Towards a partnership between ICANN and the UN-ICT to enhance participation by Developing Nations’ Stakeholders
 

UN-ICT Taskforce Working Group 1 Strategic Plan

towards increasing participation by developing nations in ICANN


The below is an exploration by the UN-ICT Taskforce on how to strengthen meaningful participation by developing countries within, and through a partnership with, the Internet Corporation for Assigned Numbers and Names (ICANN).  It suggests a three pronged strategy that would include: 

· The creation of a cross-constituency committee led by the UN-ICT Taskforce (in partnership with ICANN) that would provide a set of structural recommendation towards improved developing nations participation (as well as possibly manage a travel-fund);

· Support by the UN-ICT Taskforce towards the creation of AfriNIC, an African regional registry, that would provide for increased technical capacity as well as more decision power within ICANN;

· The creation of regional outreach centers or networks based upon the existence of the regional UN-ICT Taskforce networks;

It aims to address the priorities jointly identified by Working Group 1 of the UN-ICT Taskforce and Implementation Team 5 of the Dot Force. 

They include, applied to ICANN:

· Increasing awareness among developing-country stakeholders regarding the importance of ICANN for ICT policy making;

· Strengthening the technical and policy-making capacity of developing-nation stakeholders within ICANN; 

· Providing easy and affordable access to timely information about key ICT-related issues on the agenda of ICANN;

· Overcoming financial and other barriers impeding developing-country stakeholders from participating in ICANN; 

· Fostering multi-stakeholder engagement in the search for and implementation of solutions that enable inclusive DNS policymaking; and

· Promoting equity enhancing mechanisms and the lowering of access barriers within ICANN.  

In particular, the below describes first what ICANN is and does; its relevance for global ICT policymaking, and for developing nations in particular; and some current challenges and issues facing the organization. 

Finally, and perhaps more importantly, three possible strand of actions are explored that might allow ICANN to better fulfil the above priorities. 

Introduction: Identifiers and ICANN

“If you can’t be found on the Internet, you don’t exist” (Stuart Lynn, Presentation to the UN-ICT Taskforce, October 2002) 

The success of the Internet, e-mail, and the World Wide Web has been in significant measure due to the user friendliness and flexibility of domain names. Internet domain names are particularly crucial because they are the primary means by which users and creators of information and services worldwide identify themselves and information.

Like ordinary postal mail, information sent or made available via the Internet need addresses or identifiers in order to reach their correct destination or to be found. Each computer connected to the Internet is assigned a unique address, known as an Internet Protocol (IP) address, which consists of a long number (e.g., "157.150.195.9"). Such unwieldy numeric addresses can be difficult for people to remember and use. Therefore, the Domain Name System (DNS) helps people navigate the Internet and identify places of interest by matching IP address numbers to user-friendly names. For example, when you want to find the United Nations website, you can type http://www.un.org into your web browser – far more convenient, and easier to remember than "157.150.195.9," the UN's assigned IP address.

To ensure that each domain name corresponds to one and only one location on the Internet, there is a need for centralized coordination. Until fairly recently, the allocation of domain names was conducted exclusively by a US-based company working under contract with the US government. In order to privatise and internationalise this process and open it to competition, the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN - http://www.icann.org) was created in 1998. ICANN is a non-profit corporation, based in California, USA, headed by an international Board of Directors. 

In broad terms, ICANN assumes responsibility for managing the domain name space; allocating IP address space; managing the root server system; and coordinating protocol number assignment. In furtherance of these responsibilities, ICANN performs four important functions. It (1) approves/licenses companies to become accredited primary registrars for top-level domain names (TLDs) such as .com, .net, and .org.; (2) decides whether and when new TLDs are added to the root system; (3) coordinates technical parameters to maintain universal connectivity to the internet; and (4) creates and administers a Uniform Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) for competing domain names.
ICANN and relevance for Global ICT Policy Making 

ICANN was initially created to focus on the technical management of the DNS, but many of its “technical” decisions inevitably involve global “public policy” choices. ICANN’s decisions affect how people arrive at websites and what domain names they can own; how conflicts over trademarked domain names are resolved; how expired domains are reallocated; and how much data on domain name owners should be publicly available through WHOIS registries and other sources.

It is important to take account of ICANN’s overall mission, which is to manage the domain name system (DNS) and ultimately, the root server system. The DNS is fundamental to the operation of the Internet. Likewise, the operation of the root server system is at the core of the Internet—indeed, in an important sense, it is the Internet. In this regard, the role of ICANN in managing the DNS and the root server system is central to the stability and accessibility of the Internet. 

All of this means that ICANN’s decisions are tremendously important to the worldwide community -- developed and developing countries. 

From the start, there has been some confusion about the scope of ICANN’s responsibilities. Even though much of what ICANN does can be characterized as “technical coordination,” this technical work is nonetheless often inextricably intertwined with global policymaking of precisely the sort that requires participation by developing nations to provide for legitimacy. Several of the most important decisions that ICANN has made since its founding are exercises of discretion of the kind typically associated with global public agencies. Three examples illustrate this point.

First, arguably the most important (and certainly the most publicly visible) decision made by ICANN to date was the award of new global Top-Level Domains (gTLDs). Both the decision on how many gTLDs to award, and then the selection of the chosen gTLDs themselves, were exercises in discretionary policy making, not technical coordination. 

A second example of policy-type decision-making is the creation of the UDRP process. ICANN established this process in order to create a tribunal for resolving issues relating to the protection of intellectual property rights in the DNS. In establishing the UDRP process, the ICANN board has responded to the claims that it should protect, or provide a mechanism for protecting, the rights of trademark holders. Making this judgment was itself a substantive policy decision, and certainly the design of an adjudication process involved a host of policy determinations about how to balance the rights and interests of Internet users and trademark holders, how to allocate the costs of dispute resolution, and how to establish a means for fair, legitimate and neutral adjudication. All involve policy judgments based on some underlying conception of whose interests should be protected, to what degree, and how.

Finally, even though ICANN does not conceive of itself as a regulatory body, it has in fact engaged in a process of regulation by contract, which has resulted in a range of substantive policy making. This has not been done by the issuance of “rules,” but rather through the drafting of private contracts. 

The decisions outlines in these three illustrations can be plausibly described as “technical,” or arising from mere “technical coordination” of parameters necessary for the operation of the Internet. Yet each decision also involved global policy making—decisions about how to facilitate the development of the Internet as a global public resource; about how to shape the marketplace for key Internet services to best create competition; and about how to balance conflicting private economic rights claims against each other, or against claims of free speech in cyberspace. 

Such decisions must be based on some underlying substantive conception of how the DNS, and hence the Internet, will best function globally. And to the extent that the Internet is, or will become, a global quasi-public resource, these decisions must involve increased participation by developing nations. The following section outlines some key concerns for developing nations. Appendix B also contains a statement made by African stakeholders on participation within ICANN. 

ICANN and Developing Nations

Since its formation, ICANN has been haunted by concern over a perceived lack of participation by developing nations. Now, with ICANN’s apparent questioning of “bottom-up” representation that concern has only increased. The concern is no doubt well intentioned. But what has been crucially lacking is a clearly articulated statement of why ICANN should include developing nations. Such a statement is important not just to those who would reform ICANN, but also to convince developing nations about the importance and necessity of an organization like ICANN. In what follows, we first present five specific reasons why ICANN matters to the developing world. Following that, we briefly discuss the current status of developing nation participation in ICANN, and end with an overview of some possible steps forward to enhance such participation.

A. Why does ICANN matter to the developing world?

1. Country-level domain names: Perhaps the most important reason why developing countries should participate in ICANN concerns the allocation and management of country-code top-level domain names (ccTLDs). In fact, ccTLDs raise two issues. The first concerns the creation of two-letter country codes (e.g., .au, .za, .in, etc.), and their inclusion in the ISO 3166-1 list. While in most cases the need for such codes is clear, and while the criteria are fairly well established,
 the decision remains inherently political, and may be fraught with ambiguity.

The second, and perhaps more important, issue concerns the management of ccTLDs in the ISO list. The question of which agency—governmental, corporate, non-governmental, or international—should have authority to control a country-level domain name is inherently a question about representation. Country-level domain names represent a form of virtual property; they establish the online identity of a country and its people. For this reason, it is essential that a democratic mechanism exist for those people to have a say in how ccTLDs are administered. Recent disputes between ICANN and the South African and Australian governments, each of which has sought to re-delegate authority for management of their respective ccTLDs, suggests the importance of such representation, and of taking into account national aspirations in administering ccTLDs. Of course defining the legitimate voice of such aspirations may not always be easy, and every effort must be made to also include non-governmental individuals and organizations. Furthermore, many developing countries may lack technical competence, and, as has happened in some cases, may need outside bodies to manage their ccTLDs. Even in such cases, however, it is essential that the developing countries themselves choose those bodies—a choice that can best be achieved by meaningful participation on the part of the developing world within ICANN. 

Finally, Good policy and technical governance of a country's top-level domain is an essential element of modern communications infrastructure. Network information centers (NICs) and infrastructure supporting domain name services typically become a focal point for Internet in a developing nation and capacity building in this area is critical.
2. Local language domain names: It is widely recognized now that the predominance of English on the Internet is a major cause of the digital divide. Yet while this problem is generally recognized with regard to internet content (cfr. Working Group on Local Content within the UN-ICT Taskforce), it is equally acute with regard to domain names: in order to ensure equitable participation on the web, it is crucial to establish a DNS system for non-English scripts and languages. Currently, ISO standards for non-English scripts are being developed throughout the world, but ICANN will play a major role in ensuring standards so that such scripts can be incorporated into the DNS without balkanizing the web. Consider the case where a Cambodian company registers a domain name using the recently-developed Khmer script. While this URL may easily be accessible to Internet users within Cambodia, how will it be accessed by users outside Cambodia, who do not know or possess Khmer script? A further issue concerns the use of diacritical characters in domain names; even if domain names continue to use the Roman alphabet, it will be essential to standardize such non-ASCII characters as umlauts and accents if regional aspirations are to be accommodated in the DNS. In both cases, there is an unavoidable tension, a balancing act between releasing domain name scarcity and ensuring the stability of the DNS system. A centralized, global body such as ICANN, which will develop standards for access to non-English domain names, is essential to maintaining this balance.

3. Intellectual Property: A global body like ICANN is also essential to maintaining intellectual property rights of non-Western entities (in addition to WIPO and other global policy making bodies). We read frequently about domain name squatting in the developing world, and it is true that would-be entrepreneurs have sometimes taken advantage of Western intellectual property right holders. Yet an equally acute, if often un-recognized, problem concerns the case of Western entities usurping the intellectual property rights of companies and individuals in the developing world. For example, a number of Indian companies have been attempting (fruitlessly thus far) to reclaim their domain names from US based domain squatters. A global and representative body like ICANN is essential to ensuring a forum for such companies. Indeed, ICANN’s Uniform Dispute Resolution Policy is a step in precisely this direction, representing an efficient way for the developing world to reclaim its intellectual property rights without recourse to Western courts (which may be expensive, time-consuming, and unfriendly to claims from other jurisdictions). In the long run, of course, such mechanisms are crucial not only to maintaining the integrity of the DNS, but more generally to ensuring equitable participation in the global economy.

4. Security: In the wake of the September 11th attacks in America, the security and stability of the global DNS have become cause for increasing concern. Thus, at its November, 2001 meeting (Marina del Rey), held in the wake of those attacks, ICANN expressed anxiety about the vulnerability of the Internet to e-terrorism. Such concerns are frequently considered relevant primarily to the developed world, whose economies and communications systems rely heavily on the Internet. At the same time, however, developed countries also possess a far higher degree of redundancy in those systems than the developing world, where bandwidth is scarce, and gateways in short supply. 
 A relatively minor attack, which might slow down traffic in the developed world, could thus entirely cripple communications in the developing world. For these reasons, developing nations have a vital stake in ICANN’s current steps to examine the security of the Internet’s 13 root servers. Even more importantly, as critics of ICANN have pointed out, it is essential that the number of root servers be increased to add greater redundancy into the Internet. The location and management of those root servers is likewise an issue of concern to developing nations: control of those servers essentially mean control of internet traffic, and it important that a truly dispersed world wide web disperses control of traffic across nations, too.

5. E-Commerce and Development: A final reason why ICANN and its decisions have significant relevance to developing nations concerns the potential of e-commerce to spur development. As the 2002 E-Commerce and Development Report issued by the United Nations Conference On Trade And Development Argues (UNCTAD)
 argues, e-commerce, particularly in the form of B2B transactions, can grow economies and facilitate economic transactions between and within countries. Yet, as the report also shows, the spread of e-commerce has been concentrated in already-developed nations, with developing nations (Africa, in particular) lagging significantly behind. 

The report identifies several reasons why this is so, the primary one being a lack of ICT infrastructure, broadly interpreted to include DNS infrastructure, in the developing world. Thus the establishment of such an infrastructure (competitive DNS markets, clearly-defined policies, local language domain names, etc.) is crucial to economic development. As the report argues, establishing the foundations for an effective DNS infrastructure could “serve the goal of … expanding online exchange of communications and information, and creating new channels for commerce”(23). Naturally, ICANN will play a central role in this process. Indeed, among the report’s many recommendations is a call for greater participation and inclusion of developing nations in all aspects of ICANN—from the allocation of ccTLD responsibility to the management of the UDRP.

All these reasons are bound by a common principle: that it is fundamentally in the interests of developing nations (and, indeed, of average Internet users) to have their voice heard in the governance processes of the DNS. Needless to say, there are important reforms that need to be carried out at ICANN to increase participation from developing nations, and to ensure that they are in fact effectively able to take part in important decisions such as those outlined above (see further below). Such reforms are as much in the interests of ICANN as those of developing nations: ultimately, in the absence of “policing power,” ICANN relies for its effectiveness on a perception of inclusiveness and transparency. So far, its mission has been hindered by the lack of such a perception—witness the refusal of many European nations to cede DNS authority to ICANN, a body they perceive as predominantly American. The current reform process might offer such a window of opportunity rather than hinder the agenda of developing nations.

B. Current Status of Developing Nations in ICANN

What is the current status of developing nations in ICANN? To some extent, ICANN has from the beginning made an effort to achieve regional equity. For example, it requires that each of its five regions be represented by at least one board member; this ensures that Africa and the Asia-Pacific regions each have a representative. In addition, ICANN rotates the locations of its meetings throughout the world. Recent meetings have been held in Latin America (Uruguay, September, 2001), Africa (Ghana, March, 2002) and Asia (Shanghai, October, 2002). Such rotation represents more than just a token gesture. It is an important measure to lower participation costs for representatives from the developing world--a significant barrier to participation not only in ICANN, but in many similar global fora.

Despite such measures, however, participation on the part of developing nation stakeholders has not fulfilled its potential. In many respects, ICANN remains dominated by Western, and in particular American, representatives today. There is a continued perception that outreach efforts by ICANN have been weak, and that this reflects in the current institutional arrangements of the organization. For example, all ICANN secretariat members are currently from the developed world, and in particular from the USA. Likewise, the majority of gTLD registries (and in many cases even the ccTLDs) are operated by companies based in the developed world. In part, this may be an inevitable outcome of ICANN’s stated (and necessary) criteria for assigning a gTLD license: “demonstrated ability to operate a TLD of significant scale.” Such ability may be lacking in much of the developing world. In seeking to increase regional participation in ICANN, therefore, it may be as important to institute reforms in ICANN as to build up general regional technical capacity. Whether ICANN itself has an official role to play in enhancing such general capacity remains to be discussed.
C. The Way Forward: Towards Enhancing Developing Nation Participation

The biggest challenge ICANN currently faces, as indicated above, is its own reform. Any effort to increase developing nation participation needs to be situated within the context of this challenge. In this section, we first discuss current general reform efforts, and then discuss them with specific regard to developing nations.

A. Current Reforms

On 24 February 2002, ICANN President Stuart Lynn issued a report entitled "ICANN–the Case for Reform,"
 which discussed the mission ICANN was attempting to achieve, reviewed progress toward that mission, and which concluded that ICANN’s current processes and structure would not permit it to achieve that mission. The report also recommended significant reforms. 

The subject of ICANN reform has been significantly discussed at subsequent ICANN meetings. Following the March 2002 meeting in Accra, Ghana, a "Committee on ICANN Evolution and Reform" was created  to consider the following issues: 

· a list of essential functions to be performed by ICANN, and a proposed mission statement for ICANN; 

· means of ensuring that ICANN decision making takes proper account of the public interest in its activities; 

· mechanisms for meaningful participation and input from informed Internet users; 

· structures for participation of all stakeholders in ICANN's deliberations and decision making; 

· the interactions and cooperative functioning of the different components of any proposed structure; 

· checks and balances that will ensure both the effectiveness and the openness of the organization; 

· ways in which essential components of any proposed structure that may not be able to be fully incorporated at the start of the reform process will be included when appropriate; and 

· a proposed transition process from the current structure to any recommended new structure, including a description of how the present components of ICANN relate to the new proposed structure, and the anticipated timetable for that transition.

The Committee subsequently produced a blueprint for reform that was endorsed at ICANN’s Bucharest Meeting. In September, the US Department of Commerce renewed ICANN’s MOU for an additional year, with the understanding that ICANN would embark upon the reform process outlined in that blueprint. Consequently, at the Shanghai meeting in October, the ICANN board formally adopted a new set of bylaws proposed by the "Committee on ICANN Evolution and Reform." While some questions remain over a proposed transition article that would provide a bridge between the current structure and the “new ICANN,” the ICANN reform process is well underway and irreversible. 

B. Reform and Developing Nations 

As noted, ICANN’s current evolution into a new skin may represent an ideal moment for developing nations to participate as equals. Indeed, there has been considerable discussion lately about how to enable such participation. Recently, ICANN has initiated a partnership with the United Nations to develop mechanisms for narrowing the digital divide. In March, 2002, At the ICANN meeting in Ghana, the Secretary General of the UN Kofi Annan spoke of his hope that ICANN would “join hands with the United Nations Information and Communication Technology (UN-ICT) Task Force,” (see full quote at page 1)  and “salute[d] ICANN’s efforts to ensure that the voices of users across the globe, particularly in the developing world, are heard.” He also expressed the hope that ICANN would work with other world bodies, such as WIPO and the ITU, towards narrowing the digital divide.

In addition, a meeting to discuss the role of developing nations and ICANN was held at Shanghai; attendees included KPP participants (Appendix C), representatives from the Markle Foundation, UN-ICT, ICANN itself, and various other bodies. The goal of the meeting was to develop a concrete set of proposals and specific working mechanisms to enhance the role of developing nations in ICANN. 

Partly as a result of that meeting, and partly as a result of subsequent discussions and meetings, a three-pronged strategy is suggested. Of course, this strategy represents only the beginning of a more elaborate process that will (we hope) develop and grow over the coming months and years.

1. Cross-Constituency/Multi-Sectoral Committee: One essential component of the strategy would, of course, involve structural adjustments to ICANN itself. As such, we suggest the establishment of a cross-constituency committee by the UN-ICT and ICANN that would have formal authority (advisory or otherwise) and liaison with the ICANN board. This committee could advise the ICANN board on steps to ensure greater developing nation participation, and suggest DNS policies with regard to international domain names, regional registries, and other issues of concern to developing nations. In order to be effective, this committee should be a truly cross-constituency body, including representatives both from within the current ICANN administration, and from associated bodies (such as registries, at large etc). The precise makeup of this committee would, of course, arise from further discussion, but the ongoing reform process within ICANN offers a propitious opportunity for the creation of a new body such as this one, and the UN-ICT Taskforce could act as the creator/facilitator of such a committee.

2. Regional Registries (RIR): In addition to the above committee, which would be a partnership between UN-ICT and ICANN, any adequate strategy should work with the RIRs to strengthen their capacity and ability to manage regional DNS issues. In particular, it is important to develop the proposed African RIR, AfriNIC (Appendix C). As Appendix C points out, existing RIRs have proven an effective, transparent and bottom-up means of channelling local DNS concerns into policy. They are a crucial means of ensuring that regional IP resources are efficiently and fairly distributed. As such, it is essential that African domain space, currently managed by APNIC (the Asia Pacific RIR), RIPE-NCC (the European RIR) and ARIN (the American RIR) be handled by an African RIR that is well-trained and fully-equipped both technically and financially to take on such an obligation. Supporting AfriNIC would entail financial support to train two hostmasters, to cover travel of a select group of critical stakeholders to meetings as well as the facilitation (possibly by the African regional network or UNECA) of an pan-African gathering of ISPs and ccTLDs to generate cross-border support to AfriNIC.

3. Regional Outreach: Finally, there has been widespread discussion of the need for regional outreach centers that would provide on-the-ground training, capacity building, and awareness-raising throughout the developing world. As Appendix A (a letter from ICANN President Stuart Lynn) shows, ICANN itself has proposed the establishment of “outreach evangelists” who would act as regional ombudsman for the developing world. In order to derive maximum benefit from such centers—and in order to minimize duplication of facilities and funding—it could be effective to integrate such ombudsmen into existing UN-ICT regional networks. Such networks already exist in five regions of the developing world: Africa, Latin America and Caribbean, Asia, Arab States, Europe and Central Asia. Although they do not specifically focus on ICANN issues at present, they represent natural bodies from which to do so, and could provide a readymade structure from which to launch the proposal outlined by Stuart Lynn in his previous letter to the Markle Foundation.

	PRIORITIES FOR DEVELOPING NATIONS
	RECOMMENDATIONS for ACTIONS within ICANN 

	The strengthening of technical and policy capacity 
	· Regional ICANN Outreach Centers (see Appendix)

· Support to the creation of Afrinic

	Increasing awareness by developing countries of the importance of international ICT decisions 
	· Experiments with model processes;

· Creation of regional ICANN outreach centres;

	The provision of easy and affordable access to timely information 
	· Creation of regional ICANN outreach centers.



	Overcoming financial and other barriers, 
	· Creation of joint ICANN Travel fund among the various funders (Markle, Ford, World Bank, la Francophonie, CTO, and others) to be managed by a cross-constituency committee;



	Fostering multi-stakeholders engagement 
	· Engagement in the current Reform process

· Experiments with model processes based upon multi-sectoral representation;

· Strengthening GAC (Secretariat) and At Large efforts



	Promoting equity enhancing mechanisms.
	· Creation of Cross-Constituency Committee 

· Experiments with model processes.




Appendix A.  Draft Letter from Stuart Lynn

Dear Stefaan:

I am sorry to have taken so long to send this letter to you. We have been trying to determine our precise needs. Thank you for your patience.

The purpose of this letter is to enquire whether the Markle Foundation might be willing to provide ICANN with US$157,000 in funding to support a one-year prototype outreach program in developing countries.

As you and I have recently discussed, I believe ICANN needs to do a better job of explaining its policies and procedures, and opening its activities, to Internet communities in developing countries.  To that end, I intend to propose to the ICANN Board a program of outreach, education, and communication in which ICANN would bring onto its staff two part-time Internet activists in key developing regions.  These outreach “evangelists” would be responsible for fielding queries from governments, institutions, businesses, and individuals in their respective regions, preparing outreach materials suitable for local distribution (online, in print, via CD-ROM, etc.), making presentations at relevant meetings and conferences, and communicating with the media.

Initially, I would propose to prototype this program in two regions of the world. The reason for prototyping before committing to an established program is to learn more about what is most effective and what difference such a program makes. This would be a more considered approach before asking the ICANN Board to commit to a more permanent and fully-defined program.

To support this one year prototype, I would hire two articulate, knowledgeable communicators who are actually located in and are from developing countries in the selected regions, charged with the mission of making the ICANN process, its policies and activities, and the DNS more fully transparent, less mysterious, more responsive, and more welcoming to Internet communities  in developing countries.  They could also help to catalyze “at large” activities in the region commensurate with what has been proposed by the ICANN Evolution and Reform Committee in its September 1 statement, should that be approved by the ICANN Board. Subject to Board approval, of course, I believe that the first two hires in this prototype effort should be in (a) Africa and (b) either the Pacific Islands or Latin America.

As ever, the viability of this prototype effort will depend upon the availability of appropriate funding.  As we have discussed, I believe the Markle Foundation could play a key catalytic role by supporting the costs of the two initial outreach activists for the first year of operation.  As I understand it, the Markle Foundation looks for ways to leverage early funding into broader and lasting support for worthwhile goals, such as stronger inclusion of developing countries into the Internet's administrative bodies.  In my judgment, this sort of outreach program would provide an excellent vehicle for exactly that. I would hope that should the prototype be successful, the ICANN Board would incorporate the program into its “permanent” budget.

I am appending a spreadsheet that indicates what I project would be the costs for the first year of operation, that is, to support the prototype. As you can see, the total costs are projected to be US$157,000.

I would welcome any suggestions you might have as to how to improve this program, and any support that the Markle Foundation would be willing to provide. Please let me know if I can provide further information.

Many thanks for your consideration.

Warm regards,

M. Stuart Lynn

President and CEO

ICANN

.
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Two halftime staff consultants 

including benefits
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20,000

       

 

Office space and ICANN 

administrative costs

Travel

40,000

       

 

Travel to ICANN meetings (3), 

ICANN HQ (2), regional 

meetings/conferences (3)
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At 10% of expenses

157,000
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ICANN Outreach Prototype Proposal


Appendix B. 

First East African Internet Forum

6-8th August Nairobi, Kenya

Statement of Nairobi 

on the participation of Africa in the process of the ICANN 

Considering the rapid adoption and adaptation of the Internet in Africa and the key role the private sector is playing in driving this process; 

Considering that the Africa continent is emerging quickly in the Internet and e-commerce arena, and thereby is impacted by and benefits from the process of formulation of the policies governing the standards, norms and protocol issues of the naming and numbering of the Internet; 

Considering that the anchoring of the African continent in the current globalisation process depends on its effective participation in the construction of the information society, including the Internet and e-commerce, in which it should bring its contributions and specificities; 

Considering that ICANN was incorporated in 1998 for ensuring the coordination of the Internet’s identifiers for domain names, IP address numbers, protocol parameter and port numbers, as well as the stable operation of the Internet's root server system on the one hand, and guaranteeing that contributions and needs of the global Internet communities are reflected on the other hand; 

Reinforcing the private-public partnership, with private sector leadership and responsibility in innovation and development of the Internet, and the important role of governments in ensuring their respective public interest objectives; 

Recognizing ICANN as the organization that encompasses government, private sector, technical community, intellectual property community, and any other interested participants, to ensure strong and global coordination of the functions related to the global domain name system; 

Recognizing and appreciating the efforts of the ICANN and its bodies of support to make effective internationalization and geographical diversity of utmost priority;  

Conscious that the many emergent African regional organizations (for example, AfrICANN, AfriNIC, AfTLD, AfriSPA, AfNOG, along with informal coordination) attest efforts and interest of Africa for the questions relating to the international coordination of the internet resources which are the domain names, the envelope addresses of names and numbers; 

Conscious of the importance of information exchange and knowledge sharing between the different sectors necessary to ensure continued growth and development of the Internet; 

Therefore the participants of the First East-African Internet Forum and ACT 2002 reiterate their support for and appreciation to ICANN as the appropriate model for the necessary private sector driven organization for the coordination of naming and numbering issues for the domain name system. Furthermore, the participants warmly welcome the initiatives of ICANN, and its CEO that recognize the importance of (a) participating in regional meetings and (b) furthering exchange and communication by establishing an outreach program of education and capacity building around the core ICANN functions for Africa.

In particular, and with respect to the foregoing, the African Internet community: 

1. Notes the importance of the outreach in Africa to ensure that the region is current on information and public awareness. The specific situation of Africa requires information and public awareness campaigns in order to make better known the ICANN and the stakes of the international coordination of the Internet’s resources; 

2. Is pleased with the installation of special program items with a view to facilitate the participation of a greater number of Africans in the statutory meetings and its working parties;

3. Calls upon African governments participation in ICANN’s Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) as the appropriate framework for putting forward African interests;

4. Strongly advocates the respective African Internet communities to participate in appropriate groups within the ICANN framework, recognizing that Africa’s interests will only be heard if Africa participates; 

5. Calls upon ICANN to assist in establishing a fund or helping to source funds to facilitate Africa’s participation in ICANN work and meetings; 

6. Calls on appropriate regional bodies and ICANN to work closely together to pursue the African process, including the work of the ATU, AfriICANN, AfriNIC, AfTLD, AfriSPA, AfNOG, and any information coordination efforts);

7. Notes the importance of contribution to the development of the internet services in Africa by the training of the African specialists with a view to improving quality factor, the stability and the reliability of the systems of naming and internet addressing;

8. Notes the importance of translation in the principal languages of the continent of the handouts of the ICANN -- in particular those relating to the policies and the technical procedures -- as part of the outreach efforts in order to facilitate the comprehension and the participation of African Internauts.
9. Calls upon ICANN to assist in facilitating assistance in technical operations areas such as root servers, registries, registrars, UDRP providers, etc.

Fact in Nairobi on August 8th 2002 

Participants of the Forum include:

1. African ISP Association (AfrISPA)

2. African Regional Internet Registry (AfriNIC)

3. The African ICANN Group (AfrICANN)

4. African Top Level Domain Association (AfTLD)

5. African Network Operators Group (AfNOG)

6. African Computing & Telecomms (ACT 2002)

7. African Telecommunications Union (ATU)

8. Communications Commission of Kenya (CCK)

9. Telecommunications Service Providers Organization of Kenya (TESPOK)

10. Uganda telecommunications LTD (UTL)

11. Uganda Communications Commission (UCC)

Appendix C- 

Background Paper on AfriNIC

In 1997, a proposal was tabled to form an African regional Internet registry (RIR) to manage African domain space and allocate IP numbers. The RIR, which would be called AfriNIC (www.Afrinic.org), would be modeled on existing RIRs and has received widespread international support as a valuable addition to existing mechanisms for managing the DNS.In this short background paper, we explain the role of RIRs, explore the need for an organization like AfriNIC, discuss its possible functions and structure, and discuss its current status, including funding needs.

What are the Regional Internet Registries (RIRs)?

Currently, there exist four RIRs: APNIC (the Asia Pacific Network Information Center), ARIN (the American Registry for Internet Numbers), RIPE NCC (the Réseaux IP Européens Network Coordination Centre), and LACNIC (the Latin American and Caribbean Internet Addresses Registry). African IP space is managed by the first three organizations.

In collaboration with ICANN, the RIRs play a crucial role in managing domain space.
 Within their given geographic domains, RIRs allocate and sell or lease IP resources (both IP addresses and number resources). The policies guiding such allocation are typically formed through a bottom-up, consensus-based process. Each RIR is a non-profit organization with open membership, typically consisting of local ISPs and other organizations involved in managing domain names. As self-regulating, neutral and open organizations, RIRs have generally been considered successful examples of IP management. As a recent ISO document puts it, their structure allows RIRs to provide “service[s] in a fair, responsive, neutral, and impartial manner.”

What would AfriNIC do?

The objectives of AfriNIC are  clearly stated in the original proposal made in 1997, and we repeat them here. They include:

· to provide the service of allocating and registering Internet resources for the purpose of enabling communications via open system network protocols and to assist in the development and growth of the Internet in the African region; 

· to assist the African community in the development of procedures, mechanisms, and standards to efficiently allocate Internet resources as a service to the community as a whole; 

· to provide educational opportunities to further Members’ technical and policy understanding of the industry; 

· to develop public policies and public positions in the best interest of the Members and to seek legislative and regulatory consideration of issues of general benefit to the Members, where and when appropriate; 

Why AfriNIC?

The argument in favor or AfriNIC is based, as stated in the original proposal for AfriNIC, on the belief that “the management of the IP address space should be under the control and administration of those that depend upon it”—organizations such us ISPs, corporate entities, universities and individuals based in Africa.
 Such regional management has proven effective with regard to the four current RIRs, and is important for at least three reasons:

1.  Meeting Regional Needs: For several reasons, a registry based in Africa is likely to be the most efficient way of responding to local needs and concerns. Those reasons include the fact that users based in Africa will find it easier to communicate with RIR representatives who speak the local language and who have an understanding of existing African technical capacity. Furthermore, communicating with representatives from a local registry is likely to be quicker and cheaper than contacting representatives based in Europe. Thus disputes over domain name ownership, the need for increased IP resources, and other regional issues are likely to be settled more efficiently than they currently are. 

2. Regional Co-ordination and Capacity Building: In addition, a locally-based registry is ideally placed to co-ordinate the often disparate strands of technical know-how and capacity in Africa. Needless to say, allocation of IP resources cannot exist in a vacuum; it needs to be organized alongside other technical functions, such as infrastructure rollout and maintenance, and technical education. Currently, there already exists considerable interaction between the nascent AfriNIC and the African Network Operators Group (AFNOG-www.afnog.org), which builds technical capacity through hands on instruction and exchanges in conferences and meetings. Such interaction could be strengthened and broadened to include other organizations (for example, African universities) whose participation is crucial to ICT use and adoption in Africa. Ultimately, such co-ordination (particularly with educational and training organizations) will be crucial to increasing public awareness, and thus also to increasing ICT usage in Africa. In this sense, an organization like RIR makes good sense from both a commercial and social perspective: it would not only be more responsive to existing users and businesses, but would also help bridge the digital divide.

3. Regional Representation: Finally, an African RIR would be an important way to ensure regional representation at international fora such as ICANN and other organizations involved in global ICT policymaking. Increasingly, it is becoming clear that apparently technical decisions (such as those pertaining to ccTLDs) also have an important policy or even political component. As such, it is crucial that Africa has input into the relevant decision-making processes. An organization like AfriNIC would not only provide the resources and platform from which to ensure that input. As noted above, it could also play a crucial role in co-coordinating various technical bodies in Africa, and thus in uniting the African ICT community behind clearly articulated and coherent policy positions. The need for such representation is already evident, as stated above, in a number of current issues, such as those pertaining to ccTLDs, ownership disputes, and concerns over intellectual property. It is likely to become even more important in the near future, as ICANN moves towards developing international domain names. Such domain names are crucial to increasing ICT usage in much of the developing world, and African nations have an important role to play in ensuring appropriate script standardizations. 

How would AfriNIC operate?/What would be the structure of AfriNIC?

Like existing RIRs, AfriNIC is a non-profit corporation, currently incorporated in Ghana. Initially, it would be based in Amsterdam, and would be “incubated” at RIPE, the European RIR. This phase (described in greater detail below) would allow AfriNIC to establish the technical and financial foundations it needs in order to manage African DNS space effectively.

Within a short period of time, however, AfriNIC will be based in Africa; although the host country is as yet undecided, it has been proposed that it would be based in South Africa, with operating offices in Ghana.  AfriNIC’s primary source of revenue (as with currently existing RIRs) would be derived primarily from the allocation of IP addresses to ISPs and end users, who will pay registration and maintenance fees based on the size of the block of addresses. (These blocks would not be sold, but licensed in return for fees). In addition, AfriNIC will also derive income from membership fees, ASN registration, and number transfers. As envisioned, non-members could obtain addresses, but only members could set policy. It is also envisioned that any operating surpluses will be used for member education and advocating public policy that is in the interest of the networking community.

More details about AfriNIC’s proposed structure and operations can be found at: http://www.afrinic.org/AfriNICCorporatePlan-v0.1.shtml
What is the current status of AfriNIC?

As noted above, AfriNIC has developed a business plan, which includes operating details as well as a budget outlining a path towards sustainability. In the interim period, before AfriNIC is fully established, it will be incubated at RIPE in Amsterdam. This incubation phase will last one year. Key activities that will be undertaken during the incubation include: stakeholder development;
 application for recognition by ICANN; training of two hostmasters; outreach to African operators; interaction with existing RIRs, including attendance at their meetings; participation at ICANN meetings; policy development; and selection of a host country for AfriNIC. AfriNIC has already developed an arrangement with RIPE to provide training and salaries to two hostmasters for  a limited period  in Amsterdam. These hostmasters, who will begin their training by April 2003, will form the core technical capacity for AfriNIC. In addition, it is expected that representatives from AfriNIC will present a proposal for the new RIR at the ICANN meeting in Rio de Janeiro at the end of March, 2003. 

As indicated in the business plan, AfriNIC expects to be profitable in the near future as African users begin shifting from existing RIRs to the new regional RIR. However, it is important to point out that such shifts will only occur if existing users are fully satisfied and comfortable with AfriNIC’s ability to carry out its technical responsibilities. That ability, in turn, rests on initial funding and support during the incubation phase to ensure effective training and manpower: the faster AfriNIC can get off the ground, the more effective it will be in the long term. The following presents budget requirements for the incubation period and the current composition of AfriNIC’s board.

PROPOSED INCUBATION BUDGET

	Stakeholder development

(email lists, website, telephone calls and letters)
	 $5,000.00

	Recognition by ICANN

(travel costs of 1 AfriNIC Board member to 2 ICANN meeting)
	$10,000.00

	Incubation costs

(training of hostmasters, interim secretariat office, and initial equipment)
	$25,000.00

	Outreach to Operators

(2 outreach meetings to gather 30 operators and 2 officials from AfriNIC)
	$50,000.00

	Participation in other RIR meetings
(two persons, 4 meetings)
	$24,000.00

	Participation in ICANN meetings

(2 persons to attend 3 ICANN meetings)
	$18,000.00

	AfriNIC policy development
(organize meeting in colocation with AfNOG)
	$10,000.00

	Selection of host countries
(contingency consultancy fees)
	$10,000.00

	TOTAL COST OF INCUBATION
	$152,000


AfriNIC Board of Trustees:

West Africa:  Nii Quaynor (Ghana), Pierre Dandjinou (Benin);

Afrique Centrale: KOUMA Cyriaque (Gabon), Pierre M. KASENGEDIA 

(R.D. Congo);

Ocean Indien: Yann Kwok (Maurice), Haja Ramboasalama (Madagascar);

Southern Africa: Theo Kramer (South Africa); Alan Barrett (South 

Africa)

North Africa: Tarek Kamel (Egypt), Zakaria Ould Amar (Mauritania)

East Africa: Richard Bell (Kenya), Charles Musisi (Uganda)




“…To realize this potential, we need to build digital bridges to the billions of people who are trapped in extreme poverty, untouched by the new technologies that are changing our world.  If developing countries are to compete in the increasingly knowledge-based global economy, one key factor will be their ability to participate effectively in processes and fora that deal with new policy and technical issues such as this one.  The presence of Africans and representatives from other developing regions on the ICANN Executive Board is a good sign.  I salute ICANN’s efforts to ensure that the voices of users across the globe, particularly in the developing world, are heard.  Such efforts are, of course, only a beginning.


�I encourage ICANN to join hands with the United Nations Information and Communication Technology Task Force that I established last year, which is addressing this and many other issues.  I also see a key role for ICANN in addressing various questions being worked on by the World Intellectual Property Organization and the International Telecommunication Union that affect the future of the Internet and its community…”


�U.N. Secretary-General Kofi Annan�Message to ICANN Board of Directors�Accra, Ghana, March 14, 2002





(http://www.icann.org/correspondence/annan-to-icann-14mar02.htm)


�








� The proposals and recommendations developed in this report have been gathered from extensive interviews and several roundtable sessions held at the ICANN meetings in Montevideo (September, 2001), Accra (March, 2002), Bucharest (June, 2002), and Shanghai (October, 2002). They are also based upon the presentations delivered by Dr. Nii Quaynor, member of the UN-ICT Taskforce and of the ICANN Board and Stuart Lynn, President of ICANN to the UN-ICT Taskforce, and build upon the research reports issues within the context of the DOT Force (i.e. Roadmap and CTO/Panos Study – see http://www.markle.org/globalpolicy).


� http://www.din.de/gremien/nas/nabd/iso3166ma/get_name.html


� Indeed, recent difficulties in assigning country-level domains to smaller pacific island nations suggest just how complicated the allocation of country-level names remains.


� Until recently, for example, India possessed only two international gateways. A denial of service attack (such as those that occurred recently on Amazon and Yahoo!) on those gateways could have shut down international data traffic to the entire country.


� http://www.unctad.org/en/docs/ecdr2002_en.pdf


� See http://www.icann.org/general/lynn-reform-proposal-24feb02.htm


� Currently RIRs select three members to serve on the ICANN board; after the current reform process is complete, they will have two representatives on the board.


� See � HYPERLINK "http://www.isoc.org/briefings/010/index.html" ��http://www.isoc.org/briefings/010/index.html� for further discussion of the role and importance of RIRs.


� http://www.isoc.org/inet97/ans97/afrinic.htm


� AfriNIC’s stakeholders primarily consist of African network operators and ISPs. It is essential to foster an active stakeholder during the incubation phase in order both to develop AfriNIC over the long term and to develop a meaningful policy framework.
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