ICANN GEOGRAPHIC REGIONS
Mission:
To provide input, if any, on the suggested formation of a community wide working group, and its mandate. 

To provide input on the relative importance of the Geographic Regions structure to the At-Large community in general and to the value of a community-wide working group specifically

	Principles
	Comments

	The topic of the makeup of ICANN's geographical regions must be considered in the context of the geographical region requirements imposed on all ICANN organizations and hence those requirements should be reviewed and possibly adjusted in conjunction with any proposed changes to the regions themselves. CG


	

	1. ICANN regions are relevant to the GNSO with respect to creating an implementation mechanism for diversity of GNSO Council members.

2. The application of diversity based on regions will need to be revised in the forthcoming new structure of the GNSO council.

3. The existing ICANN regions present problems of imbalance.

4. Any change to ICANN regions should improve on this imbalance.

5. There is nothing sacred about the number of regions remaining at five.

6. ICANN should avoid making geo-political judgments and so where regions are relevant, refer to an authoritative third party wherever possible.

7. Where there are grey areas in such a third party regional construct, the CC manager of the territory may opt-in to whichever region they wish (subject to some underlying logic to avoid mere whim).

PS
	

	ICANN regions are different from other regional divisions; this is problematic and confusing especially in developing countries and does not favor participation and geographic diversity into the ICANN structure.

In relation with Regions and geographic diversity requirements, some flexibility should be allowed for representatives in the GNSO Council.

Different regions have different concerns and needs in relation with ICANN activities. OC
	

	The designation of ICANN regions should take into consideration the varying views, concerns, and interests of the users and residents of various parts of the world. The designation of regions should provide the opportunity for those diverse views to be fairly represented within ICANN processes.TR
There may not be an existing designation of regions that will satisfy this principle. However, reviewing existing designations will be helpful and may serve as a basis upon which to build. TR


	


	Existing users should not be inordinately disenfranchised for the goal of fairly representing user groups who are not yet active and may not be able to effectively participate in the near term. CG
	It seems important to somehow balance the participation of groups based on their current level of use of the Internet with those who are underrepresented currently. TR
It might be worthwhile thinking of some ways that both needs could be met at the same time and could even be dynamic to adjust to the changing Internet world. CG

We need to be careful not to exclude certain views or interests by being to broad in rolling up certain regions, we should balance that with consideration for fair representation. TR



	Sufficient outreach should be undertaken to understand as fully as possible the varying views, concerns, and interests of users and residents around the world. TR


	Practical output of understanding views, concerns and interests of users is a huge task, requiring millions of dollars to do well. Moreover, the result of such outreach would always be overly complex to subsequently apply in a practical way, forcing the ICANN Board to make geo-political and cultural judgment. PS
Geo-political and cultural elements do need to be considered in order to have regional designations that reflect reality. Drawing a circle around various areas on a map doesn't do it. TR
The regions are a surrogate for diversity and a fig leaf for the Board. They are also a potential Achilles heel for the Board if they have meant a Board chosen for geo-diversity primarily and competence second. PS
Selecting Council or Board reps primarily for geo-diversity and competence second may give us less than desirable results in terms of effectiveness.  That is why allowing some flexibility that balances these two goals is needed. CG
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