Sample Draft Text for ICANN Geographic Regions Working Group Interim Report – “Matters To Be Considered”
The text below is experimental. I like the idea of taking inventory of all the “matters” identified in the Initial Report, but I am not completely happy with the results so far. The various “matters” tend to be very general and a number of them overlap in subject and seeming intent. However, the exercise of going through them has sparked additional thoughts and forced me as a drafter to appreciate the complexity of some of the potential solutions WG members have discussed.

I chose four of the “matters” to experiment with in this draft.  You’ll see that some are more fleshed out than others. That is purely a reflection of the time I had to devote to this exercise and not a value judgement regarding of any of the ideas.

Each “Matter” follows this format:

Matter No.

Source:

Quote/Issue:

Classification:

Discussion:

Options and Impacts:
I make this text available now with the caution that the ideas and format are purely experimental and any and all WG members should feel free to cut, edit or modify them. In fact, specific editing is not necessarily required as much as the need to get feedback from WG members on the drafting approach/concept.

The purpose of this drafting exercise was primarily to test whether the format was workable and perhaps spark further ideas.  If WG members think the structure, framework, style or substance of the approach warrants further effort I am happy to continue.  If not, I am happy to make another attempt or yield the drafting pen.  RobH

___________________________

[Draft Heading] 

Implications of Various Community Considerations of Geographic Regions Structure and Application
As an initial step in analyzing the current structure of the ICANN Geographic Regions, Annex B of the WG’s Initial Report identified a total of 25 “Matters to be Taken into Consideration” that WG members had collected from their various SO and AC communities.  The WG classified the 25 matters into the three primary categories of (1) General Principles, (2) Number of Regions and (3) allocation of regions and asked the community to suggest additions or deletions to the list.  This section of the WG Interim Report addresses each ”matter” as it has been raised by the community in order to analyze its present and potential future implications for application of the geographic regions framework.

Matter No. 1

Source: GAC Advice to the Board (July 2000)
Quote/Issue:  “ICANN should make reference to existing international norms for regional distribution of countries.”

Category:  General Principles

Discussion:   In 2000, the ICANN Board directed Staff to assign countries to geographic regions on the basis of the United Nations Statistics Division's (UNSD) current classifications.  The ccNSO report to the Board noted that the five ICANN regions are significantly different from those defined by the UN Statistics Office.  Furthermore, as noted above in Section [insert number here], over time any connection to the UNSD classifications has eroded as the concept of geographic diversity has been expanded beyond application just to the Board to include other structures within the ICANN community.

The expansion of the geographic regions concept to more communities and structures has been a boon to participation in ICANN and the recognition of the organization as a truly global organization.  Unfortunately, this expansion appears to have been largely ad hoc and has not been driven by a consistent application of the geographic regions framework.  

ICANN Staff does not appear to have ever formally reviewed the UNSD’s classifications to determine if they have been revised in the last decade nor has the organization formally acknowledged the ad hoc community by community approach to geographic regions.

Options and Impacts:  The “international norms” of 2010 may be different or have evolved from the international norms of 2000.  The WG does not believe that the ad hoc nature of expanding the geographic regions structure beyond the Board to other structures and communities over the past decade warrants abandoning the flexible application approach. In fact, that approach seems to have been effective in many instances and could be argued to reflect the evolution of “international norms” over time. 

The expanded application of the geographic regions framework in this manner must either be formally acknowledged and embraced by the community or abandoned as inconsistent with the original intent of the Board.  Similarly, if the organization has de facto determined over the past decade that the UNSD classifications are no longer appropriate or applicable on a consistent basis then that needs to be formally acknowledged and the flexible approach that has been adopted on a case-by-case basis over the past decade must itself be specifically affirmed. 

The impact of affirming the ad hoc process that has occurred over the last decade would be minimal on all the communities who are currently subject to those individual ad hoc standards.  If this approach were affirmed then those individual communities could assess the application of international norms on their own communities in the various unique ways that they are impacted by them.

Alternatively, abandoning the ad hoc approach and returning to a consistent organizational process does not need to be groundbreaking.  Adoption of such an approach would require re-evaluation of the USND classifications for their applicability to ICANN in 2010.  If they were found wanting, then alternative categorization or classification models could be investigated and considered.  [Examples?]
Matter No. 2

Source: GNSO Principle on Relevance of Regions (August 2008)

Quote/Issue: “ICANN regions should take into consideration the varying needs and concerns of different regions.”

Classification:  General Principles

Discussion:  It is axiomatic that each different geographic region is likely to have different needs and concerns. In the context of the GNSO these varying needs and concerns can be reflected in a variety of ways.  In the case of the GNSO, the current structure of the industry can potentially result in smaller pools of qualified or interested volunteer candidates from various geographic regions and thus the needs or concerns of under-represented regions can be overlooked.  For example, the number of gTLD registries are not evenly distributed geographically across all five of the ICANN regions.  The GNSO has recently addressed this reality in amendments to Article X of the ICANN Bylaws.  Those bylaws (recently adopted by the Board in August 2009) state at Article X Section 3(1) that “Stakeholder Groups should, in their charters, ensure their representation on the GNSO Council is as diverse as possible and practicable, including considerations of geography, GNSO Constituency, sector, ability and gender.”

Options and Impacts:  The geographic regions framework should not be so inflexible as to force certain communities to draft unwilling or under-qualified participants to satisfy the regional participation requirement.  At the same time the Board could conclude that strict adherence to certain standards might be the best way to force participation and build up regional competence or participation in certain areas.  In the short term that would potentially limit participation

Matter No. 15

Source: ccNSO Report To The Board (November 2007)

Quote/Issue:  “There has been strong lobbying from some African countries that the present composition of the African Region should not be changed.”

Classification:  Allocation of Countries To Regions

Discussion:  Representatives in each geographic region likely have different perspectives regarding the composition of their region depending on the community of which they are a part. [Here is where survey data could be particularly useful]

Options and Impacts:  Maintaining the present composition of the African Region would likely impact few ICANN resources in any particular community. It is hoped and expected that African representation will continue to increase over time but that is an incremental resource increase rather than a strategic one.

The WG has also heard, however, at least one proposal that could impact the African region in some way.  In forum comments on the Initial Report, Dr. Al-Zoman says an Arab Region should be created under the ICANN Geographical Regions framework. He says this is necessary to allow the Arab community to participate intelligently and fruitfully in ICANN. Creation of such a region would likely reduce the number of countries in the African Region. [there is much more that could be added to this section]

Matter No. 19

Source:  GNSO Principle on Potential Change of Regions (August 2008)

Quote/Issue:  “There should be nothing sacred about the number of ICANN regions remaining at five.”

Classification:  Number of Regions

Discussion:  A number of community proposals have been discussed within the community that would create an Arab Region, or a region of small island nations or divide the Asia-Pacific region into two separate geographic regions.  The stated GNSO principle merely recognizes this and purports to keep the option open for community discussion.  The principle reflects the understanding that the geographic region framework should not be static and should be flexible enough o consider further adjustments.

Options and Impacts:  Two major options for Board consideration are to maintain the current number of regions or to expand the number of regions. Reducing the number of regions does not seem to be a viable option for consideration.  Increasing the number of regions, by any number would have substantial resource impact on the processes and practices of ICANN.  The addition of even one region would likely require every community to adjust or expand its management or administrative structure. 

For example, in the At-Large community there are currently five Regional At-Large Organizations (RALOs)  that are designed to reflect the five ICANN Geographic Regions.  Adding any new region to the existing geographic regions framework would likely prompt creation of a new RALO with a similar infrastructure of the existing RALOs.  This would require ICANN to make available the meeting facilities (physical rooms at ICANN meetings or telephone conference lines) and could increase the ICANN travel budget.  These additional resources would need to be factored in to the ICANN Budget before the official creation of any new region.  Within the ALAC alone, it is estimated that financial resources would need to increase conservatively by [XXXXXX] annually for each new region. [this calculation could really be fleshed out with Cheryl’s specific guesstimates for ALAC].

Matter No.

Source:

Quote/Issue:

Classification:

Discussion:

Options and Impacts:

[###    End Draft    ###]
