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I am coming from a technology background, being a researcher of the National Council for research in Italy.  I have being involved in running the “.it” registry starting in the time when the Internet was used mainly from academic and research sector. In the middle of the nineties I started to interact with my government when the Internet use initiated to spread in the private sector, including public administrations. To run a country code registry is a service of public utility and therefore a recognition, if not a legitimacy from the government is necessary. When ICANN was created in 1999, I was called to represent my government in the Governmental Advisory Committee of ICANN; this situation is still going on and I became the GAC representative with the largest seniority. The GAC within ICANN plays a major role despite the formal assessment as an Advisory Committee. The Board of ICANN listen to GAC advise and in the large majority of the cases adopts the advises of the GAC. In case the advise cannot be adopted, the Board has the obligation to explain the reason of the refusal; this happens very rarely and, in most cases, the problem is connected to a difficult implementation of an advise that is too generic. In those cases, there is space for clarifications and for working to find an agreement at a later stage. Normally the GAC is working to find consensus on the positions to be supplied to the Board and, as a consequence, the positions expressed are often generic. 

No doubt that ICANN is working towards it’s initial role aiming at the internationalization of the management of the DNS and that significant improvements have been accomplished in the 11 years of it’s life. ICANN has been supervised until end of September last year by the Department of Commerce of the US government and this situation has been objected by a number of countries. No doubt that the Affirmation of Commitment signed last September by ICANN and the US Department of Commerce is a major step in the direction of reducing the role of a single government in the management of the Internet DNS; the AoC renders ICANN accountable to the global society rather to a single government. At the end of this year the review panel on “Accountability and Transparency” of ICANN will send his recommendations to the Board, after a consultation with the global multi-stakeholder community that is already going on. 

Someone object that, despite the improvement connected to the AoC, there is still in place the IANA contract controlled by the US government and other problems are connected with the management of the Root Server System. Our position in Italy is that the process of the internationalization of the management of the Internet DNS can proceed only step by step because it is in the interest of the global community that the Internet save his stability, security and resilience. 

It happened than that I have been involved in the formulation of the governmental positions in the WSIS and in the following IGFs. In particular here I intend to talk a little of the process of the “enhanced cooperation” conceived initially to be a process separated from the IGFs. 

The enhanced cooperation was intended to apply to the “critical resources” of the network. 

Art 71 of The Tunis Agenda so describe the process: “Par. 71.: The process towards enhanced cooperation, to be started by the UN Secretary-General, involving all relevant organizations by the end of the first quarter of 2006, will involve all stakeholders in their respective roles, will proceed as quickly as possible consistent with legal process, and will be responsive to innovation. Relevant organizations should commence a process towards enhanced cooperation involving all stakeholders, proceeding as quickly as possible and responsive to innovation. The same relevant organizations shall be requested to provide annual performance reports.”
While it is obvious that there should be a list of critical resources that are not limited to the Internet addressing system, the political attention has been concentrated almost exclusively on the role of ICANN. Since the top down approach to the enhanced cooperation described in the first part of par.71 has not being implemented by the UN Secretary General for emerging differences of opinion on how to define criteria and measurement of how the cooperation between involved parties has progressed, the IGF, since the second meeting in Rio of 2007, became the ideal place to verify if the cooperation has improved and how much. 

Just to make an examples no doubt that the cooperation of ICANN with parties like ISOC, IETF, UNESCO and ITU has improved and allowed to exploit cultural diversity in the Internet connected to the implementation of the Internationalized Domain Names. Just here we had the pleasure welcome the announcement of the Russian country code registry in Cyrillic, as well as we welcomed the Egyptian registry in Arabic.  If we look at recent global fora on the Information Society, it is evident the improvement of the collaboration with the involved parties like W3C, ISOC, IETF, OECD, UNESCO and ITU for the progress of the Internet system. 

The process has to go on and the global community has the chance to provoke further steps for the enhanced cooperation. In the last IGF meeting in Sharm El Sheik, the position of the European Union expressed by the Swedish Presidency, to which I contributed, has been that in the IGFs the community has the chance to verify that the “enhanced cooperation” is progressing and it  is “de facto” already there. 

A final considerations: there are different opinions concerning the approach to the public policy aspects of the management of DNS; ICANN represents a model that is conducted by the private sector that has to interact with the general multi-stakeholder community before taking decisions while ITU represents a model where the governments have the leadership and interact mainly with the private sector.  

It is my government opinion that ICANN model is the right one; it is certainly subject to further improvements but this is the base from which to start and look to the future. 

