ATHIRERPT B &1 o B3R
(B BEEER © €3FK)

R T AR e RS PR AR Bo kAR
(ICANN)Y £+t Xk 3% KL E

HBEAR

AR TS A% B kA4 4

XA ETEER &5k & S A
RBIEELR 4= Ll 35
RBA LIRS alR K 45 M
RBIAETEER # k =
b B0 B P 4a 4 4] ok B2 A
TR M A R E] # K HmiFH
EREBE MO EREA 2l#15
EHEBE NP AT R RX 4
BB ERF < “w k £33
s A AR FRF a & EE%
s HEBEFTRF B IR EF F &

HBHWE | BRELmKA - BAFES - thif
YR At—4f4+A-twmwaE+—AwmA
REBHM D At=—%+—-—A=+8

6
/C07505‘358



FAaRA%:C09205358
ooB O OB W& R E
HE: 2 it 2

AT
HIRFE T PR TR BRI RO L, (CANNE LR gRERES
IR
B EEMER
i YN
ZIJEFE,02-23433679
HEIA B:
BYE EPEEHE BRE
IS ZSBECEERER HHlE EXE
M OBIEGHE HFAHERE BER
kil RETEGHEE AREBREE BE
R AKE EEEER R
HERGER: HoAh

HIBIHbE: AR Zefertnn

HEEAR: KRB 92410 H 24 H-RE2FE11 04 H
HEEY: KB 24 11 H20H

S3¥EEE/H: Ho/#E(E H6,/ (5

BRI EA:

WARE: | RS LR BRI IEECEE , (CANNEHERERNANLT=F14

—tTHHEHETA=T—HEREAENRERT - REFTAE2ERERE
PR RARETE ~ PR EC IR RAR AR 28 A S B BRI -
PR - (IR - R ATES IR BRI S IR EA  1R
RS AMEAEES - L2 NBEENTEY - UNZANEES -
— T EEAREE - B A IMEEER - ARGERBRHZES
EEMR - S EBEEEEMAE - PEEFKRDERAR S EMEREAT
DA EEE - g E R ERECTLDEREBCR EEERET -
VeriSign' s Wildcard AR#5 ~ WHOISE R} ~ BRI 4 (Internationalized
Domain Name, IDN)ZF3%8E -

AT L2 S AR

http://report.nat.gov.tw/cgi-bin/cat_modify 2003/12/23



% ICANN Z+ Rk &3R4 F B &

EAE 3
N 1 L T 2 1 O 3

(=) TCANN £ AL ZTFEE oottt 5

# ~ICANN £+ -tk g 8
o B HREER] MBI R AT et b bbbttt b b s 8
e B AT oo e 8
() HEIFZEE T BUGAC) oo 8

(=) B K415 £ (country code Top Level Domain; ccTLD) 3 ...oocoovoivvvieioiieieen 11

(Z) WHACArd Z 2N BT 3738 oo et 12

(29)  WHOIS WOIKSROD ... ooeeoeooeooeeeeee oot 12

() ZNHEZBIF oot 12

(55) TCANN ZE FE @ B 2 oo 12
(€)W DIEZEIEFER Booooooeoeeeeeoeoeoeeeeeeeeeeeeee oot ee et 13

%~ 4% 13
2 mitads 14
18 ~ K4 15
FEAE = ~ GAC 20 R B B 3BT oottt 16
Bt = > SO R IE G2 GAC 23R oottt renes 21
FHAF =~ 30 KR G 3 ICANN 28 B G R et e ettt eeee e 25
Pt ~ CCTLD BAE B B I R A I F ettt ssone 35
FRHAE L~ GAC B B A5 L B oot 57



e
o

*
w ~ Al

TR e e 2 A% Sk a4 ok Ag ) (ICANN) B+ tR @ i+
—#+A-+trAE=Z+ AL RRA IR RERT AR HEAFBHE
B€(GAC) W+ A+ xBE-_F+ABRIT ARGHEARGBRB
EAZLA SR ABR AR -~ PEERERNAMRNS)REEELE
My SR Aamme -

AREHNH 2 EL O ocTLD BEERREEELF -
VeriSign’s Wildcard BR#% ~ WHOIS #F#/& - BEI3R & (Internationalized
Domain Name, IDN) % %88 - A3k 4 % & o3 ICANN s #69 aa k3L 0%
— BN BRERARTRERFARANE -

ICANN 1
ICANN 4 — &3kt ~ 5 A - 2T &6 BIR% KA

(International corporation) » 1998 4= 10 A s LN ER AN > & BE

BB d £ BT E L2 3 o # IR T 32 ) 4 (Internet

technical management functions) ~ i 31} & £ # & i& 3 3% (Protocol

Parameters and Port) 2 1% 38 ~ 3% % % #(DNS)Z % 32 ~ [P' i bt 2 5 &C

BE 35k RARAZ) AR % & #i(root server system)2 4 3F 0 LA 43 A IR 4R

W EEZ AR THEMARSMARLEIRE S -

(—) ICANN a2k %4 B
ICANN T4 ¥ £ ¢ (Board of Directors ) ~ =18 % 1% 41 %
( Supporting Organization, SO ) ~ W B%3:4% 8 € ( Advisory
Committee, AC) A& & #ig 8 4 Asls#2 (Technical Liaison Group,
TLG) % » A& 2B T

V1P A 41 49 3% 18 12 W) & (Internet Protocol)2 & > 13 A B TR A M 1T XB @ & R
%ﬁ”ﬁ&%%(physical ]inks)n’n'}}&ii SRR T AREAE o — [Pk B — U FE R T2
bk 0 {845 Internet b 2 E BGAr k45 245 T - Internet £ E RS R 2 B R i
L Bp 3R L TP A b 3% A — A% K 44k 38 4% A DNS 24 AP 4t % #% (human-friendly names)
Ry E AL o



ICANN 48 2% 22 4% B

HEE
_ A
ICANN B
% 8 1B R B &
l I
fak %45 | | BB M & A j}ﬂftﬁﬂfké%
. < < & N %:g‘%a %
a4 (ASO) Wi Ea X % & & (RSSAC)
% (GNSO) (ccNSO)
49 8% 5 A R
8 4 (SSAC)
P

A 7(GAC)

HOHT I 4 A
s #8(TLG)




(=) ICANN %5k B4 2 5hhE
1. ¥ ¢

#% 2002 4 12 A 15 8 ICANN i@ i@ ¥R a8k T 42 »
ICANN B3 @ fhd+ A AR ZHE2 2 Fan LA
WEHEFLEBEEES %@&ﬁi&m%M$n\H%&
2 H8 % 4% 48 8 (GNSO)~ Bl #5 % #% % 1% 48 88 (ccNSO) &-:E i —
£ MR B ERITE o [ZHR = F &ﬁﬁéw\ﬂ$ it
Sho R ABERZHZBMBARN > ERPRE L2 4RHE
é@m$mﬁ‘%%§k&%ixﬁé%éﬂﬂ® hs @53
%M E A G(GAC) ~ — & BR%HE B #(ALAC) ~ st
# A (TLG) R H R es T 424255 N @ (IETF)45 0% © B AT
BEERBLEF AL 5514 ¢

1) Vint Cerf (USA) - ¥ £ X &

2) Alejandro Pisanty (Mexico) — 32 F &] £ /&
3) Thomas Niles (USA)

4) Tricia Drakes (UK)

5) Ivan Moura Campos (Brazil)

6) Lyman Chapin (USA)

7) Njeri Rionge (USA)

8) Mouhamet Diop (Senegal)

9) Veni Markovski (Bulgaria)

10)Masanobu Katoh (Japan)

11)Michael Palage (USA)
12)Hualin Qian(China)

13)Steve Crocker — I8 2 RBEXRME B CHEA
14)Roberto Gaetano — —fz ¢ B3R E B R L A

15)Francisco A. Jesus Silva — 3% 4 8 45 A7)~ 28 B56 45 A



16)John Klensin — 4R 4888 T £2 4F 5|~ a0 BE 48 A

17)Mohamed Sharil Tarmizi — B FF3%ME B L&A
18)Paul Twomey — ICANN 48 4% J& #47 &

2. ZEm
& % 3% 21 8% ( Supporting Organization ) 35 E 45 £ 2 1)

# ICANN f£ & § FAARZ X BB REBRBRA S S

fE
B4y o BAT ICANN Fx A =B £ E @8 :
1) frak % 3% 48 85 (ASO) : ASO & &5y ICANN 2 & A #

2)

3)

Wmﬁﬁﬁ‘%m\&%ﬁzﬁ%ﬁ%* REEFN
Wl E— Intermet L&A ERZ IP kA 4 0 %o
128.9.128.127 » 144R ¥ ICANN 915G IR s A
M A I MAE(RIR)S 5 2 MoU Ak srz a4k - 8
MiEBEBRATEILZ RIR' 3 H A FLENERZ
ARIN ~ &M B 3= RIPE NCC - 1 TENE B =
LACNIC ~ M & 3%k 2 APNIC R JF W & 3 =
AFRNIC o —#z RIR FA AR a9 hk 5 BLHL R AR B IR E
BRBAKRR— F W ALHE T B 6 T AEH W R o BLAL Ak
& 3% (Address Block) °

B 7% 4% 4% % 1% s 8k (ccNSO) : ccNSO & &% ICANN
$# A B ccTLD(3# 4o : .us, .uk, .it, .tw, .cn, jp, .hk %)
ZHFRMET > ccNSO 148 ccTLD F3EH M > T
#pH e (Council) B AR L RBIERF ©

Fl B 1 % #% % 3% 1 8, (GNSO) : GNSO & % 7 ICANN
BEAMEBMBRESIRL Z KR MET > thd gTLD
BRI A A B HERM -2
WA A B B & B AR P, 0 T3RR3R € (Council) &
AR B BOR B AR

3. %ML B &
BMEBEB A —EXZHE > bR A Internet AL BF



(community)fX, & 8k > & A& ICANN B kb2 T >
ICANN a8 FRP T RI AR ZRHNEE G X HWEE €
RAR #& ICANN 4748 8k 4# - &) ICANN 2 5@ 8 B 5
WERET o
ICANN# E&BartAw%nEa e By
1) B33 % 8 €(GAC)
GAC B — h B XA ~ IR HIB AR BHEE - %
TRT 40 8% R 44 #) 4R 4% (treaty organizations)4X, & P 48
MZBENEB G HhstAe ICANN EE ¢ LiFH
JT B2 B F 18 GAC 33 F KA Hmaug 2 %
B Bfl ¥ 3% A4 (interests and concerns) &, 4 4 & & 42
% 5 GAC # 4 % ICANN 47{# 4% - % ICANN 3F
FeRBEARKERES -
2) WBREARETHHE E €(SSAC)
SSAC/4 & B WL BAMBIERAHZIZORR
e ICANNEFE @R #E 2 oo E#xt
T~ PRI T BE R E 2 DNS B3 K - £
ZHEBWE - R EE -
3) AR %38 E B € (RSSAC)
RSSAC 14 & & %) ICANN 2 E 442 1 A i 491% % 548
FIREBENZET 50T HBREET - FEL2%
LAEEIR B B A ~ 3R & - FRAEIRIE ~ AR
RMRAGHE -THEEE -
4) — e B%MEE €(ALAC)
ALAC KX &k @@ a R A& ICANN 32 433

nu}



A\ ~ ICANN %+t =Xk &%

— -~ FIREFR] - IR

(—) %M At=—F+A=-+xr8BE2+A=+—8
(=) % RR &R KK

(=) 3#%=42 ' 3% ICANN 4935 http://www.icann.org/carthage/

= E B
ICANN 3O F TR - AR BB - L X aRABHEE
TR WHARHNEESE R EEGHABLT

(—) BF#%3% B €(GAO)

ICANN B 3539 % B € (GAC)» 2003 4 10 A 26-28 B A X
REBEHRRKAEBHE T LREH BA KRB OIEIVEERIT
R mIE R &HE - 2 RABRAMA A - 2K ERHEE
B AT % & ICANN 5k ~ GAC ¢ 8 k#M/x (Jo ccTLD £4£ -
BEEEEIE) A GAC RRABEHE - MBEHRD - 3 EFER
Z R R X F R EATH S -

GAC 2R EAHNTA TR A KARBITZIEMNR
FIRABBAN A S+ tE%EBY R E L0t i
CHRA AR AT RILRBE -

BREZ TLD AR EE (HPHAREFEHRE — &K
EHEFRIZEFHE ICANN R #BREFHAER) £ KA SR
F 47 &% F GAC € B 2 Bl/x €25 GAC 4235 ICANN JE#, ccTLD
FAERBREEFBZELEM c GACKHAR NSO 2% B E » &
PHRNZHESHRY ICANN 223 > BRBU I EHEL2 N
% o GAC Bl &#4T ccTLD B LR RAZHEE > £8FA
ccTLD #:2f & ICANN 2% %2 & M - Kk ccTLD £ B £ 2R
B2 45 E 3 £ ¥ #4484 ICANN 4k 42 F ccNSO 48 B 4% L =
By BHANBESHMSERE S EBLELWE

(D3R PWESTAL ccTLD ZIER B RAERFZ EEH# -



(DRERBRAR,CEHEBEEHEERLRBES ccTLD -
(HEBRHHLRELKEZEEH - A ML ICANN -

A M GAC k R 2% MR HEAE - GAC AR LT
oot B NB T N2 R  HN T — AT B ATl AR E
B BT RN IZ BB B EER o H TR LB MK
AedmRbz I REGERER M BRITERAR
AR PSR R RER TG E  BTRAFE AT ERIR
o RERESGHRREMRBEAL

A M GAC B RBMEER > 8 GAC HE GB35 230
2 — iR iSRS T GAC SRR B > TN E S SMIEE
%E > BAMSEERWE
(1)4%& 1TU 23 MIrk Whereas % B 258 F X 4 o » LN F

> 2 A ICANN E 42 % A7 il GAC A3 & EA2 3 5 R hm A B &

E5 R F kR =+ wim R AA M GAC X 4% ICANN 48 Bl #%

XN o
(DFmGEF T wBERR - MR EQERL -
(HHFwikF+HNBERY O REUFA RN D HR A > GAC

FEBAREZH o H o B a B R JE A HE ) MR ) A 12 AE4E

BB -

(DF L4 —+—ER A ¥ GAC ERAFRE—RART -
)4 F =+ —BBR A AE GAC X /F A& X% & & 8UfF -

PENBMAREAGEYEL  EFREERFKE =T WA

B R 2 08 R Rl AR
(B)F £k FE =+ =X —ARA IR B 17842 GAC £/

B &) E LA I ZAE A B o
(MEREFEZTNBRR > BB —FREAZREFA -

i

_4\'0

ITU $t# GAC EH R AHBEE E T KRB ams & b
WABRMUSZ B AR B RE REIR BASEENT
K48 GAC &3 o nitth > #9838 ITU H kAT BB ARATE]
Ex GACEERPGEREH AR L I35 -AE B A GAC g3k
EHAFME (45 A) kBB ARBRKAGTHZ GAC KE&HHE
HHEN A+ EAAHTETFRE REIRBBERNGHERE



FI A REEFXBEHEZ B RBERAIRE IS LEER
BRTRCPAF-ATELAFNHREATER KRETWIEFER
‘B BT BEERRE 2R GAC BeHEBERNTX
BEOHRFEIRA RIS EERA -

# B GAC & X &SR > » B AT GAC BB R AR TS £
JRERGR MZBLELEERETHRSABRE SRS ARG
MIBAEE X B AE=Z AP/ E N AR KA GHR P LA
BEMAERGHMAF K - RBEFER = ¢

(4 GAC BB E =+ wis R e ERAER(ER EFE
BT ) -

(DA E— BEHEEI X FIEEHIEIEHEL -

BB E — £ GAC R3EHMN 2003 £tz —Fi
TR ERZER AHARMARREERRRE EHERE K
BRFAANETEMSREA S BT (2 EFHABGEMSE

F XA R 8L RBEIRZ A > %BRE GAC L HM
FRABERFAEE) RERABEXAFEEZ I B3TH
——AE+—A—thaskiRs Bt EmE - i
FARBZA BERABNT_A—BHEHREZ > ERFHHEN
+-—_BR=—+8B&%%-

%k WIPO Il 3% £ 2 T4 ICANN 48857+ A~ B =/ %
32 WIPO 11 84 T 4%/~ 48 > &5 Jonathan Cohen 24X £ /% » & B 6
4 GNSO~GAC~ALAC X % -1TU 2 T4k /B £ o 8 5% >
WARYE GAC AT AT MBI TN PR AY F2 84 - ¥
AT MR RR KA R TRE A T1F KR8
% GAC FAER L EPRBEECRHYIRAZIER T
Vo N IR EAE RN AT WIPO I 23R E X T/ o Rk @ -
%1% i ¥ ICANN #8453 T/ an Bk 5 ICANN 2% ¢ ¢
PR A AT -

% B Whois 4 » GAC ¥ ICANN 435304 B /RN
i K 3 72 B Whois Workshop 2 1835 & 5= #8303 # H 342 R A
2 % 53 B4k - GAC Whois & gTLD T4/ 4% GNSO %%
& 43 > 3% GNSO ¥ Whois #M 2% A EEAF - B GAC
Whois T4 /a7 GAC & &R E5 B A5 RE £ X GAC o

10



8 A B Whois B #2238 R 6918 A B - GNSO 33K & ¥ IIF
WAE ERR A EM Y GAC LIRS AT RS -

A B 1Pv6> GAC #2320 IPv6 i s KA R PSR AN T A IS £
I B B Auik IPVO TAE/NEAF E BT E AR ERRIM » LR
% IPv6 AR EB R R A eyt ZRAEH > WA 845 DNS &
FIRR B % # % ccTLD AR 5 » 3 8% GAC R R 215k - - GAC
¥+ B =+ kB 2 M= IPv6 Workshop % 57 ¥ i 3t 5k B) A Sl Ak &y
B hRBBEERAE LA -

M BRI ARG 0 GAC {8t At 4 7 (4B 48 8% 4L BE )
Z B 4% ) H DNS Wildcards AR #%18 F b &) 3w A 83 ICANN #4
BEPTE  WEABRZLABIHNEECSSAOEFEE HMKRA
Sitefinder AR F5 89 f§ 4R 7% » GAC 3840 VeriSign 7] it KX I8 R 514 P
AAzEHAa@SE BHREF RWNRAEAEEERMALZ
B2 4 B4 - GAC ;: &%) ICANN 44 2,45 7 GNSO #.3] i
ey B EMRAIRE — B RG -THE - EHMAZREFY
HEEL CGAC HEAEBRBFHEER  LEEFM LR
R LA L

A M DNS 2 BRARFIRE - GAC 2 &% B AT & Anycast
DR ABEGHIR BIIR S AAE Y% /1 > EH EREIR S E4 B ¥EHE
R4 Ig AL B AL IR SR AR B L2 WA Z 8kt - GAC L83 B
RERBELZRME L E MU ERIH LT DHRAAZ Do daf
ﬁzﬁ °

GAC FREGBTMNIIE2H27BE3 28 A4 XA B
BRIT o

(=) RE#HTERKE (country code Top Level Domain; ccTLD)
w3k
AREG®RE E34H ICANN #3732 ccNSO (country code Name
Supporting Organization)& 42 - K+ F & & B ccTLD #7» E424
MABFR— KA MR RN AREREEE  BAZFERRM
He 3k A ccTLD $2 ICANN 89 4 J§ 64 B f4 = 4 ccNSO 17 #& 7%
AT council W9iER (EZHMTH —REEAEY) AMREAMA
845 % T3 WSIS -~ IDN ~ VoIP ~ WHOIS -~ ISO-3166 ~ Wildcard
EHRMHE R EMBEZATLDERTTE RO EGERE



44 1B JEM B 65 ccTLD 4% % 4 fo o

MRS5S B ccTLD KA S HETERAMZ R GR " &
1% ccTLD #Z R 47 7 A ¥ % X &) Name Server 4R F42 o

(2) Wildeard = 2 F3t3

FEANHBAHE9 A 1558 10 A 4 8 & Verisign Global
Registry (.com /. net 32 3B )R8 L b 424t 7 #7> DNS 3% € 1
B E B RFEERTRHRAPHEBREERTB RS &
BEHN AR ZLABEERFRBEOLE - A TARE
gTLD ~ ccTLD ~ IAB ~ ICANN 4935434 % B & R 48 M 45 R ok
RAES 4% -

(ww) WHOIS Workshop

A=k WHOIS Workshop 88 A/ £ & 7 LAY X8 - £ &3¢
WHZEAF & - A4 WHOIS %28 - WHOIS B &R 434 ~ 48
WA P HBRE -

A R PEIR S o B R BE, 184 WHOIS 4of A &b F
23 WHOIS &4 » #7 & gTLD & ccTLD Registry » X & —
AR PE; WHOIS B 1R Eh S EsE M — A2 Eu ¥ 1P
B4 IR ) FIRR 0 kofTAEE R0 TR 0 3k WHOIS FH# AR & AF
BARER  RERERB R EMLAERGFAE - HE
TWNIC R X A 4T R B R LB ARARITHE -

(&) w8

ARANHBIEEA % 0 & ICANN 438 > 2Z 8¢ EH U
R IAp i Bk E o o & #Bh k4o ASO ~ GNSO ~ ceNSO
Launching Group # f 31Uk 4% - 5 sM 4t # gTLD 4 nk x4 8%
ICANN #4835 iR & & 37 ~ IPV6 5 B K UBCF B H a2 -

() ICANN E F & 3%

ICANN 2 F 47 =00=4%+A=+—8 EXEKNT 9%
*

— . EXi#i® INFO RAKMRM; = EXiB@ pro F=



& e MARFS (Rv .cpa.pro, Jaw.pro, .med.pro %), = - E R
#9 GNSO % B g @ MIFR 8L R R, W~ 38 hodf gTLD #) & 242
REF(LIE AR - EFEE > RRAEFATHERR
Al%);, &~ TA&HIE sTLD RFP -

sboh o TR b #3584 45 & B ¢ (Internationalized Domain
Name Committee ) 1 " 48 4% ¢ Bl IZAL493% & # B30 aME £ B
4, (President’s IDN Registry Implementation Committee ) #94F#%
B4 &% RARGHELMAY BFLRGHHEEF Mn
Masanobu Katoh # E 3t & -

(t) twaaEmaike

KK &14d TWNIC 45 NeuLevel 23] (3 4 &.us, .biz
Z AHGEMARA ) # 10 A 30 8 F 1 11:00—12:30 # ICANN 4
HE — Pz Cartage 10 €3 % 847 » @3k d TWNIC R X 4 1
4T & #2 NeuLevel & 42 4% Richard TINDAL (Vice President, Registry)
£RXH > AR RBRGTIAE Y Hiw DHEME R — ¥ o
RE THRIEBIHEGCABRMAML AR +HALIEH W
B EARY B 2 FR M SR X registrar KA B € > @FBE RS LB
A # NeuLevel &4 L F 3 $h.tw B o2 > AR FHtw 40 4
FEZ A B4R o

N

% 4%

10 B 3l BRE &S AHKFEFREILEE - BFHK ~ PRI
BERIMEBM-FE XA, AR EAFNES B2 F ZKT7H
i#1% ¥ # 2 Hutchison Whampoa Company [ #§#% H3G S.P.A] & 12
o> 8) %2 o 18 #1135 8] Network Management Director = Antonio
Romagnoli 2t 4 3%=% ud:

® UNSBRMACEEE _RiTBHBEEH, GELER
 SRATREL EH IR, A E(2003 £)3 A W
oo

® BACA=TEE GCE,, ARBELHSFRAELHFTiE D0
B ozl kewon WOMA A% e ARREmEe ¥4 0 A
AASE8 BATERMAABAFTLNEE - EHHH
BMM(TFROPDHMMEHEL 0.5k E %8 20 T)o

N

13



® UnNdRERMETEBRIANFZEE, HXHRIRF
PR, 3%/ 8) R 32 5 W), 3RRIE R A TR -

11 B 3 BAL&R KA 23 & KA B & 12 #F R AT
(Instituto di Informatica e Telematica; IIT & B8 & & X
FRRBRIRSG . It"EFEEM) - 2HIBE LIt TERRMR
BRI ETANHR - &5 A d TWIC R AHATRAEKF
WA tw BB -

Jit g4 800,000 18 0 BATI 4 X4 ESHE 0 X

WOHEEMS 1t AR 1980 FAA P HR - BRSPS

E\ﬁiﬂﬁﬁﬁﬂ°EMNT”%@%%ﬁ&%%ﬁ’%i
R GH BN BAIRAT AT 2 ey Bt -

B~ st SR

— ~ICANN 3 — # B M B2 5 & R J R ¥ ¥ % 2 (Network
Security) ~ 481 493 7§ 2 (Internet Content) ~ 3 3R # 4F(Spam) ~ 4% 4
#1]37(Standard-Setting)~ 45 & 8+ & # (IPR)~ & #4542 (Data Privacy) ~
4 % %1% 3% (Consumer Protection) ~ #;%(Enforcement) % 3528 » £ #
U R 3R 2 3 255 B > Wildcard AR5 ~ Whois B 8 BB £ AT 4T 4
iR RRE RS 0 B R A2KHE - ICANN 0-F K45 K 4%
LRRAR b A B ffi#ﬁ Mz A2 RTINS RGHR T
WA HBPRANEREBZBAIAREREY ERARATE
MAAMEMRTERE  HHRKABF R -

Z~ICANN S RE®@EZ ZRERLENSG (2AA &2 MR RAR
) mERaKz ERLLF  ABRMGZEY FBRUABERD -
m%i% HRRAAFEHERESHERE Ak EHFIEZ

Bekk o BRI FEZ EHE O RERBERSREBEAES
z@&i%%%lm%mmﬁzéﬁﬁi%’ﬁ@TﬁKmmwk
GAC Rtz B RER  FHREAR °

=~ £ARMER £ ICANN & GAC F%) > KA FBUTIPT
BHAEER - BWMAZATRERIIN MBA R - BEER
HA THEEASEEBENY S TEIFIEZ P AR LS
L EARAB LENEFEREE AR S S XE Al h R

14



GAC &3 B £ ¥ M 138 - L2

rg ~ #3% TWNIC # 4% F 3 2006 4 2 i B ICANN €35 X 994 2L 88

BEEHTNARFRR LR ARZ

7
PR

N EBRRERE j’zfréﬁ

4-$1 ICANN & m#:81F > FRiE4E ICANN EFER — ¢ B35
% B §(ALAC)Z & A M mfs A iR IR A ALE

18 ~ FHF

— ~ GAC e X & #3582

=~ #w KA 3 GAC 23k

=~ v KA G ICANN 2 FE @44
g ~ccTLD B4 RS EE £
&~ GAC EfERAIMEIER K



it — ~ GAC i X 3k g 383442
INTERNET RATION FOR IGNED N AND
GOVERNMENTAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE - Meeting XVII
Carthage Palace Hotel, Gammarth
Carthage Tunisia, 25-29 October 2003
ANNOTATED AGENDA - Rev (3.0) status: 20 October.
PREPARATORY MEETINGS
Day 1: Saturday 25 October 2003, Afternoon Session 13.00-19.00
Arab & Africa Regions”’ Workshop — Room: Carthage 2

hitp://www.gacsecretariat.org/web/meetings/mtgl 7/arab_africa_workshop.shtml

Day 2: Sunday 26 October 2003, Morning Sessions (08.00-13.00)
Parallel Working Group meetings
All morning session (08.30-12.30):

WG4 — ¢cTLD Policies (joint session with ccTLD community 10.00-11.30) Room:

Carthage 4
Early morning sessions (08.00-10.00)

WGs 5+1: Whois and gTLDs Joint session Room: Carthage 5.
N.B. Meeting with GNSO, Sunday, 19.00

WG 3: Internationalised Domain Names (IDN) Room: Carthage 8

Later morning sessions (10.30-12.30)
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WG 2: Root Servers and Security Room: Carthage 6
WG 6: Ipvo Room: Carthage 7
Consultation with ALAC/RALO participants [to be confirmed]

* % % %

Day 2: GAC Plenary - Sunday 26 October 2003, Afternoon Session 13.30-18.30. Room:

Carthage 2

OPENING SESSION (13.30-16.00)
1. Welcome and introduction of new Members
2. Adoption of the Agenda

3. Matters arising from Montreal meeting:
- Adoption of the Minutes of the Montreal meeting
http://www.gacsecretariat.org/members/meetings/index.shtml

- Action items arising from the Minutes

4. GAC Inter-sessional Advice to ICANN (Pour memoire)
REPORTS (16.00-18.30)

5. Reports from WG Convenors and Working Group meetings
Break - Ghouroub (17.20-17.50)

6. Reports from GAC Liaisons

7. Report from the Secretariat

Day 3: GAC Plenary - Monday 27 October 2003. Morning Session 08.00-12.30. Room:
Carthage 2.
8. Meeting with ICANN - Open Session (08.00-10.30)
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8.1 ICANN President and CEO; ICANN Chairman

8.2 ICANN-US DOC MOU extension
http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-17sep03.htm
8.3 ICANN Report on ccTLD Re-delegations.

8.4 Country Code Names Supporting Organisation (ccNSO)

http://ccnso.icann.org/

8.5 Implementation of WIPO II Recommendations.

http://www.icann.org/announcements/announcement-060ct03.htm

Extension of Dot Info country names reservation. See: Chair’s letter to GAC

http://www.gac-icann.org/web/docs/index.shtm]

8.6 Implementation of IDN
9. Future Structure, Organisation and Financing of GAC and its Secretariat - first
debate (10.30-12.30)
9.1 draft Chair-Vice Chairs/Secretariat discussion paper
http://www.gac-icann.org/web/docs/index.shtml
9.2 revision of the Operating Principles
http://www.gacsecretariat.org \bers/meetings/index.shtml]
9.3 Election of Vice Chairs
http://www.gacsecretariat.org/members/meetings/index.shtml
9.4 Secretariat funding mechanism: see discussion paper, above, Annexes 4
&S
9.5 GAC Council/Charter
9.6 GAC working methods
LUNCH BREAK — 12.30-14.00
Day 3: Monday 27 October 2003 Afternoon Session 14.00-17.45 Room: Carthage 2.
10. ccTLD policy matters (first debate) (14.00-16.00)
10.1 ¢ccTLD Re-delegations



10.2 ccNSO
10.3 Revision of GAC ccTLD Principles
http://www.gacsecretariat.org/members/meetings/index.shtml
10.3 GAC guidelines for the ccTLD Working Group
11. Recent developments in Member Countries - Tour de Table (16.00-17.00)
12. OTHER BUSINESS (17.00-17.45)
12.1 Number Resource Organisation

http://www.ripe.net/ripencc/about/regional/draft-public-comment.htm]

12.2 DNS Wildcards

http://www.icann.org/general/wildcard-history.htm

12.3 Other Business (other)
Break - Ghouroub (17.20-17.50)
13. Review of draft Communiqué and Advice to ICANN (18.15-18.45) [not a drafting
session]
Day 4: GAC Plenary - Tuesday 28 October 2003, Morning Session 08.00-12.30
14. GAC Outreach, membership and regional aspects {08.00-09.00)
15. Extension of Dot Info country names reservation (09.00-09.30)
16. Whois policy matters (09.30-11.30)
16.1 Report on work undertaken since Montreal workshop
Questionnaire from the Working Group (WG 5)
16.2 GAC participation in Carthage Whois workshop
16.3 Policy guidelines for ICANN community and GAC members
17. FLEXIBILITY at the discretion of the Chair (11.30-12.30)
LUNCH BREAK — 12.30-14.00
Day 4: Tuesday 28 October 2003
Afternoon Session 14.00-17.45. Room: Carthage 2
18. GAC Operating Principles(14.00-15.00):

Final debate and adoption of the amendments



http://www.gacsecretariat.org/members/meetings/index.shtml
19. GAC Communiqué (15.00-17.20) - {Drafting session]

Break - Ghouroub (17.20-17.50)
20. Meeting Closure (17.50-18.30)
OTHER RELATED EVENTS
[Day 4: Monday 27 October (all day) Room: Carthage 10
Internet Society (ISOC) Internet tutorial meeting]
http://www.icanncarthage.tn/en/isoc.htm
Day 5 : Wednesday 29 October 2003 - Workshop sessions
ICANN/GAC Whois workshop - Morning session. Room: Carthage 1.
http://www.icann.org/carthage/whois-workshop-agenda.htm
GAC IPv6 Workshop - Afternoon session. Room: Carthage 3
http://www.g i W ings/mtg17/ipv6_work .sht
Day 6: Thursday 30 October 2003
ICANN Public Forum — Presentation of the Communiqué by from the GAC Chair.

Room: Carthage 1.
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Governmental Advisory Committee

Carthage, 28 October 2003
GAC Communiqué — Carthage, Tunisia
25 October Workshop and 26-28 October Meeting, 2003.

1.The Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) of the Internet Corporation
for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) met in Carthage, Tunisia 26-
28 October 2003. The participating GAC Members, included representatives
from 39 national governments, distinct economies as recognised in
international fora, and multinational governmental and treaty organisation.
The GAC addressed several current policy issues affecting ICANN, longer
term issues of concern to GAC members, and GAC's future structure and

organisation.

2.GAC heard a report from the ICANN Executive, particularly regarding the
issues currently on ICANN's agenda and changes in the management,
staffing and the creation of Regional Offices. ICANN presented a thorough
review of ccTLD Re-delegation policies and operations. GAC welcomes
ICANN's intention to further improve the performance of the IANA function
and encourages the continued implementation of measures to increase

efficiency in the IANA function, in consultation with the stakeholders, as

appropriate.

3. ccTLD Policies:

* Pending re-delegations continue to be a concern to a number of GAC
members. GAC encouraged ICANN to address the issues of

delegation and re-delegation in priority.

e GAC reviewed progress in creating the ccNSO, recalled its advice to
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ICANN in Montreal and encouraged continued work to ensure the

fullest participation possible.

e GAC agreed to move forward with the up-dating of the GAC
Principles for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code
Top Level Domains. In this regard, the GAC stresses the importance
of consultations with the ccTLD community and ICANN.

4. Implementation of WIPO Il recommendations: GAC welcomed the
creation of the joint working group with GAC and representatives of I[CANN
constituencies. GAC recalls that the mandate of the working group is limited
to "analysing the practical and technical aspects of implementing the WIPO
II recommendations”. Recalling its advice on this issue in Montreal, GAC
regrets that the working group has not presented an outline and timetable for
its work to the GAC meeting at Carthage and welcomes the request from the
President of ICANN that the working group report to the Board at the
ICANN meeting in Rome.

5. Whois Data: GAC welcomed the initiative by the ICANN President's
Advisory Committee to convene a Whois Workshop in Carthage and
expressed strong interest in the agenda and outcome of the Workshop. The
GAC Whois and gTLD working groups met with the GNSO council and
discussed among other things the GNSO policy development process on
Whois issues. The GAC reported on its efforts to compile information
regarding public policy uses of Whois data by GAC members through a
questionnaire. The GNSO Council expressed its interests in receiving the
results of the GAC survey, as well as its appreciation for the GAC initiative.

6. IPv6 is moving from the research stage to real use. It was agreed to
accelerate the activity of the GAC IPv6 Working Group to exchange
information and experience and to gather information on the IPv6 status on
various systems on the Internet, including the DNS Root Server system and
ccTLD Servers, and to consider the further steps to be taken by GAC. GAC
welcomed the initiative of the IPv6 Workshop to encourage communication

among interested parties on this matter.
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7. New Registry Services: GAC is following the debate about the use of
DNS Wildcards and received a briefing from President and CEO of ICANN
and the Chair of Security and Stability Advisory Committee (SECSAC)
regarding its review of the Sitefinder service. GAC recognises that many
interests in the Internet community are engaged in the debate regarding the
introduction of this service, and have raised concerns regarding the
competitive, technical and user implications of the service.

GAC notes that the ICANN President has asked the GNSO to formulate a
proposal for a timely, transparent and predictable procedure for the
introduction of new registry services. GAC will continue monitoring these
processes, particularly where they relate to public policy issues.

8. DNS Security and Root Servers:GAC takes note of the efforts to date in
deployment of Anycast to mirror the root servers and recognises the efforts
undertaken by the root server operators to increase the security and stability
of the root servers-system for the benefit of the whole Internet Community.
GAC encourages the root server operators to make more information

available in order to increase awareness and understanding of these issues.

9. Outreach: GAC held a successful workshop dedicated to the Arab and
African Regions with active participation from 17 countries, including
government, private sector and civil society. Reinforcing communications
among GAC members will continue to be encouraged on a regional basis. In
view of the useful results, and following the Rio de Janeiro and Carthage
precedents, further regional workshops will be considered for future

meetings.

10. GAC also considered the question of its future structure, organisation
and financing. GAC has agreed a procedure for updating the Operating
Principles and for the election of Vice Chairs later this year. A working group
will be set up consider the structure, organisation and financing of GAC.
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11. The Governmental Advisory Committee expressed warm thanks to the
Government of Tunisia and the Agence Tunisienne d'Internet for hosting
and organising the meeting in Carthage. GAC noted with satisfaction that
participation from members in the Africa and Arab regions was significantly

greater on this occasion.

12. Next Meeting: The next GAC face-to-face meeting will be in Rome,
Italy, during the 27 February — 2 March 2004 period. Meanwhile, GAC will
continue its work on-line, and through the Working Groups and Liaisons.
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ICANN's Board of Directors met on 31 October 2003 in Carthage, Tunisia.

The Board adopted the following resolutions:
Approval of .INFO Redemption Grace Period

Whereas, in resolution 02.83, the Board authorized the President and General
Counsel to conduct negotiations on behalf of ICANN toward appropriate revisions
to agreements between ICANN and the unsponsored TLD registry operators to
implement the proposed Redemption Grace Period applicable to registry
operators in a manner consistent with an implementation proposal submitted by a
Technical Steering Group on 7 June 2002;

Whereas, ICANN staff has reported to the Board that negotiations have been
completed with Afilias, the operator of the .info registry, for amendments to
Appendices C, G, O, and T of the .info registry agreement to provide for
implementation of the Redemption Grace Period within the .info top-level domain
in substantial conformity with the 7 June 2002 Technical Steering Group proposal,
and has recommended that those appendices be amended accordingly, with any
conforming adjustments to other appendices as may be deemed necessary or
appropriate;

Whereas, the Board has reviewed the negotiated revisions to Appendices C, G, O,
and T and concludes that the amendments should be approved as recommended;

Resolved [03.160] that the ICANN President and General Counsel are authorized
to enter into an amendment to the .info registry agreement to include the revisions
to Appendices C, G, O, and T, as well as to authorize appropriate conforming
amendments to other appendices to the registry agreement as deemed necessary
or appropriate.

Approval of .pro Second-Level Registration Offering

Whereas, RegistryPro, Inc. ("RegistryPro") is the registry operator for the .pro
top-level domain;
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Whereas, under RegistryPro's Registry Agreement as entered into with ICANN on
3 May 2002, RegistryPro is expressly permitted to propose to give .pro registrants
the option of registering for second-level domain names directly in the .pro TLD;

Whereas, on 6 August 2003, ICANN received a request from RegistryPro to offer
second level registrations in .pro in cases where registrants provide muitiple
services or would like register on the second-level with a redirect to the third-level
professional designator that corresponds to their professional area;

Whereas the RegistryPro proposal specifies that the registrants at the second
level would be required to meet all of the registration restrictions set forth in
Appendix L to the .pro Registry Agreement;

Whereas the RegistryPro Advisory Board has provided a statement of support for
the RegistryPro proposal, indicating that proposed second level .pro registrations
will eliminate existing obstacles and enhance the appeal of .pro to the distribution
channel, while continuing to uphold the existing eligibility requirements and
restrictions;

Whereas, based on a review of the proposal, the Board has determined it is
unlikely the legitimate interests of others could be harmed by the implementation
of the proposal by RegistryPro to offer the second level registration product;

Whereas, ICANN's Registry Agreement with RegistryPro allows such agreement
to be amended by the mutual consent of the two parties;

Resolved [03.161], that the ICANN President and General Counsel are authorized
to negotiate and implement modifications to RegistryPro's Registry Agreement
with ICANN for operation of the .pro top-level domain as deemed necessary to
provide for the offering of such .pro second level registration product by
RegistryPro, provided that the offering of such second level registration product by
RegistryPro would be in accordance with and consistent with all other applicable
contractual limitations in the Registry Agreement.

Adoption of GNSO Council Domain Deletion Policy Recommendations

Whereas, at its meeting on 24 June 2003, the GNSO Council voted unanimously
to accept the Final Report of the Deletes Task Force and to forward it to the
ICANN Board as a consensus-policy recommendation;
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Whereas, the report was posted on the ICANN web site on 6 October 2003, with a
call for public comment;

Whereas, various public comments were received and considered by the Board;

Whereas, the report was discussed at the ICANN Public Forum session held on
Thursday, 30 October 2003, with public comment received;

Resolved [03.162] that the Board adopts the recommendations set forth in section
3 of the Deletes Task Force Final Report the under the heading
"Recommendations”; and

Further resolved [03.163] that the ICANN President and General Counsel are
authorized to take steps to implement those policy recommendations by
consulting as appropriate with registry operators, registrars, and other
knowledgeable parties and through amendments and notices, as appropriate,
pursuant to ICANN’s agreements with gTLD registry operators and registrars.

Response to GNSO Council Request to Maintain Three Representatives per
Constituency

Whereas, the GNSO Council has requested on 14 August 2003, that the change
to the number of constituency representatives on the GNSO Council remain
unchanged at three (3) representatives per constituency instead of two (2)
representatives per constituency as is scheduled to occur at the end of this 2003
Annual Meeting.

Whereas, the GNSO Council’s predecessor organization DNSO Names Council
requested on 1 August 2002, that the GNSO Council be made up of three (3)
representatives per constituency.

Whereas, Article |, Section 2 (4) sets out as a core value that: -"Seeking and
supporting broad, informed participation reflecting the functional, geographic, and
cultural diversity of the Internet at all levels of policy development and decision-
making.”
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Whereas, Article XX, Section 5 (8), in setting out the originally proposed transition
that: "In the absence of further action on the topic by the New Board, each of the
GNSO constituencies shall select two representatives to the GNSO Council...."

Whereas, the Board wishes to take action in support of the GNSO Council and in
response to the GNSO Council’s request.

Resolved [03.164] to change the transition article (Article XX) to allow three
representatives per constituency on the GNSO Council until the end of the ICANN

annual meeting 2004;

Resolved [03.165] to perform a review of the GNSO Council in or around July
2004 which should include among other aspects of the review criteria, an analysis
of the efficacy of having three representatives from each constituency on the
GNSO Council.

New Generic TLDs

Whereas the development of an appropriate process and policy for the creation of
new gTLDs has been a topic of Board and community debate since the creation of

ICANN.

Whereas there is a fundamental need for a comprehensive process to move from
the proof of concept test commenced with the 2000 round to the liberalization of

the gTLD market.

Whereas ICANN needs to deliver this comprehensive approach to new gtlds not
only in response to community demand, but also toward completion of a task
agreed under ICANN’s new MoU with the U.S. Department of Commerce.

Whereas ICANN has committed to deliver, by September 2004, a comprehensive
evaluation of:

a. The potential impact of new gtlds on the Internet root server system and
Internet stability;

b. The creation and implementation of selection criteria for new and existing TLD
registries, including public explanation of the process, selection criteria, and the

28



rationale for selection decisions;

c. Potential consumer benefits/costs associated with establishing a competitive
environment for TLD registries; and

d. Recommendations from expert advisory panels, bodies, agencies, or
organizations regarding economic, competition, trademark, and intellectual

property issues.

Whereas ICANN is also committed to define and implement a predictable strategy
for selecting new gtlds using straightforward, transparent, and objective
procedures that preserve the stability of the Internet (development of strategy is to
be completed by September 30, 2004 and implementation to commence by
December 31, 2004).

Whereas ICANN also needs to consider technical and operational means by
which the operation of a TLD could be undertaken by another party in the event
that any incident causes a particular TLD to become inoperable.

Whereas the Board recognizes that in order for ICANN to meet these timelines,
the evaluation must commence almost immediately, and will require a significant
proportion of ICANN resources.

Whereas the Board believes the development of this long-term policy should
begin immediately in November 2003, with the timing of the presentation of
reports and receipt of various inputs to occur between ICANN’s October 2003
meeting in Carthage, and March 2004 meeting in Rome.

Whereas the areas to be covered in the development of policy on TLDs include
completion of the formal review of the TLDs created in the new-TLD proof of
concept initiated in 2000, obtaining advice and analysis on issues pertinent to
long-term policy for TLDs from expert sources, receipt and review of community
input, consideration and commencement if deemed appropriate of a targeted
Policy-Development Process within the Generic Names Supporting Organization,
and consultation with ICANN’s Advisory Committees and other Supporting
Organizations.

Whereas the final report on the success to date, and issues faced by, the TLDs
created in 2000 is expected to be delivered at ICANN’s March 2004 meeting in
Rome.
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Whereas ICANN is aware that the TLDs selected in 2000 have faced significant
acceptance problems, which should be considered and addressed, if possible.
These include compatibility problems with installed software (DNS resolvers,
provisioning software and end-user applications) of ISPs, corporate network
operators and application providers, as well as other distribution and acceptance
issues, such as registrars interested in providing domain name services with

respect to a new gtld.
Whereas expert advice is expected to be sought from areas including:

an international economics organization on the introduction of competition into the
TLD market and other similar markets, allocation mechanisms and possible
appropriate business models for the TLD manager-ICANN relationship;

a review and report on intellectual property issues involved in the introduction of
new gtld to be provided by the World Intellectual Property Organization;

consumer protection issues, potentially from a consumer protection agency;

reports from the Internet Architecture Board and ICANN’s Security and Stability
Committee on technical stability issues related to the introduction of new gtlds,
including planning for registry failures;

assessment of the Internet Architecture Board on the need for additional technical
standards to support multilingual TLDs.

Whereas the Board will be considering, and seeking views from experts and the
community on the appropriate balance between corporate/sponsor control of a
gTLD and "management on behalf of the Internet community” and with regard to
clarifying and better delineating the appropriate structure and scope of the
relationship between TLD operators and ICANN.

Resolved [03.166] that the Board directs the President to begin an expeditious
and targeted development of strategy and policy leading to a streamlined process
for the introduction of new gtlds, and

Resolved [03.167] that the Board directs the President to begin to seek community
input into development of this strategy and process immediately following this
meeting in Carthage, and to establish a public forum for comments on new gtid
policy at <tidpolicy-comments@icann.org>.

Resolved [03.168] that the Board has requested that a report on the new gtid
policy should be completed by September 30, 2004 and the implementation of the
new gtld policy shall commence before December 31, 2004.
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Finalization of New sTLD RFP

Whereas the ICANN community has called upon the Board to commence long
term strategic plans to launch a long term process for the creation of new gTLD’s
and to act on community input already received in a timely manner.

Whereas the Board resolved in Montreal to invite public comment on the draft
request for proposals for sTLDs posted on 24 June 2003, and in particular on the
question whether or not the RFP should be limited to applicants who proposed
sponsored sTLDs in November 2000.

Whereas, at the ICANN Board meeting held 13 October 2003, the Board
discussed at length the topic of how, and within what timeframe, ICANN should
proceed with the creation of new gTLDs, including sTLDs.

Whereas the GNSO has called upon the Board to go forward with the process for
an interim round of sTLDs. The GNSO has discussed and commented on its
desire for the Board to take action again on 29 October 2003.

Whereas the Board has heard the expression of concerns by experts and affected
parties through the GNSO, and from users directly and through the ALAC.

Whereas the Board recognizes community consensus that it would be very
difficult, both for practical reasons and as a matter of equitable policy, to restrict a
new sTLD round to prior applicants from the 2000 round.

Whereas the Board also recognizes general community agreement that the
appropriate form of sponsoring organization for new sTLDs should not necessarily
be restricted to not-for-profit entities, but could include other forms of entity that
otherwise meet the criteria for a sponsoring organization.

Resolved [03.169] that the Board directs the President to finalize and post no later
than 15 December 2003 an open Request for Proposals for a limited number of
new sTLDs, such final RFP to be based on the points of agreement indicated
above and the comments received concerning the draft RFP.

Resolved [03.170] that upon the successful completion of the sTLD selection
process, an agreement reflecting the commercial and technical terms shall be
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negotiated, although such terms may be subject to further amendment, as
appropriate, as a result of the New gTLD process which is scheduled to be
completed in 2004.

Resolved [03.171] that the selection process and implementation for sTLDs shall
be evaluated and the results of such evaluation shall be utilized in the New gTLD
process scheduled to be completed in 2004.

IDN Committee changes

Whereas, the Internationalized Domain Name Committee was established by
resolution 01.94 to serve as a general coordination body for the work on policy
issues related to Internationalized Domain Names (IDNs);

Whereas, the IDN Committee has issued a series of reports and
recommendations regarding IDNs and related issues;

Whereas, in October 2002 the Internet Engineering Steering Group approved the
publication of three proposed standards defining an application-level mechanism
for IDNs;

Whereas, the ICANN community would like to thank the following IDN Committee
members for their service on the IDN Committee: Masanobu Katoh (Committee
Chair), Mouhamet Diop, Patrik Faltstrém, Qiheng Hu, John Klensin, Sang-Hyon
Kyong, Stuart Lynn, Elisabeth Porteneuve, Mohd Sharil Tarmizi and Vincent Wen-
Sung Chen.

Whereas, the President in consultation with the Chair of the IDN Committee
formed a new President’'s IDN Registry Implementation Committee composed of
interested registries, registrars, and technical experts to consider and exchange
information on ways to resolve the issues associated with implementation of IDN
capabilities in existing top level domains;

Whereas the Board requested the following individuals to serve on the President’s
IDN Registry Implementation Committee, the Board would like to thank the
following members: Masanobu Katoh (chair), Neil Edwards, Patrick Falstrom, Hiro
Hotta, Kenny Huang, Cary Karp, Andrew McLaughlin, Ram Mohan, Hualin Qian,
James Seng, Mark Blanchet, YangWoo Ko, Edmon Chung, Yann Courtel, Geir
Rasmussen, Tom McGarry, and Tina Dam.
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Whereas as the Chair informs the Board that the work of the IDN Committee is
complete as to the current formulation of members.

Whereas the committees have successfully reached the conclusion of their work,
the successful implementation of IDN will continue to involve the exchange of
information on ways to resolve the issues associated with implementation of IDN
capabilities in existing top level domains.

Whereas the ICANN Board wishes to express its extreme gratitude to Mr. Katoh
for his services in chairing and leadership in the area of ICANN’'s IDN work,
beginning with the Internal Working Group, the IDN Committee and the
President’'s IDN Registry Implementation Committee.

Hereby resolved [03.172] to bring to a close the work of the IDN Committee, and
the President’s IDN Registry Implementation Committee.

Resolved [03.173] that ICANN will continue to participate and provide guidance on
the community’s work with the objective to achieve coordinated implementation of
IDN.

Thanks to Masanobu Katoh

Whereas, Mr. Masanobu Katoh has served as an ICANN director since November
2000, having been chosen to represent the Asia-Pacific region in the At-Large
voting process conducted in October 2000;

Whereas, prior to his service to the Board of Directors, Katoh-san served as the
Asia-Pacific representative of the business constituency on the Names Council of
the former Domain Name Supporting Organization (DNSO);

Whereas, Katoh-san has served with honor and distinction as Chair of the Internal
Working Group created by the Board to investigate facts and identify issues that
may arise concerning Internationalized Domain Names (IDNs); as Chair of the
IDN Committee since its creation and until this meeting, which continued and
formalized further the work for the Internal Working Group; as Chair of the
President's IDN Registry Implementation Committee composed of interested
registries, registrars, and technical experts to consider and exchange information
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on ways to resolve the issues associated with implementation of IDN capabilities
in existing top-level domains, created by the Board; as Chair of the Committee of
the Board Conflicts of Interest; member of the Board Governance Committee;
member of the Reconsideration Committee;

Whereas, Katoh-san served in all these functions, as well as in Board meetings
and in contact with the ICANN community, with unfailing loyalty, unsinking good
humor, unvanishing smile, the will to solve conflicts constructively, clarity of
thought, clear sense of ICANN's mission and priorities, and a well-centered,
principles-based pragmatic approach;

Whereas, Katoh-san has been exemplary in bridging cultures: between his native
Japanese and others; between his legal training and technical concerns; between
business and broader social concerns, to the benefit of ICANN and its community;

Whereas, Katoh-san earned the appreciation of his fellow Directors and many in
the community for the above-mentioned qualities and a friendly, open attitude;

Therefore, the Board of ICANN resolves [03.174] that the Board expresses its
thankfulness and recognition for Katoh-san’s company, work, and
accomplishments; and wishes him all the best success and happiness in his
endeavors, together with a happy family life.

In addition to these resolutions above, the Board also held an organizational
meeting in Carthage, Tunisia on 31 October 2003.
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Governmental Advisory Committee
Working Group 4 — ccTLDs 12 October 2003

PRINCIPLES FOR THE DELEGATION AND ADMINISTRATION OF

COUNTRY CODE TOP LEVEL DOMAINS
1. PREAMBLE

in the nine years since the issuance of REC 1591, the Internet has evolved from
a tool primarily reserved for computer and networking research, to a global
medium for commerce, education, and communication. Advances in the global
information infrastructure, especially the Internet, are of crucial importance as a
vehicle for national and global economic growth. Top Level Domains (i.e. domains
in the top level of the global domain name system) play a very significant role in
this respect. Country code Top Level Domains (ccTLDs), in particular, have
evolved from a simple technical and organisational level in the hierarchical
structure of the Domain Name System (DNS) into the Internet identities of
countries and geopolitical territories and have been acquiring an increasing part in

the domain names market?.

Most policy issues related to ccTLDs are national/local and should be addressed
by each ccTLD Registry in consultation with the local Internet community and
national government, according to national law. There is a limited number of
technical issues on which policy decisions should be taken globally by the Internet
Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) Board in response to
Policy Development Processes taking place in the Country Code Names

* Since the objective of this document is to address ccTLD issues, it would be useful to
nake reference to the LDs up front.
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Supporting Organisation (ccNSO). These are listed in annex C to article IX of the
ICANN Bylaws and in clause 6 below®.

Governments represent the interests of the population of the country or territory
for which a ccTLD has been delegated and they should be able, if they so choose,
to play an active role in co-ordinating the resolution of management and
administrative issues arising with respect to their ccTLDs, according to their laws

and policies®.

In particular , the procedures and framework of accountability for delegation and
administration of ccTLDs need to be clarified to ensure they continue to evolve
into a robust, certain, and reliable system. Most governments, ccTLD Registries

and ICANN share the objective of a Domain Name System that is stable, secure,

open, and easily accessible.

There is currently 243 ccTLDs that have been delegated or re-delegated by IANA
or John Postel. Initially, this was done by “selecting a designated manager for a
domain that was able to do an equitable, just, honest, and competent job”.®

There was no government involvement in the designation process in RFC 1591 or
before. In some countries, there has been some government participation in the
operation of the ccTLD Registry. In some countries there have been laws explicitly
addressing ccTLD issues. Most ccTLD Registries were established inside the
territory of the country concerned, but in some cases this was not the case, either
because IANA has been unable or unwilling to find an appropriate person or body
or because the government or ccTLD Registry concerned decided to outsource
the operation outside the territory of the country concerned. This has created a
variety of legacy ccTLD situations with different legal or contractual frameworks.
These have to be taken into account in any new re-delegation requests taking into

account the responsibilities of government.

’ The principle that most ccTLD policy issues should be addressed nationally/locally is an
important one and has been missing in the current GAC principles.

¢ Suggested by the 1TU, with slight modifications

> REC 1591
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A number of different initiatives have been taken to further address ccTLD policy
issues, subsequent to RFC 1591, including but not limited to:

+ The principles for the delegation and administration of ccTL Ds, issued by
the GAC in February 2000
o |PC 1 issued by the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers

(ICANN) in March 2000
e CENTR comment on ICANN AXFR requirement for ccTLDs, June 2002

e JANA ccTLD re-delegation step-by-step overview, June 2002

+ ICANN Bylaws regarding the country code Names Supporting Organisation
(ccNSO), June 2003

2. OBJECTIVE OF THIS DOCUMENT

The objective of this document is to update the principles set out in the February
2000 document in order to take account of experience in the interim with regard to
the delegation and administration of ccTLDs, and to further develop best
practice for the delegation and administration of ccTLDs. That is, a framework for
good practice and proper behaviour to try to ensure that the different parties work
within a reasonably consistent framework, where there is a general measure of
mutual understanding in a dynamic sector. The principles for the delegation and
administration of ccTLDs are intended to contribute to the development of models
of:

« a communication between the relevant government or public
authority and ICANN about their respective roles;

« an appropriate communication between ICANN and the ccTLD
Registry; and

« acommunication between the relevant government or public authority
and the ccTLD Registry where this is deemed appropriate by the
government concerned.

3. DEFINITIONS
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For the purposes of this document, the following definitions apply:

3.1 ‘Alternative Dispute Resolution’ (or ‘ADR') means any system of resolving a
dispute other than by court litigation, and includes arbitration, mediation,
conciliation and processes of administrative dispute resolution.

3.2 ‘Communication’ should include a law, regulation, agreement, document,
contract, memorandum of understanding, or any other written instrument, as
appropriate.®

3.3 ‘Country code top level domain' or ‘ccTLD' means a domain in the top level of
the global domain name system assigned according to the two-letter codes in the
ISO 3166-1 standard, ‘Codes for the Representation of Names of Countries and
Their Subdivisions.’

3.4 ‘Delegation’ means delegation by ICANN/IANA of responsibility for
administration of a ccTLD in the DNS root’.

3.5. ‘Reassignment of delegation’ means the change of the person or body
responsible for the administration of a ccTLD Registry effected by ICANN/IANA
upon receipt of an authoritative request.®

3.6. Authoritative request is the request for the delegation or reassignment of
delegation or any root zone file change concerning.a ccTLD Registry addressed to

® Richard Hill considers this definition to be overly broad. Norway, on the other hand

finds this useful and considers the possibility of including oral communication.

’ An important question needs to be answered here: Does ICANN/IANA have authority to
delegate responsibility for administration of a c¢TL.D? Or is such authority to be
established according to national law? If the latter is the case, this concept needs to be

re-defined: A possible alternative would be: *“Delegation” means the procedures that
need to be taken by ICANN/IANA for the inclusion of a ccTLD in the root zone file
upon receipt of an authoritative request.”.

® Hong Kong has asked for a definition of this concept; definition attempted by your

scribe.
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ICANN/IANA according to the national law of the country concerned or, in the
absence of such law, RFC 1591.°

3.7 ‘ccTLD Registry’ means the entity (whether an organisation, enterprise or
individual) responsible for managing and administering a ccTLD. [This may be an
entity designated, recognised, accepted or not accepted’ by the relevant
government or public authority to exercise the public trust function of a ccTLD and
consequently recognised through a communication between ICANN/IANA and the
entity concerned]'’. The Registry for a ccTLD may be the relevant government
or public authority itself or an oversight body designated, recognised or accepted
by the relevant government or public authority.

3.8 ‘Designation’ means designation by the relevant government or public
authority or any other body foreseen by the national law of the country concerned
of the ccTLD Registry.

3.9 ‘Relevant government or public authority’ means relevant national government
or public authority of a distinct economy as recognised in international fora as
those terms are used in the ICANN Bylaws and GAC Operating Principles.

3.10 ‘Relevant local community' means the local community in the context of the
ISO 3166-1 code. This definition is specific to the purposes identified in this
document and not broader.

4. ROLE OF ccTLD REGISTRY

4.1 The ccTLD Registry is a trustee for the delegated domain, and has a duty to
serve the residents of the relevant country or territory in the context of ISO 3166-

’ This definition has been suggested by your scribe. It hopefully reflects the spirit of your

comments concerning delegation and reassignment of delegation

' This reflects more precisely the current situation; relevant remark made by UK; Richard

Hall suggests replacing “recognised or simply accepted™ with “recognised or not”.

Norway suggests *“...recognised, accepted or not” and considers more discussion is

needed to cover all possibilities.
"' France is suggesting the deletion of the text in brackets
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1, as well as the global Internet community according to a naming policy
reflecting the principle that the manager of the ccTLD performs a public service.
However the delegation itself cannot be sub-contracted, sub-licensed or otherwise
traded without the agreement of the relevant government or public authority and

appropriate enforcement by ICANN/IANA.

4.2. Two core functions must be performed by the ccTLD Registries:
1.Entering and maintaining data into a database (Data Entry Function) and
2.Maintaining and ensuring upkeep of name-servers for the TLD (Name
Server Function)
The Data Entry Function should be fully defined by a naming policy which must
specify the rules and conditions:

a) under which data will be collected and entered into a database or data
changed (at the TLD level among others, data to reflect a transfer from
registrant to registrant or changing registrar) in the database.

b) for making certain data generally and publicly available (be it, for
example, through Whois or name servers).

The Name Server Function involves essential interoperability and stability issues
at the heart of the DNS. The importance of this function extends to name servers
at the ccTLD level, but also to the root servers (and root-server system) and name
servers at lower levels. On their own merit and because of interoperability and
stability considerations, properly functioning name servers are of utmost
importance to the individual, as well as to the local and the global Internet
communities. With regard to the name server function, therefore, policies need to
be defined and established. Most parties involved, including the majority of ccTLD
Registries, have accepted the need for common policies in this area by adhering
to the relevant RFCs, among others RFC 1591.

4.3. In performing these functions ccTLD Registries must respect applicable
national law and in particular data protection legislation and principles.

4.4 Any intellectual property rights that the ccTLD Registry may have
acquired as the result of delegation or any entity may have acquired as a result of
the management, administration or marketing of the ccTLD, shall be taken into
account and dealt with in accordance with the law of the seat of the ccTLD
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Registry [but should not be exercised in a way to impede re-delegation of a ccTLD
Registry decided according to national law or under the circumstances described
under clause 7 below]."

4.5 Ultimate public policy authority over the relevant ccTLD rests with the relevant
government or public authority to the extent that the relevant government or public
authority has a mandate, under national law, to exercise such a public policy
authority.

4.6 The ccTLD Registry should work co-operatively with the relevant government
or public authority of the country or territory for which the ccTLD has been
established, within the framework of the country or distinct economy concerned
and public policy objectives of such relevant government or public authority.

4.7 The ccTLD Registry, and the Registry’s administrative contact, shall be
resident or incorporated in the territory and/or jurisdiction of the relevant
government or public authority unless formally decided otherwise by the relevant
government or pubiic authority. [Where the Registry , administrative contact or
technical contact are not resident or incorporated in the territory and/or jurisdiction
of the relevant government or public authority, it should nevertheless operate in a
way that is consistent with the laws and public policy of that relevant government
or public authority. This includes re-delegation procedures™}.

4.8 The ccTLD Registries may participate in the ICANN Policy Development
Processes through the Country Code Names Supporting Organisation (ccNSO)
which is responsible for:

!* Combination of ITU and Danish suggestions reflecting reality with regard to IPRs;
UK has also expressed doubts that the initial text is achievable. Richard Hill has
eventually suggested deleting the phrase in square brackets arguing that you cannot put
any restrictions on whatever flows from national law.

" Spain considers this clause as stating a basic principle. The UK and Norway have
expressed doubts that (at least part of) clause 4.6. is achievable. Indeed this would be
doubtful unless there is a contract between the government and the ccTLD Registry
concerned; otherwise the Registry is likely to  be under the jurisdiction of the territory
in which it is established.
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1. Developing and recommending to the Board global policies
relating to country-code top-level domains;

2. Nurturing consensus across the ccNSO’s community, including
the name-related activities of ccTLDs; and
3. Coordinating with other ICANN Supporting Organizations,

committees and constituencies under ICANN.

In addition to the above core responsibilities, the ccNSO may also engage in other
activities authorized by its members, including: seeking to develop voluntary best
practices for ccTLD managers, assisting in skills building within the global
community of ccTLD managers and enhancing operational and technical
cooperation among ccTL.D managers. The ccNSO organization, policy-
development process and scope are described in Article IX of the ICANN Bylaws
adopted at the ICANN Montreal meeting.

5. ROLE OF GOVERNMENT OR PUBLIC AUTHORITY

5.1 Every country or distinct economy with a government or public authority
recognised in accordance with article 3.7 above has the right to have its country
code represented as a ccTLD in the DNS and to designate the Registry for the
ccTLD concerned. Existing ccTLD Registries have the right to maintain their
responsibilities, unless the government or public authority concerned decides to
designate a new Registry according to national law and provides ICANN/IANA
with the necessary authoritative request concerning the new Registry.

5.2 The relevant government or public authority ultimately represents the interests
of the people of the country or territory for which the ccTLD has been delegated.
Accordingly, the role of the relevant government or public authority is to ensure
that the ccTLD is being administered in the public interest, whilst taking into
consideration issues of public policy and relevant law and regulation.

5.3 Governments or public authorities have responsibility for public policy
objectives including : transparency and non-discriminatory practices; greater
choice, lower prices and better services for all categories of users; security of
critical infrastructures; respect for personal privacy; and consumer protection
issues. Considering their responsibility to protect these interests, governments or
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public authorities maintain ultimate policy authority over their respective ccTLDs
and should ensure that they are operated in conformity with domestic public policy
objectives, laws and regulations, and international law and applicable international

conventions.

5.4 it is recalled that the Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) to ICANN has
previously adopted the general principle that the Internet naming system is a
public resource in the sense that its functions must be administered in the public

or common interest.’

5.5 The relevant government or public authority should be able to ensure that
DNS registration in the ccTLD benefits from effective and fair condition of

competition, at appropriate levels and scale of activity.

5.6 To give effect to governments’ or public authorities’ public policy interests,
governments or public authorities are invited to consider the extent to which their
communication with ccTLD Registries should conform to the terms outlined in

Clause 9.

5.7 In making a designation for a ccTLD Registry, the government or public
authority should is invited to take into consideration the importance of long term
stability in the administration and management of the ccTLD and in the DNS. In
most cases, such stability may be best served through the designation of an

organisation or an enterprise rather than a specific individual.

5.8 In developing public policies concerning ccTLDs within their jurisdiction,
governments and public authorities may seek advice from other governments and

" Richard Hill is asking “Did the GAC actually say this? I thought that many GAC
members take the position that the Internet is a private-sector activity. 1 know that
several ITU Member States take that view. For example, they explicitly do NOT impose
universal access obligations on Internet-related suppliers etc. This will be documented
in the forthcoming IP Policy Handbook™. This view seems to be shared by Norway
which makes an additional remark: “If the meamng is that certain obligations will apply
due to this finding, these should be stated. The current text 1s not binding in a legal

way’.
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public authorities and from ICANN/IANA on matters falling within the competence
of ICANN/IANA as described in section 6 below."

5.9 "*Governments and public authorities represented in the GAC may participate
in the ICANN ccNSO policy development processes as described in annex B of
article 1X of the ICANN Bylaws. In particular, the GAC: may start a policy process
by calling for creation of an Issue Report; request participation of up to two GAC
members in a ccNSO task force; offer opinion or advice to the ccNSO Council in
case no task force is created; submit comments on a ccNSO Task Force Report;
offer opinion or advice to the ccNSO Council on a Final Report; offer advice
directly to the ICANN Board on any public policy issue, including issues related to
the ccTLDs, as described in article X of the ICANN Bylaws; and participate in the
ICANN Board meetings on ccTLD-related policies through its liaison, the GAC
Chair.

5.10 In addition, the GAC may do specific work related to ccTLDs through its
Working Group 4 as indicated in the WG4 terms of reference and will maintain a

direct dialogue with the ccTLD community through its ccTLD liaison'’.

6. ROLE OF ICANN

6.1 The mission of ICANN is to coordinate, at the overall level, the global
Internet’s systems of unique identifiers, including domain names. In this capacity,
with regard to the ccTLDs core functions, the Data Entry Function and the Name

"It is already current practice that ICANN/IANA advise certain governments, in
particular of developing countries. A similar advisory role may be undertaken by
governments and public authorities with ccTLD policy experience. It is also useful to
specify the limits of ICANN/IANA advisory role.

' Norway: “Does this paragraph need to be included in this document? I thought this was
described sufficiently in other documents”. France has suggested deletion of the
paragraph. Your scribe: I think that if we are to keep sections describing the roles of

governments, ccTLD Registries and ICANN it is useful to maintain this summary

description here. But I have no strong views about it.
'" This takes into account the GAC working methods agreed in Rio de Janeiro. France is

suggesting the deletion of this paragraph.
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Server Function, ICANN is involved in the administration of a range of technical

functions

Name Server Function

. policy and accountability role with regard to the root server
system (primarily through the Root Server System Advisory
Committee);

- policy (through the ccNSO) and accountability (through IANA)
role with regard to ccTLD Registry Name Servers in respect
to interoperability

Data Entry Function

« policy (through the ccNSO) and executive {through |ANA) role in the Root
Level Registry

How ICANN should best perform these functions should be decided by the ICANN
Board in response to policy proposais submitted by the ccNSO and after
consultation with all relevant constituencies, in particular the GAC, as specified
in article 1X of the ICANN Bylaws. Any modification to this role may only take place
through a ccNSO PDP, including consultation of the GAC, as specified in the
same article of the ICANN Bylaws.

6.2 ICANN/IANA may provide advice to governments and public authorities on
public policy matters concerning the areas of ICANN/IANA competence
addressed in this section, upon request from the government or public authority

concerned.'

7. PRINCIPLES RELATING TO DELEGATIONS AND REASSIGNMENT OF
DELEGATIONS " %

' This addresses the point raised under 5.8, from an ICANN/IANA perspective.
' At a meeting which took place in Brussels on 15 November 2002, a small working
roup of European governments and ¢cTL.D t with two leading ICANN members of
staff, Stuart Lynn, then CEQ, and Theresa Swinehart, Counsel for International Legal
Affairs to discuss a number of ccTLD issues. including delegation and re-delegation. At
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7.1 ICANN should act with the utmost promptness to delegate or re-delegate a
ccTLD Registry in line with a request from and in coordination with the relevant
government or public authority.?’ Such requests are made in line with the law of
the country or distinct economy concerned, including for Registries established
outside the jurisdiction of the country concerned.?® Governments make sure that

that meeting, the ICANN delegates said that although each re-delegation case is unique,

practical cases might be grouped into 12 categories:
1.Individual to organisation where there is community and government support.

2.Individual to organisation, where original administrative contact does not support

but community and government does

3.ccTLD_administrator licensed out, community and government interest in returmng

it back in country

4.ccTLD_administrator licensed out, litigation or hostile situation involved, interest to

return to country (but some dishonesty at national level that must be dealt with)

5.Government demands immediate take over of c¢cTLD management, though never

any problems with c¢cTLD administration

0.Technical or administrative contact wants out of administering ccTLD immediately,

but no appropriate local organisation to move to, and need to find third party as

‘carectaker’
7.Unfreezing of frozen c¢TLD, and rebuilding it.
8.ccTLD_administrator wants stable situation and endorsement for running it
9. Individual request to re-delegate, that has no support (the arbitrary request we get)
10.Manager decides to sell out to another; no consideration by community
11.Government wants to transfer from in-country manager to out-of-country manager,

in order to achieve revenues
12.Re-delegation and government has no interest to be involved
JK expresses doubts that clause 7 is achievable. Norway would prefer having

paragraph earlier in the document,

*' Danish suggestion; this presupposes that the relevant government or public authority
has established appropriate legal basis domestically with regard to ccTLD Registries
established on their territory. Luxembourg has made this point. Richard Hill considers
that many ITU Member States would find it difficult to communicate formally with
ICANN, a US private company:

 Danish suggestion; it reflects the views of a number of governments with pending re-
delegation requests, but requires careful legal analysis and discussion with
ICANN/IANA competent staff; issues of jurisdiction , _contract law, possible
compensation to incumbent Registry will have to be addressed. Norway considers this
should be examined more closely, as it may lead to bi-lateral conflicts between
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authoritative requests are sent to ICANN. In case of doubt, ICANN consults with
the diplomatic authorities of the country concerned {or with the GAC].#* ICANN
may delay a reassignment of delegation until the necessary technicai [and
legal?]** steps have been taken. Any such delay must be duly explained by
ICANN to the government or public authority concerned. [In case of dispute, the
GAC and the ccNSO should be consulted]® [informed?]%.

7.2 When ICANN is notified by the relevant government or public authority that
{the Registry has contravened the terms of its communication with the government
or public authority or the term of the designation has expired, or] there has been a
re-designation process according to national law?’ [or national public policy]® the
government or public authority concerned and ICANN take prompt steps for
reassigning the delegation.” [Notwithstanding the need for a communication-
based regime for ccTLD designation, delegation and administration, in the
absence of such communication between the relevant government or public

countries claiming jurisdiction on the ccTLD Registry.
’ The ITU delegate Richard Hill has contributed the thought that the ITU-T could assume
a formal role (if there is agreement of ITU Member States) as an __alternative: “In case
of doubt, ICANN consults with the Director__ of TSB who will consult with the
concerned country, in accordance with ITU Recommendation E, (to be developed) and
provide the needed information to ICANN" It is also worth pursuing the thought of the
ITU offering this service to the GAC, rather than directly to ICANN. This is preferred at
least by Norway. France does not consider the GAC may have a role here and is
suggesting the deletion of the text in brackets.

1o

2

! Norway
> Danish suggestion giving the GAC and the ccNSO an explicit role in case of disputed,

stalled re-delegation processes; 1TU considers this whole phrase to be vague and would
favour its deletion. This is also the view of France. which does not sce a role for the
GAC or the ccNSO here.

** Norway

*" The current principles do not include this possibility which should probably be the
starting point, and would probably make the preceding phrase (in square brackets)
redundant; in the current text, a re-delegation _seems to be a sort of punishment to the
incumbent Registry

** Text in brackets suggested by France

* Simple shifting of text by one paragraph, for better coherence purposes
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authority and the administrator of the ccTLD*], ICANN should, upon the tendering
of evidence by such government or public authority that a re-designation process
has taken place®, act with the utmost promptness to reassign the delegation in
line with the authoritative request from and in coordination with the relevant

government or public authority.

7.3 When ICANN notifies the relevant government or public authority that the
ccTLD is being operated in a manner that threatens the stability of the DNS or of
the Internet, or has otherwise breached and failed to remedy other material
provisions of the communication between ICANN and the Registry, as outlined in
Clause 10, the relevant government or public authority should cooperate with
ICANN to remedy this situation or effect the reassignment of the delegation for the
ccTLD*.

7.4. Any government requesting a reassignment of delegation should cooperate
with ICANN/IANA to confirm the technical competence of the new Registry.*

7.5. With respect to future delegations or reassignment of delegations, ICANN
should delegate the Registry administration of a ccTLD only to an organisation,
enterprise or individual that has been designated by the relevant government or
public authority, unless the government concerned has explicitly declined the role
of designating a new ccTLD Registry [or has not responded to a relevant ICANN
invitation within a period of X months]*. ICANN must ensure that the invitation has

** There does not seem to be government consensus about such a regime, let alone the

urgency of such a regime. Richard Hill suggests deleting the phrase in square brackets:
“] don’t see how you can put conditions on national decisions.”.

? This presupposes of course that the government or public authority concerned has the
legal basis for requesting a reassignment of delegation

*2 This presupposes that the government concerned has, in line with national law, an
active role in the functioning of the ccTLD Registry concerned (and may initiate
remedies) and the legal basis to ask for a reassignment of delegation.

** Danish suggestion; explicit recognition of ICANN/IANA role of confirming technical
competence of Registry. Richard Hill and Hong Kong considers this should be left to

the private sector and suggests deleting the sentence.
* France is suggesting the deletion of the text in brackets.
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been received by the government concerned. In such cases, the ICANN Board®
may designate the Registry following an open and transparent procedure and
after consulting with the government concerned.*

7.6 ccTLD Registries should enjoy, in the execution of their responsibilities, the
appropriate rights under applicable law, and should not be subject to
discriminatory or arbitrary practices, policies or procedures from iCANN [or the
relevant government or public authority, in particular which are not in conformity
with national law or with policies agreed with the GAC and the ccNSO.J”" * In the
event of a reassignment of delegation, registrants in the ccTLD should be afforded
continued name resolution, or a reasonable period in which to transfer to another
TLD®.

* France is putting a question mark here. Your scribe has used this term because he could

not think of any alternative, in case the government concerned was unwilling to assume
the designating role. At least the ICANN Board may contact the government concerned
is in contact with the GAC and the ccNSO and has currently the responsibility for the
IANA function.

** Danish suggestion; there may indeed be cases of governments not wishing or not
having a legal basis domestically to initiate a re-delegation process but would be
contend to be consuited. Richard Hill suggests deleting the paragraph: 3it is not needed
and adds complexity™.

*’ Danish suggestion attempting to specify what would constitute arbitrary government or
ICANN behaviour; a possible rewording of the last phrase, in the light of the new
ICANN ccNSO Bylaws would be as follows: “or with policies adopted after proposals
from the ¢¢cNSO and in consultation with the GAC”

** France is suggesting the deletion of the text in brackets. Your scribe thinks that it would
be a good gesture if governments would state that they have no intention to act

arbitrarily. Legally this of course states the obvious since national courts would
eventually decide, but it would still be goodwill gesture. Probably the reference to the
ccNSO may be deleted since it is agreed that ccNSO policies should not override

national laws or public policies as regards the ccTLD concerned.
* Richard Hill suggests deleting the paragraph: “It is not needed”.
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8. PRINCIPLES CONCERNING THE COMMUNICATION [RELATION]*
BETWEEN THE RELEVANT GOVERNMENT OR PUBLIC AUTHORITY AND

ICANN

8.1 In cases in which there is communication between the relevant government
or public authority and ICANN, concerning a reassignment of delegation, it should
include a designated point of contact within the relevant government or public
authority and a person or body empowered to make authoritative requests*’, as
well as the name and contact details of the designated or recognised ccTLD
Registry and duration of this designation or recognition. in the absence of a
communication, or where there are reasons for doubt, ICANN should consult with
the diplomatic authorities of the country concerned [or with the GAC]* on the
competent authority and appropriate contact point of the country concerned.®

9. PRINCIPLES CONCERNING THE COMMUNICATION [RELATION]*
BETWEEN THE RELEVANT GOVERNMENT OR PUBLIC AUTHORITY AND

THE ccTLD REGISTRY

9.1 Any communication between a relevant government or public authority and
any newly designated Registry”® should include the following provisions*:

* France prefers this term |
“! Receipt of an authoritative request is a necessary step in a delegation or reassignment of

delegation process.

* France is asking for the deletion of the text in brackets. [

“1TU (Richard Hill) makes the same suggestion as in footnote 25.

* France prefers this term

** Danish modification, presumably to address the fact that many incumbent ccTLD
Registries do not have a communication with the government or public authority

* The 1TU (Richard Hill) has expressed the view that “items 9.1.1. and following place

considerably more onus on ccTL.D operators than is placed in many jurisdictions on

providers of other telecommunications services (for example, ISPs, fixed telephony, etc).

I’'m not sure I understand why this should be the case at the international level. That is,

understand that individual that individual countries may wish to adopt provisions of this
kind, but I'm not sure that they should be uniformly adopted world-wide.” Norway
supports this view.
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9.1.1 Term, performance clauses, opportunity for review and
process for revocation.

9.1.2 A commitment by the Registry to operate the ccTLD in the

interest of the relevant local community and the global Internet

community.

9.1.3 [A recognition by the Registry that the management and

administration of the ccTLD are subject to the ultimate authority of

the relevant government or public authority*’], [and must conform

with relevant domestic laws and regulations, and international law

and international conventions®).

9.1.4 Confirmation that the ccTLD is operated in trust in the public
interest and that the Registry does not acquire property rights to

the ccTLD itself.

9.1.5 Conditions to ensure the transfer of all relevant DNS data to a

nominated replacement, if, for any reason, a reassignment of

delegation to a new Registry is necessary.

9.1.6 References to ensure the safety and integrity of the registry
database, including the establishment of a data escrow or mirror site

policy for the registry data managed by the Registry. The escrow

agent or mirror site should be mutually approved by the relevant

government or public authority and the Registry and should not be

under the exclusive control of the Registry®;

47 This is a rather vague statement: What is meant by ultimate authority? 1f it is authority

to legislate, and the Registry is established inside the territory concerned, it simply

states the obvious and seems a bit bizarre. If it 1s apthority to re-delegate or establish

policies for an incumbent c¢TLD Registry, this authority would need to be determined

by national law rather than recognised by the Registry. A relevant communication

contract) between the gov nent and the Registry concerned would be conceivable

mainly in (the rare) cases of new ccTLD Registries.

** This is probably redundant. It would be true for any company established in a given
jurisdiction - all companies have to abide by relevant national and international law.

* This paragraph is included in the section on the communication between
the ccTLD Registry. In your scribe’s opinion its proper place is here.
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9.1.7 Conditions for the efficient and effective resolution of disputes
arising from domain name registration. In addition to national judicial
means, it is advised that the Registry implements dispute resolution
policies that ensure that the interests of all registrants, and of third
parties, including those outside their territory and in othér
jurisdictions, are taken into account. Dispute resolution policies
should, to the greatest extent possible, follow common principles,
including due regard for internationally recognised intellectual
property, consumer protection and other relevant law, and be
implemented by all Registries. The Registry should, so far as
possible, implement alternative dispute resolution procedures
conducted online, without precluding access to court litigation.

9.1.8 The above terms and conditions shall also apply to
Registries which are resident and/or incorporated outside the
territory of the relevant local community and having a
communication with the government or public authority representing
this local community. Such Registries recognise the ultimate
authority of the government related to the ccTLD concerned®.

9.2 A Registry should not sub-contract part or all of the technical operations of the
ccTLD registry affecting the global stability of the DNS without ensuring that the
sub-contractor has the technical qualiﬁcaiions required by ICANN, and informing
ICANN®" %2,

9.3 In any sub-contracting of the technical operations of the ccTLD registry or
administrative and management functions of the ccTLD, the sub-contract must

between the c¢TLD Registry and the sovernment/public authority concerned, but in

legacy cases a Registry established in a third country and not having a communication
with the government of the country with the country code concerned would probably be

under the junisdiction of the country in which it is established. Richard Hill suggest
deletion of the paragraph.

>' ITU remark; “Surely it is a commercial matter (or a national matter) how and to whom

technical operations are out-sourced”
>? Norway: Repetition. Redundant.
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state that the delegation itself is an exercise of a public right, not an item of
property, and cannot be reassigned to a new Registry except in accordance with
the provisions of Clause 7.%

in_some countries legislation specifically excludes Internet from regulation and

government oversight.”




10. PRINCIPLES CONCERNING THE COMMUNICATION [RELATION]*

BETWEEN ICANN AND THE ccTLD REGISTRY*

10.1 The communication between ICANN and the Registry should contain
ICANN's commitment to:

10.1.1 maintain, or cause to be maintained, a stable, secure,
authoritative and publicly available database of relevant information

for each ccTLD (see below);

10.1.2 ensure that authoritative and accurate root zone information
is generated in a timely manner from such database [and ensure
that the root servers are operated in stable and secure manner®.
Also, ensure that changes to the root zone database are made on
the basis of reliable authentication procedures confirming the
authority and identity of the requesting party;

10.1.3 maintain, or cause to be maintained, authoritative records
and an audit trail regarding ccTLD delegations and records related

to these delegations; and

10.1.4 inform the Registry in a timely manner of any changes to
ICANN's contact information.

10.2 The communication between ICANN and the Registry should contain the
Registry’'s commitment to:

10.2.1 cause to be operated and maintained in a stable and secure
manner the authoritative primary and secondary name servers for
the ccTLD, adequate to resolve names within the ccTLD for users
throughout the Internet, and any sub-domains over which they retain
administrative authority, and enable any technical verifications of

>* France prefers this term

> UK raises the question of whether a government may force a private company to sign a

contract with another private company. Richard Hill thinks this is a national matter and
nothing should be said about it at the international level.

*°ITU remark: “ICANN has very little (if any) control over the operation of the root
service. How can 1t “ensure that the root servers are operated in a stable and secure

manner?”
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zone files to be done in a way to be decided by the ICANN Board
at the proposal of the ccNSO;

10.2.2 inform ICANN in a timely manner of any changes to the
ccTLD's contact information held by ICANN;

10.2.3 ensure the safety and integrity of the registry database,
[including the establishment of a data escrow or mirror site policy for
the registry data managed by the Registry. The escrow agent or
mirror site should be mutually approved by the relevant government
or public authority and the Registry and should not be under the

exclusive control of the Registry*’];

10.2.4 [ensure the transfer of all relevant DNS data to a nominated
replacement, if, for any reason, a reassignment of-delegation is
necessary in line with the procedure set out in clause 7 above®;]
10.2.5 abide by policies adopted by the ICANN Board at the
proposal of the ccNSO in consultation with the GAC as being
appropriate for the global stability and interoperability of the DNS ;
provided that these policies do not conflict with national law and

10.2.6 Set out clear conditions and parameters for payment by the
ccTLD of a contribution to ICANN's cost of operation in accordance
with an equitable scale, based on ICANN's total funding
requirements (including reserves), developed by ICANN on the
basis of consensus with the ccNSO®.

These principles update and replace those set out in the earlier GAC
communication made in 2000.
Governmental Advisory Committee, ICANN:

> Luxembourg considers this to be a national issue which should not be part of the

communication _ with ICANN.

** Should this be part of the Registry’s communication with ICANN or with the
government/public authority?

* ITU proposes the following text: “Set out clear conditions and parameters for payment
by the ccTL.D of a contribution to the cost of the IANA function”; ccTL.D Registries (at
least in Europe) seem prepared to contribute to some ICANN overhead costs.
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M E - GAC E/ERRBEEE

COLOUR CODES:Additions, [yellow]

]
{MeiberS Cormpients. Green andin foolnores |

Dedicated to preserving the central co-ordinating functions
of the global Internet for the public good.

INTERNET CORPORATION FOR ASSIGNED NAMES AND
NUMBERS

Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC)

Operating Principles - DRAFT AMENDMENTS Rev 5, 17 October
2003

Confirmed and Adopted,

Whereas:

1. The functions and responsibilities of the Internet Assigned Numbers
Authority (IANA) are being transferred to a new private not for profit
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corporation, the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and
Numbers (ICANN).

. ICANN’s functions and responsibilities will affect the functioning of
the global Internet.

. ICANN’s Articles of Incorporation establish that the corporation shall
operate for the benefit of the Internet community as a whole and shall
pursue the charitable and public purposes of lessening the burdens of
government and promoting the global public interest in the operational
stability of the Internet by performing and co-ordinating functions
associated with the technical management of Internet names and
addresses.

. a) The Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws establish that ICANN
shall carry out its activities in conformity with relevant principles of
international law and applicable international conventions and local

law.

b) ICANN is committed to carrying out its activities based on the
principles of stability, competition, private bottom-up coordination,
and representation.

ICANN’s Bylaws,

provide for the-ereation ef-a Governmental Advisory Committee
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Considering that:

1. The Internet naming and addressing system is a public resource that
must be managed in the interests of the global Internet community;

2. The management of Internet names and addresses must be facilitated
by organisations that are global in character.

3. ICANN’s decision making should take into account public policy
objectives including, among other things:

e secure, reliable and affordable functioning of the Internet,
including uninterrupted service and universal connectivity;

% .There are numerous other examples where the text of the Operating Principles is not
aligned with ICANN Bylaws. Why not simplify and refer to relevant section of ICANN
Bylaws. (ITU)
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o the robust development of the Internet, in the interest of the
public good, for government, private, educational, and

commercial purposes, world wide;

e transparency and non-discriminatory practices in ICANN’s role
in the allocation of Internet names and address;

o cffective competition at all appropriate levels of activity and
conditions for fair competition, which will bring benefits to all
categories of users including, greater choice, lower prices, and
better services;

e fair information practices, including respect for personal
privacy and issues of consumer concern; and

e freedom of expression.

4. Country code top level domains are operated in trust by the Registry
for the public interest, including the interest of the Internet community,
on behalf of the relevant public authorities including governments,
who ultimately have public policy authority over their ccTLDs,
consistent with universal connectivity of the Internet.

ARTICLE I-SCOPE OF THE GOVERNMENTAL ADVISORY
COMMITTEE

Principle 1

The Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) shall consider and provide
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advice on the activities of ICANN as they relate to concerns of governments,
multinational governmental organisations and treaty organisations, and
distinct economies as recognised in international fora, including matters
where there may be an interaction between ICANN’s policies and various
laws and international agreements and public policy objectives.

Principle 2

The GAC shall provide advice and communicate issues and views to the
ICANN Board. The GAC is not a decision making body. Such advice given
by the GAC shall be without prejudice to the responsibilities of any public
authority with regard to the bodies and activities of ICANN, including the
Supporting Organisations and Councils.

Principle 3

The GAC shall report its findings and recommendations in a timely manner
to the ICANN Board through the Chair of the GAC.

Principle 4

The GAC shall operate as a forum for the discussion of government and
other public policy interests and concemns.

Principle 5

o .c.f. Whereas 6:The Governmental Advisory Committee should consider and provide
advice on the activities of ICANN as they relate to concerns of governments and where

they may affect public policy issues. Coordinate these two texts. (Norway)



The GAC shall have no legal authority to act for ICANN.

ARTICLE 11 - MEETINGS

Principle 6

The GAC shall meet at least once annually; notwithstanding this designated
annual meeting, the GAC shall meet as appropriate.

Principle 7

A meeting may be convened on the 1n1t1at1ve of the Chair, at the request of a
Member Qr_al:_thﬁ equest of the ICANN Board,*’ concurred in by one third
(1/3) of the Current Membershlp

Principle 8

Face-to-face meetings of the GAC shall be convened by the Chair, by a
notice issued not less than twenty-eight (28) calendar days prior to the date
set for the meeting. This notice may be issued electronically, via

% Delete reference to ICANN completely (ITU)
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telefacsimile, or via airmail.®

Principle 9

Online and electronic meetings of the GAC shall be convened by the Chair,
by a notice issued not less than ten (10) calendar days prior to the date set for
the meeting. This notice may be issued electronically, via telefacsimile, or

via airmail.

Principle 10

An emergency meeting of the GAC may be convened by the Chair, by a
notice issued not less than ten (10) calendar days prior to the date set for the
meeting. This notice may be issued electronically, via telefacsimile, or via

airmail.

Principle 11

In addition to face-to-face meetings, [mee
conducted online via secure communications.

d] discussions may be

¥os . i
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erge Principles 7, 8 & 9-(ITU)

onferen e NO
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ARTICLE III- AGENDA
Principle 12

A proposed agenda for the meeting shall be communicated to Members prior
to the meeting.

Principle 13

Requests for items to be placed on the agenda of a forthcoming meeting shall
be communicated to the Secretariat of the GAC in writing, either via
electronic mail, telefacsimile or airmail.

ARTICLE 1V - MEMBERSHIP
Principle 14

Members of the GAC shall be national governments, multinational
ho 'ties,

governmental organisations and treaty organisations, and publ'

each of Wthh may appoint one representative [and ate
esentative] to the GAC The accredited representative of a Member may
be accompamed ) isers The accredited
representative must hold a formal official position with the Member’s public
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administration.® %The nclu a holder of an
elected governmental office or a person who is employed by such
government, public authority or multinational governmental or treaty
organisation, and whose primary function with such government, public

authority or organisation is to develop or influence governmental or public

policies._

% Delete following part of this paragraph (ITU)
%The requirement for formal official positions should apply not only to the representative,
but also to the advisors (Japan).
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Principle 15

Membership is open to all national governments. Membership is also open to
distinct economies as recognised in international fora, and multinational
governmental organisations and treaty organisations, on the invitation of the
GAC through the Chai

Principle 16

88 Clari w this w 1 the EU (I

® Clari icipate in Worki

 WIPO and other multilateral institutions are unlike the EC in that we are secretariats
only ... thus the proposed change is actually an appropriate one for us. (WIPO)

1 Would OECD, WIPO, ITU and so forth become observers? (OQECD)
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Principle 17

Those who constitute the Current Membership are defined as those Members
from whom the Chair has received formal notification of the name and
contact details of their accredited representative. The list of current Members
shall be updated regularly and be posted online.

ARTICLE V - OBSERVERS 7

111 £ UL d d C P4 d N C £ .Cdld]
7 Make a distinction between IGOs, members of the UN family, and others. (WIPO)
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Principle 18

Representatives of invited, non-member public authorities and other relevant
entities may attend meetings of the GAC as observers, at the discretion of the

Chair.

ARTICLE VI - REPRESENTATION

Principle 19 ™

If'a Member’s accredited representative is not present at a meeting, then it
shall be taken that the Member government or organisation is not represented
at that meeting. Any decision made by the GAC without the participation of
a Member’s accredited representative shall stand and nonetheless be valid.

Principle 20

In consideration of the GAC’s commitment to efficiency, there shall be no
attendance or voting by proxy. Members may only be represented at
meetings, both face-to-face and electronic, by their accredited representative.

ARTICLE VII — CHAIR, VICE CHAIRS, OTHER OFFICERS AND
COMMITTEES

™ Consider revision of Principle 19 in context of Principle 17 bis.
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Principle 21 bis /

If the GAC moves to require additional officers other than the Chair, then
three (3) Vice-Chairs shall be elected from among the Members.—-
To the extent possible, the
Vice-Chairs should appropnately reﬂect the geographlc and development
diversity of the membership. [The Cha ' e for a te :

years, [renewable once]. The Vice- Chalrs sha]l hold ofﬁce for a term of one

(1) year and may be re-elected, however no person may serve as Vice-Chair

for more than two consecutive terms.

Principle 22
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yair and Vice Chairs shall be elected by the
Members of the GAC from among the representatlves of_gove

_public ' GAC, pursuant to procedures outlmed
under Artlcle IX (Electlonof Ofﬁce Holders) of these Operatmg Prlncrples

Principle 22 bis

The GAC may designate other officers as necessary.

Principle 23

75 v . . 5 . 9
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The Chair shall normally participate in the proceedings as such and not as
the representative of a Member, in which case the Member may accredit
another representative. The Chair may, however, at any time request
permission to act in either capacity. The Vice Chairs shall participate in the
proceedings as representatives of a Member.

Principle 27

If the Chair is absent from any meeting or part thereof, one of the three (3)
Vice-Chairs shall perform the functions of the Chair. If no Vice-Chairs were
elected or if no Vice-Chair is present the GAC shall elect an interim Chair
for that meeting or that part of the meeting.

Principle 28

If the Chair can no longer perform the functions of the office, the GAC shall
designate one of the Vice-Chairs referred to in Principle 26 [21 bis.]of these
Operating Principles to perform those functions pending election of a new
Chalr n pursuant to procedures outlined under Article IX (Election of Chau:

; ) of these Operating Principles. If no Vice-
Chair was elected, the GAC shall elect an interim Chair to perform those
functions pending the election of a new Chair.
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Principle 29 bis |

The Chair may call for the creation of Committees andWorkmg Groups to

address —[mlgy_am_maﬁﬁns_qugn;;m_mlh_mgard_m

ARTICLE VIII - POWERS OF THE CHAIR

Principle 30

In addition to exercising the power conferred elsewhere by these Principles,
the Chair shall declare the opening and closing of each meeting, shall direct
the discussion, accord the right to speak, submit questions for decisions,
announce decisions, rule on points of order and, subject to these rules, have
control of the proceedings. The Chairperson may also call a speaker to order
if the remarks of the speaker are not relevant.

Principle 31

The Chair, with the consent of the meeting, may limit the time allowed to
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each speaker.
Principle 32

The Chair shall not normally have voting power; however in the event of a
tie, the Chair shall have a casting vote.

ARTICLE IX - ELECTION OF CHA

Principle 34

3



Subsequent—electionsElections [for the Chair] shall take place during the

final three (3) calendar months of every second year, beginning with the final

three (3) calendar months in the second year fol]owing the ﬁrst election.

adv1sed at the ﬁrst meeting of the year following each election, and shall
take effect from the end of that meeting.”®

Principle 35

For elections, the candidate with the most votes shall be elected to the
position that he or she has stood for.

Principle 36

Nominations for candidates to elected positions shall be circulated at least
four (4) weeks prior to the final three (3) calendar months of each election
year.

Principle 37

For elections, votes shall be taken by ballot. This includes the taking of votes
in person, by airmail ballots or ballots transmitted by telegraph, electronic

* Ifwew tinue wi e Vice-Chairs, w r

continues for another period (Norway)
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mail or facsimile. The method of ballot shall be determined by a majority
vote by roll call or by the raising of cards by the voting Member’s
representatives present at the meeting at which the decision as to the method
of ballot was taken.

Principle 38

If votes are to be taken in person, then ballot papers shall be distributed to
Members’ representatives at that meeting, and a ballot box placed in the
conference room. However, the representative of any Member may request,
or the Chair may suggest, that a vote be taken by the raising of cards, [I] by

Rl

roll call ’ C 1.".!-. C, DY 4CClamadtion

Principle 39

If votes are to be taken by airmail ballots or ballots transmitted by telegraph,
electronic mail or telefacsimile, then ballot papers shall be distributed to
Members’ representatives present at the meeting, and a notice shall be sent
to each Member. The notice shall contain such information as the Chair
considers necessary and a clear statement of the question to which each
Member shall be requested to answer "yes" or "no", or in the case of an
election a clear statement to which each Member shall be requested to
indicate preference for one (1) candidate to be elected to the nominated
position.

5



Principle 40

If votes are taken by airmail ballots or ballots transmitted by telegraph,
electronic mail or telefacsimile, the Chair shall determine the date and hour
by which votes must be received. The time-limit shall be set at no later than
30 days after the date the notice is sent. Any Member from whom a vote has
not been received within such time-limit shall be regarded as not voting.

Principle 41

Members entitled to participate in a vote by airmail ballots or ballots
transmitted by telegraph, electronic mail or telefacsimile are those which are
Members at the time of the decision to submit the matter in question to a

vote.

Principle 42

Where the taking of votes for elections is by airmail ballots or ballots
transmitted by telegraph, electronic mail or telefacsimile, then the results of
the ballot shall be formally advised at the first meeting in the year following

the election, and shall take effect from the end of that meeting.

ARTICLE X - CONDUCT OF BUSINESS

Principle 43

A simple majority of the representatives of the Current Membership [with
voting rights] shall constitute a quorum at any meeting. A quorum shall only
be necessary for any meeting at which a decision or decisions must be made.
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The GAC may conduct its general business face-to-face or [online].via

A Member may initiate an online discussion of a question by forwarding to
the Chair a request for the opening of an online discussion on a specific topic.
The GAC Secretariat will initiate this discussion and all Members may post
their contributions during a period of time established by the Chair, the
period of which is to be no longer than sixty (60) calendar days. At the end
of this discussion period, the Chair will summarise the results of the
discussion and may forward the results to the ICANN Board. Nothing in this
Principle overrides the decision making processes set out elsewhere in these

Operating Principles.
Principle 44

Representatives of Members shall endeavour, to the extent that a situation
permits, to keep their oral statements brief. Representatives wishing to
develop their position on a particular matter in fuller detail may circulate a
written statement for distribution to Members.

Principle 45

Representatives should make every effort to avoid the repetition of a full
debate at each meeting on any issue that has already been fully debated in
the past and on which there appears to have been no change in Members’
positions already on record.

Principle 46
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In order to expedite the conduct of business, the Chair may invite
representatives who wish to express their support for a given proposal to
show their hands, in order to be duly recorded in the records of the GAC as
supporting statements; thus only representatives with dissenting view or

wishing to make explicit points or proposals would actually be invited to
make a statement. This procedure shall only be applied in order to avoid
undue repetition of points already made, and will not preclude any
representative who so wishes from taking the floor.
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ARTICLE XI - PROVISION OF ADVICE TO THE ICANN BOARD

Principle 47

Advice from the GAC to the ICANN Board shall be communicated through
the Chair.

Principle 48

The GAC shall work to achieve consensus; however, where consensus is not
possible, the Chair shall convey the full range of view expressed by
Members to the ICANN Board.

Principle 49

The GAC may deliver advice on any other matter within the functions and
responsibilities of ICANN, at the request of the ICANN Board or on its own
initiative. The ICANN Board shall consider any advice from the GAC prior
to taking action. ;

-



ARTICLE XII - RECORDS
Principle 50

Records of the meetings of the GAC shall be in the form of Executive
Minutes.

ARTICLE XIII - PUBLICITY OF MEETINGS

Principle 51

The meetings of the GAC shall ordinarily be held in private. The Chair may
decide that a particular meeting, or part of a particular meeting, should be

held in public.

Principle 52

After a private meeting has been held, the Chair may issue a communiqué to
the Media, such communiqué having been approved by the GAC
beforehand.”

l

ARTICLE XIV — REVISION

Principle 53
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The GAC may decide at any time to revise these Operating Principles or any
part of them.

Principle 54

A Member or Members may move— for these Operating

Principles to be open to revision. If so moved, the Chair shall call for the
movement to be seconded. If so seconded, then the Chair shall call for a vote
to support the resolution. The deciding vote may be _Lt_a_k_eg_m_a_mg_enng_qr
electronically], by ballot, by the raising or cards, or by roll call, and shall
constitute a simple majority of the[voting] Members .

If so resolved in favour of a revision of these Operating Principles, then the
proposal shall sit for consultation for a period of sixty (60) days.

Ffollowing the sixty days, the Chair shall call for a vote for or
against the proposal. The deciding vote may be taken [in_a meeting or
electronically,] by ballot, by the raising or cards, or by roll call, and shall be
a simple majority of the [voting] Members.

ARTICLE XV — GENERAL PROVISIONS

Principle 55
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Whenever there is a difference in interpretation between the principles set
out in these Operating Principles and ICANN’s Articles of Incorporation and
Bylaws, ICANN’s Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws shall prevail.
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