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Note 1 Participants included stakeholders from the Government, Industry, Industry Associations, Civil Society, Academia 
Note 2 Consultation adhered to stakeholders' diversity and gender diversity 
Note 3 Stakeholders gave broad overlapping comments, and not essentially on single proposal  

Note 4 Two remote participants mailed written comments which were read during the roundtable(Parminder from IT for Change and 
Pranesh Prakash from CIS) 

Note 5 Some stakeholders (CII, Knowledge Commons, IT for Change) mailed their comments subsequent to the roundtable 
[A] Comments on IANA Transition 

General Comments 
on the Transition 

The intent of transitioning the Stewardship of the IANA Functions from NTIA to the Global 
Multi-stakeholder Community is a welcome move 

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 

 Individual view of Mr. Naresh 
Ajwani, CCAOI 

  

Comments on the 
NTIA Criteria 

We support the NTIA’s original criteria for a transition: 
 
1)      Have broad community support 
2)      Support and enhance the multi stakeholder model 
3)      Maintain the security, stability, and resiliency of the Internet’s DNS 
4)      Meet the needs and expectations of the global customers and partners of the IANA 
services 
5)      Maintain the openness of the Internet  
6)      Not replace the NTIA’s role with a government or intergovernmental organization  

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 



Particularly it is important that NTIA’s role is not replaced with an intergovernmental 
organization. 

Vikram Tiwathia, Deputy 
Director General, Cellular 

Operators Association of India 
(COAI)    

  

Comments on 
whether ICG 

Proposal meet the 
NTIA Criteria 

In general terms, the proposal does appear to address NTIA criteria.  Structurally, for the 
names functions, the proposal would create a new Post Transition IANA entity (PTI) as a 
subsidiary of ICANN and ICANN would then contract with PTI to perform the IANA functions.  
Operationally, very little would change. 

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 

  

Comments on 
Completeness of 

the Proposal 

As it stands now, the proposal should not be considered fully complete as there are remaining 
issues that need resolution.  The most important is the final agreement on and implementation 
of new accountability mechanisms to hold ICANN accountable for its actions and decisions.  

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 

Also, for the proposal to be complete, as stated in Para 55 of the ICG proposal the requirement 
of some form of written agreement between the IANA Functions Operator and the Root Zone 
Maintainer, needs to be addressed. 

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 

We also note that there is an unclear and unresolved issue regarding trademarks that is noted 
in paragraph 34 of the ICG Proposal.   

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 

  

Comments on 
Interoperatibility 

If the agreements of the numbers community and the protocol community will be with ICANN 
and not with PTI, then concern will remain on whether they will be equally placed or not  

Individual Comment from Ms. 
Amrita, CCAOI 

  
Comments on 
Support to the 

Proposal 

We would provisionally support the proposal on the condition that the new accountability 
mechanisms are fully completed. A definitive final transition should not occur until all of the 
accountability mechanisms have actually been implemented.  

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 

  



Additional 
Recommendations 

As per Para 1150 of the ICG Proposal "The CWG-Stewardship recommends that a formal study 
be undertaken post transition to investigate whether there is a need to increase (and if so, 
how) the robustness of the operational arrangements for making changes to the Root Zone 
content to reduce or eliminate single points of failure." This study should include a risk analysis 
and cost-benefit analysis factoring in the history and possibility of such problems.    

CII (Views as mailed by 
Aakanksha Kumar) 

[B] Comments on ICANN Accountability 

Comments on Type 
of Accountability 

Sought 

Emphasis should not only be on 'internal accountability', but also on 'external accountability'.  

Prabir Purkayastha, 
Knowledge Commons and 
Parminderjeet Singh, IT for 
Change 

There must be structure outside ICANN, not within it that must see accountability. There may 
be requirement of larger global level mechanism. 

 Prabir Purkayastha, 
Knowledge Commons 

  

Comments on Issue 
of Jurisdiction 

There must be greater clarity and further discussion on the issue of Jurisdiction and issue of 
laws applicable 

Individual view of Mr. Naresh 
Ajwani, CCAOI 

 Individual view of Mr NK 
Goyal, President, Association 

of India Communication, 
Multimedia and Infrastructure 

(CMAI) 



In the ICG proposal it is stated that "The legal jurisdiction in which ICANN resides is to remain 
unchanged". Clearly, this needs attention and Jurisdiction issue should not be left for discussion 
in WS 2 of CCWG-Accountability.  

Prabir Purkayastha, 
Knowledge Commons 

As proposed by Names Community, PTI will be in US. This will not reduce oversized role of US 
government and this may not be acceptable to many countries. 

Pranesh Prakash, The Centre 
for Internet & Society (CIS), 

India 

It is not that ICANN cannot be in US, it has to be in some country, but it is important to 
understand if there are any specific US laws that may be inimical to the community interest. It 
is also important to understand what could be the solution. 

Individual Comment from Col 
R.S. Prehar, Netplus 

Broadband 

Apart from jurisdiction of ICANN and PTI, it is important to be clear about jurisdiction in cases 
of domain name cases. There must be clarity on what must be parameters of deciding 
jurisdiction, in the cases of domain trademark infringement.  

Prabir Purkayastha, 
Knowledge Commons 

Clarity is also required on whether unilateral jurisdiction of one government may lead to 
situations of seizing of ccTLDs and gTLDs, say in scenarios of disagreements can ICANN treat 
domain of some country as owned property and interfere with it as a reaction.  

Prabir Purkayastha, 
Knowledge Commons and 
Parminderjeet Singh, IT for 

Change 

Another issue is of Jurisdiction of Root Zone Maintainer (RZM). Going ahead, will contract of 
ICANN be only with Verisign or may be with other agencies from other Jurisdictions. 

Ms. Jyoti Panday, The Centre 
for Internet & Society (CIS), 

India 

And, issue of Jurisdiction of Root Zone Maintainer cannot be said to be outside the purview of 
the process. NTIA is subject matter, and NTIA entered in contract with the Verisign, this makes 
latter the subject of discussion as well. 

Individual View from Rahul 
Sharma, DSCI 

 

Comments on Sole 
Membership 
Model Voting 

There are doubts about practicality of the sole membership model. There is risk that this 
mechanism may lead to regulatory capture. 

Mr. Prabir Purkayastha, 
Knowledge Commons 



Whether advisor like GAC should have voting rights is an area of further deliberation. Individual Comment from Ms. 
Amrita, CCAOI 

 

Comments on 
CCWG 

Accountability II 
Draft Proposal and 

Notion of 
Community  

There should be scope or provision of allowing expansion of existing constituencies/ 
community. For example there could be a SO for 'Assistance Internet' 

Individual view of Mr. Naresh 
Ajwani, CCAOI 

There could also be a SO for 'Internet and Special Accessibility Needs' Individual Comment from Ms. 
Amrita, CCAOI 

Also there must be system to even include non-users. ALAC represents the user community, 
but also mechanism is required for accountability towards those who are not yet the internet 
users. 

Prabir Purkayastha, 
Knowledge Commons and Mr. 

Naresh Ajwani, CCAOI 

Also, we need ICANN to be accountable to the global public, not to the narrow set of people 
who routinely interact with it and may, in the process, develop vested interests. 

Parminderjeet Singh, IT for 
Change 

  

Comments on 
Accountability of 

PTI Board 

In para 1112 of the ICG Proposal it is given that "The PTI Board could be comprised of three 
directors who are employed by ICANN or PTI, and two additional independent directors. The 
CWG-Stewardship expects that this will maintain primary accountability at the ICANN level." 
This makes it unclear how far PTI will be independent and how far it will directly be 
accountable. 

Mr. Tapan K. Patra, 
Association of Competitive 
Telecom Operators (ACTO) 

  
 


