
Sir,

As discussed with you, Mr. Desai sent the attached note on
an aspect of the Tunis Summit. He also sends a copy of it
to the DSG.

Tasa
24 June 2005
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OF THE SECRETARY-GENERAL
TUNIS SUMMIT: INTERNET GOVERNANC:BRIEFING FROM NITIN DESAI

Internet Governance is the main contentious issue before the Tunis phase of the WSIS. It was remitted to a
working group chaired by me, which has just completed its work. The Final Report of the Working Group
will be presented in Geneva on 1 8 July. This briefing deals with some politically significant dimensions of
this issue.

The global internet today is managed quite efficiently by a a set of private institutions - the Internet
Corporation on Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) and a host of others. Some of the key resources
are managed by ICANN and some other private corporations that have a contractual relationship with the
US Government. This is a product of the history of the internet which started as a US Govt. led initiative
and was developed mainly by US technologists.

The Internet today has become an essential part of national and global infrastructure. Many governments
depend on its availability and reliability. In developing countries in particular the internet is used more for
public service applications and hence there is an even greater sense of concern among their governments.
This is why the central issue is the way in which the management of the internet can be internationalised
and how governments can engage more effectively in public policy issues that arise. Apart from the
management of core resources to ensure safety, security and fairness in access to core resources, there are
other public policy issues which concern governments like spam, cyber security and cyber crime.

The Working Group has agreed on a proposal for a Global Forum of all stakeholders, essentially as a space
for voicing concerns and stimulating cooperation. This forum would make recommendations but would not
take decisions.

With regard to governmental enegagement the Working Group has put forward four options:
• no change except for the forum referred to above and some improvements in the Governmental

Advisory Committee of ICANN
• an Internet Council of Governments which would exercise the oversight functions which today are

exercised by the US Government and a few other functions
• a similar council with more wide ranging responsibilities
• a wide ranging change that would also internationalise the management functions.

None of the options require any shift of operational responsibilities from ICANN and related bodies. They
all recognise that the day-to-day operations of the internet should be managed more or less as at present.

The key to an agreement is the attitude of the US. Several points need to be made in this regard:
• there is widespread appreciation of the role played by the US Government in the development of the

internet
• there is general, if not universal, recognition that the US Government has exercised its authority fairly

and responsibly
• no major change is envisaged in the operational management of the internet
• the real challenge is to recognise the global nature of the internet and engage all countries in ensuring

its safety, security and openenss
• the cooperation of all countries is necessary to cope with issues like spam, cybercrime, cybersecurity,

privacy and so on.

An amicable resolution of the internet governance issue is in the interests of the US and of all countries.
The US, as the key custodian of the internet today, can show leadership by responding to what is now a
widespread demand from developing and developed countries for governmental engagement on public
policy issues. A solution that is "light" in terms of governmental iny.QjY_em_e,nt.a.nd that leaves the
operational management more or less as at present is possible wifi th^ options that are now on the: table.
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