the fact 
that people are not sure of  the value 
added by Internet, limited and expensive 
power supply and networks that cannot 
support large data volumes. 

According to Matthew Shears, leader 
of  the Center for Democracy and 
Technology (CDT), as per his article “Net 
Neutrality, Zero-Rating & Development: 
What’s the Data?”, published on IGF’s 
website, “a user of  Wikipedia Zero, for 
example, has unlimited, no-cost access 
everything in the online encyclopedia. 
Further, providing free access to popular 

Zero-ratIng, a 
PraCtICe that dIvIdes 
the oPInIon oF the 
Internet CommunIty

ControversIal InItIatIves

Internet.org, from 
Facebook, includes 
the development of  
an application that 
provides access 
to information 
on health, 
employment, local 
services, among 
other things, free of  
charge to different 
communities. 
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content and services is preferable from 
an access-to-information perspective 
than no access at all, and such free 
access may drive demand for general-
purpose mobile Internet access that can 
help encourage and fund investment in 
infrastructure.” 

On the other hand, some say that these 
programs are a trap that can turn users 
into captive consumers of  a limited 
and specific number of  services, which 
can also threaten their privacy since 
by limiting traffic of  information to a 
smaller number of  services, monitoring 
becomes easier.

One of  the main criticisms is that zero-
rating violates the neutrality of  the 
Network. “Zero-rating can also be viewed 
as requiring discrimination among 
online content and service providers 
and may create skewed incentives for 
subscribers to access the “free” services 
of  identified partners instead of  
competing services. To some advocates, 
such preferential treatment challenges 
fundamental principles of  net neutrality, 
and may present particular development 
concerns by giving dominant web 
services an advantage over nascent local 
competition” says Shears. He adds: 
“Further, the hypothesis that zero-rating 
will lead to widespread access to a free, 
open, and neutral Internet is unproven.”

Rafael Ibarra, president of  SVNet, 
agrees with this opinion. “Although it is a 
benefit for end users to be able to access 
online services for free – he told LACTLD 
Report-, this type of  offer becomes a 
threat to an open Internet since content 
providers that can afford subsidies to 
communications companies to offer 
zero-rating will have an advantage 
over those who cannot. This is clearly 
in opposition to the concept of  net 
neutrality, as established, for example, 
in Chile”, he added.

In that country, the Department of  
Telecommunications has determined 
that such offers are contrary to the 
Law on Net Neutrality. According to 
Patricio Poblete, director of  NIC Chile, 
“the applied criterion is consistent with 

a view that privileging access to a few 
dominant services shall jeopardize the 
equitable development of  all services”. 

When asked about the effects of  zero-
rating on DNS, Poblete said they are 
hard to predict but that if  the trend of  
“capturing large communities within 
proprietary services” would accentuate, 
“this could lead to a less significant 
need for DNS, in favor of  mechanisms 
that identify existing services within 
these “walled gardens”.
Ibarra, at his turn, said that the impact 
on DNS would be mild “as the purpose 
is to promote access to certain content 
providers (which have domain names), 
but not to prevent access to other sites 

or to more domain names”. “As far as 
the load on DNS is concerned, he added, 
it will also not be affected, as domains 
to be solved already are in the providers’ 
cache. Additionally, zero-rating seeks to 
facilitate the use of  information and 
Internet on sites specifically benefited, 
but does not affect the intended 
publication and dissemination of  the 
information itself, which determines the 
number of  registered domain names.

“The dilemma posed by practices such 

as zero-rating is clear”, says Poblete. 
“They solve the issue of  cost of  access, 
which can restrict access to the network 
by large sectors, and, in that sense, 
can be seen as a positive factor for 
inclusion, but, on the other hand, what 
we want is that new entrants to the 
network have full access to Internet, not 
only to “walled gardens”. One of  the 
challenges is to define how to support 
the inclusion of  those who have so far 
been denied access to the Internet 
without limitations”, he explains. 

Ibarra agrees that while they promote 
access to services for free and, thus, 
allow the development of  the digital 
culture and experience in a country, they 
pose the risk of  considerably limiting 
Internet use to certain providers, whose 
contents apparently are for free. “I do 
not believe that we can be 100% in 
favor or against them as they somehow 
contribute to universal access. The 
main challenge is to work through that 
dilemma”, he said.

This discussion is far from over and 
currently occurs in the context of  the 
recent decision by the US Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) 

to classify Internet broadband as a 
public utility, something which could 
be replicated in many countries of  
the region. This regulation seeks to 
ensure that no content is blocked and 
that Internet cannot be divided into 
faster services to Internet and media 
companies that can afford them and 
slower services to all others. The goal, as 
defined by Tom Wheeler, the chairman 
of  the commission, is to preserve 
Internet “as the venue for free speech 
and democratic principles”.

Some say that these programs are a 
trap that can turn users into captive 
consumers of  a limited and specific 
number of  services.

One of  the main 
criticisms is that 
zero-rating violates 
the neutrality of  
the Network.
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a Challenge For the regIsters

Active sales channels and a right price setting 
are just some of  the action points in a strategy to 
boost the number of  new registrations.

Eight million domain names are 
registered in the ccTLDs in the LACTLD 
region. That’s a 55% growth since 2010 
and even 77% compared to 2008. Still, 
this is only 1 country code domain 
name per 100 inhabitants and barely 
6% of  the 134 million registered ccTLD 
names worldwide1.

The Internet is booming in LACTLD 
countries.  In the year 2000 on average 
5% of  the people aged 16 to 74 were 
‘Internet users’. Nowadays, in more 
than half  of  the countries over 40%, 
and in some 70% or 80% go online. 

More users, more domain names! This 
equations sounds logic, and has been 
supported by empirical evidence. The 
future looks bright, sit back and relax. 

But, the global domain name growth is 
slowing down and some predict a soon 
to come consolidation of  the ccTLD 
market2.

Surprisingly this trend is also noticeable 
in the LACTLD region. Eighteen 
registries knew a double-digit growth 
between 2009 and 2010. Five years 
later, according to the most recent 
LACTLD statistics (April 2015), only six 
ccTLDs grew 10% or more compared to 
the same period a year before. 

Double growth figures become the 
exception. This cannot be explained by 
saying that the market is saturated, or 
that the best names are already taken.

The Internet has changed and the 
LACTLD ccTLDs are finding themselves 
in a completely different world than for 
example their European counterparts 
five or ten years ago.  

The Internet’s ‘look and feel’ and, 
more important, how people access 
and make use of  it, has changed. 
The PC, the browser and email are 
still widely used but modern Internet 
users also have mobile devices, Apps, 
social networks, instant messaging, 
search engines and who knows what 
the next development will bring. These 
alternatives challenge the use and 
visibility of  domain names. 

Recently, the new gTLDs, have entered 
the market. Even though it is still too 
early to assess their full impact, there is 
no doubt that many of  the (new)gTLDs 
and ccTLDs will be competing for the 
same registrant.

The challenge: continue the 
sustainable growth

In the past, growth was natural; today a 

sustainable growth becomes a challenge 
for ccTLD registries.

Whether obtaining a ‘sustainable 
growth’ means ‘maximization’, and 
whether a ‘high number of  registrations’ 
is the sole indicator of  success depends 
largely on the local vision and policy. 
However, given that registrations are the 
only or main source of  income for most 
registries; pursuing a healthy growth is 
an important objective for all.

Growth = (New registrations) – (deleted 
domains)

A ccTLD is growing when there are more 
new registrations than deletions. It is 
that easy.

Active sales channels, a right price 
setting, smooth registration processes, 
the abolishment of  burdensome 
procedures and requirements, 
campaigns and promotions, are 
just some of  the action points in a 
strategy to boost the number of  new 
registrations.

The fight against deletions is more 
complex. How to create loyal domain 
holders? One of  the answers is: ‘If  they 
really use their domain name, they’ll 
think twice before deleting it’. 

a CommerCIal 
strategy For 
a sustaInable 
CCtlds growth

By Wim Degezelle,
Internet Policy
Analyst & Consultant

[1] March 2015 VeriSign Industry Brief.
[2] AFNIC Domain name Market Report 2014.
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7th LACTLD Policy Workshop
May 19-21. Lima, Perú.
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Data analytics: ccTLDs hide a treasure

Francisco Arias: An alternative to the WHOIS protocol

José Clastornik and the WSIS prize: “The teamwork 
capacity demonstrated by Latin America has been 
acknowledged”

COOPERATION, KEY TO THE
FUTURE OF THE INTERNET

The joint work of community actors is 
essential to generate progress on issues 
related to the development of the Net, as 
shown from cyber-security strategies to 
the advance of proposals for the transition 
of the IANA, among other topcis.
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