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1.  前言

ICANN第34次會議於2009年3月1日至6日在墨西哥墨西哥市舉行，計有來自100多個國家，1,219位與會者參與本次盛會。我國代表團係由交通部郵電司鄧司長添來擔任團長，團員包括交通部郵電司、國家通訊傳播委員會、外交部國際組織司、財團法人台灣網路資訊中心、財團法人國家資訊基本建設產業發展協進會及網路中文資訊股份有限公司等單位代表。交通部、外交部及國家通訊傳播委員會代表主要出席政府諮詢委員會(Governmental Advisory Committee, GAC)，台灣網路資訊中心等其他團員則參與CNSO等ICANN相關會議。

本次會議討論重點包括：國際化網域名稱之快速程序機制(Fast Track for IDN ccTLD)、新屬性型網域名稱（New gTLDs）之申請政策、2010年運作計畫與預算、DNSSec域名系統安全、WHOIS服務、IPv4位址耗盡與IPv6位址部署、E-crime網路犯罪、ICANN理事會與GAC之合作等議題之實質討論。

本次會議延續2008年巴黎會議所作幾項重大決議之討論，包括開放新屬性型網域名稱（New generic Top Level Domain，以下簡稱New gTLDs）申請指引草案第2版及國碼頂級網域名稱（country code Top Level Domain，以下簡稱ccTLD）國際化域名(International Domain Name以下簡稱IDN)實施計畫草案第2版，GAC在墨西哥公報中表達希望此兩項議題能在2009年底前定案。

下次ICANN會議將於澳洲雪梨(6月21-26日)舉辦。

本報告首先說明ICANN組織最新現況，其次，報告重要議題及內容，最後就本次會議內容提出相關建議。

2.  ICANN簡介

ICANN係一全球性、非營利、共識導向的國際性機構(International corporation)，1998年10月成立於美國加州，負責監督原由美國政府管理之部分網際網路技術管理功能(Internet technical management functions)、通訊協定參數及通訊埠(Protocol Parameters and Port)之協調、域名系統(DNS)之管理、IP
位址之分配暨指派及根伺服器系統(root server system)之管理，以維持全球網際網路運作之穩定性、可靠性及安全性為其主要宗旨。

1、 ICANN組織架構

ICANN下設有理事會（Board of Directors）、3個支援組織（Supporting Organization；SO）、4個諮詢委員會（Advisory Committee；AC）及技術聯絡人小組（Technical Liaison Group；TLG）等，其組織架構圖如下：
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2、 ICANN組成單位之功能
(1) ICANN理事會

依2002年12月15日ICANN通過之新版組織章程，ICANN理事會係由15位具投票權之理事組成，其中8位理事由任命委員會選出，另由位址支援組織(ASO)、同屬性名稱支援組織(GNSO)、國碼名稱支援組織(ccNSO)各選出2位，總裁為當然理事。任期3年，每年改選部分理事。此外，6位不具投票權之聯絡人則分由根伺服器系統諮詢委員會(RSSAC)、網路安全及穩定諮詢委員會(SSAC)、政府諮詢委員會(GAC)、一般會員諮詢委員會(ALAC)、技術聯絡人小組(TLG)及網際網路工程任務小組(IETF)指派。目前理事會成員現有21位，如附件1。

(2) ICANN支援組織
目前ICANN下設有3個支援組織，各支援組織（Supporting Organization）均有其特定之功能，為ICANN在各專責領域之主要政策建議來源及諮詢單位。謹簡介如下：
(1) 位址支援組織(ASO)
ASO負責向ICANN提出有關IP位址運作、指配、及管理之政策性建言，其著重於識別單一Internet上各種電腦之IP位址系統，如128.9.128.127，係根據ICANN與各區域網際網路登記註冊管理機構(RIR)洽簽之MoU所設立之組織。目前按區域所設立之RIR，分別有負責北美洲區域之ARIN、歐洲區域之RIPE NCC、拉丁美洲區域之LACNIC、亞洲區域之APNIC及非洲區域之AFRNIC。一般RIR基本的位址分配政策係依區域需要及視未來一年內位址可能需求情形來分配位址區塊(Address Block)。

(2) 國碼名稱支援組織(ccNSO)
ccNSO負責向ICANN提出有關ccTLD(諸如：.us，.uk，.it，.tw，.cn，.jp，.hk等)之政策性建言，ccNSO係由ccTLD管理者組成，下設評議會(Council)管理相關政策制定程序。該組織業於於羅馬會議期間（93年3月1日）正式宣布成立。

(3) 同屬性名稱支援組織(GNSO)
GNSO負責向ICANN提出有關同屬性頂級域名之政策性建言，係由gTLD登記註冊管理機構、智慧財產權團體、商業團體、學術機構及消費者團體所組成，下設評議會(Council)管理相關政策制定程序。

(3) ICANN諮詢委員會

諮詢委員會為一正式諮詢體，由來自Internet社群(community)代表組成，負責向ICANN作政策性之建言，ICANN組織章程明定設立不同之諮詢委員會，諮詢委員會不代表ICANN行使職權，惟向ICANN理事會提出其研究報告及建言。目前ICANN理事會設有4諮詢委員會，謹簡介如下：

(1) 政府諮詢委員會(GAC)
GAC為一由國家級政府、國際論壇承認之經濟體、多國政府組織及條約組織(treaty organizations)代表所組成之諮詢委員會，其功能為向ICANN理事會表達政府單位之關切事項，GAC以論壇方式討論政府之權益及關切議題(interests and concerns)，包含消費者權益；GAC不代表ICANN行使職權，惟向ICANN理事會提出其研究報告及建言。

(2) 網路安全及穩定諮詢委員會(SSAC)
SSAC係負責就網域名稱及位址指配系統之安全及完整性向ICANN理事會提出建言，包括安全架構之擬定、與網際網路技術社群及重要DNS管理者、業者之溝通協調、風險分析評估等。
(3) 根伺服器諮詢委員會(RSSAC)
RSSAC係負責向ICANN理事會提出有關網域名稱根伺服器運作之建言，包含主機硬體容量、作業系統、名稱伺服器軟體版本、網路連結、硬體環境、安全問題及系統效率、可靠度等。

(4) 一般會員諮詢委員會(ALAC)

ALAC代表網際網路個別使用者向ICANN提出建言。

3.  ICANN第34次會議

1、 會議時間、地點及議程

(1) 時間：2009年2月27日至3月6日。
(2) 地點：墨西哥墨西哥市。

(3) 行程：

	日期
	行程

	2月27-28日
	由桃園中正機場出發，經美國舊金山轉墨西哥墨西哥市，下榻SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO飯店；辦理報到

	3月1日
	出席GAC會議

	3月2日
	參與Public Forum: President's Report & Comments及Welcome Ceremony 

	3月3日
	出席GAC會議

	3月4日
	出席GAC會議

	3月5日
	出席ICANN Public Forum

	3月6日
	參與理事會議；晚間搭機返國

	3月8日
	抵達桃園中正機場


(4) ICANN 2009墨西哥市會議議程：如附件2。

2、 主要討論議題

ICANN會議包括理事會議、公眾論壇、各支援組織及諮詢委員會會議，如:政府諮詢委員會等，謹簡述重要會議內容如下：

(1) 政府諮詢委員會(GAC)會議

網際網路名稱與號碼指配機構(ICANN)/政府諮詢委員會(GAC)於2009年3月1日至6日在墨西哥市召開會議。本次會議計有美國、英國、法國、歐盟、義大利、加拿大、挪威、芬蘭、巴西、新加坡及日本等28位代表與會、2位觀察員與受邀國俄羅斯出席，及2位線上與會。(GAC會議議程如附件3)。
本次GAC會議討論事項包括IDNs ccTLDs快速程序(Fast Track) 草案第5版、新屬型網域名稱(new gTLD)申請指引草案第2版、GAC在ICANN中之角色、對JPA報告之回應及DNSSec之安全與穩定等議題；並與ICANN其他委員會舉行聯合會議，包括與ccNSO就IDN ccTLD有關政策發展程序(PDP)及Fast Track、與GNSO就New gTLDs議題交換意見、與ICANN理事會就IDN ccTLDs及new gTLD等議題交流、與NRO就IPv6發展及IPv4耗竭等議題討論，(GAC會議公報如附件4)。相關議題摘要如下：

1. IDN ccTLDs議題

本議題是ICANN會議之重點工作之一，保加利亞表示該國為第一個國家回覆ICANN，表達有願意簽署及實施IDN ccTLD者，希望能儘快實施。對於是否簽署文件方面：亞洲大多數國家(包括：日、韓及新加坡等)發言表達：在自願之基礎下支持IDN ccTLD；對於收費方面：日本表示ccTLD將由民間組織負責，目前沒有技術上的困難，費用收取部分沒有特別意見，而美國代表認為：以營收比例作為收費(1% to 5%)標準之行為像是繳交稅收(taxi)，而不是收取業務費用(fee)。

對於IDN ccTLD快速追蹤(Fast Track)程序實施計畫草案第2版依公眾建議修正，GAC表示歡迎，但修正版仍未提到一項重要議題-成本回收(cost recovery)機制。不過，此版為將來深入討論，建立之良好基礎。會議中，多數國家同意如有字串上爭議，應由IDN ccTLD優先於new gTLD。不過，巴西代表表示對於IDN ccTLD不表興趣，因此不贊成IDN ccTLD優先於new gTLD。EC認為優先順序應由各國自行決定，而不在條文中規定。
ICANN IANA人員Tina說明：依ICANN之規劃草案，如new gTLD與ccTLD有重複，將保留給ccTLD，美國代表複議。
最後，GAC主席裁示如下：

1. 基於GAC在開羅會議對IDN ccTLD Fast Track實施計畫之建議，GAC重申有關義務及費用之文件，應維持自願性質。
2. GAC了解眾多國家及領域對導入IDN ccTLD快速程序之意願及其準備程度。期望IDN ccTLD快速程序及new gTLD實施計畫進展順利，並在2009年由理事會通過決議。假使new gTLD實施計畫有所延宕，GAC相信應不致於對IDN ccTLD快速程序造成影響。
2. IPv4/IPv6移轉
GAC對NRO報告(如附件5)有關確保大眾利益之IPv4資源管理與迫切推動IPv6計畫之必要性，表示歡迎。
日本IPv4/IPv6之發展經驗(如附件6)。
3. New gTLDs

本議題各國意見不一，挪威表達gTLD不應涉及地理名稱，甚至應等ccTLD完成後再談。歐盟代表同意此觀點。但德國則認為new gTLD有民間參與，若在歷次會議均延後處理此議題，對於有意願之地區不公平。
GAC就new gTLD計畫:申請指引草案(2008年10月24日發布)提出建議。

GAC深知ICANN人員對於準備申請指引草案第2版所投入大量人力與心力。由於未有充分時間討論以提供建議，GAC為此深感抱歉，希望在雪梨會議對指引第2版提供意見。

GAC感謝ICANN人員根據初版之公眾意見提供第2版修正摘要，並確實呈現GAC有關new gTLD原則。
4. 有關跨政府組織與ICANN間之協議(Contractural)爭議

依2003年new gTLD之經驗，GAC建議當申請人為跨政府組織時應簽定協訂，相關調整應納入標準ICANN協議條文中，以展現ICANN協議及政策對公眾國際法律之尊重。

有鑑於此，GAC了解有關與萬國郵政聯盟(Universal Postal Union)就.post sTLD協議之談判進度之延遲，並敦請ICANN理事會在符合上述原則下儘速達成談判。
5. 對總裁策略委員會(PSC)之回應
為符合開羅會議之承諾，GAC已和理事會就PSC報告中提升ICANN組織之信賴交換意見，GAC 2009年12月22日致ICANN理事會信函，如附件7。

GAC樂見在開始初期就討論agreed joint approach，以檢視附錄1第7點有關2006年9月ICANN與美國政府Joint Project Agreement所述GAC在ICANN中之角色。

在確認ICANN理事會有關2009年2月27日PSC報告之態度後，GAC將雪梨會議中參與對報告之建議。
6. 與理事會之互動

為促進GAC就ICANN政策決策提供更完善之建議，GAC建議在ICANN會議期間討論所有文件，應至少在15個工作天前發出。若ICANN人員無法如期提供，GAC將延至下一次會議再討論。

GAC就理事會承諾自雪梨會議開始，對未來會議議程作更全面之規劃，以促進GAC會員參與ICANN其他會議，表示歡迎。
7. 結語

GAC誠摯感謝在墨西哥市會議期間所有與GAC會議之所有社群，GAC下次會議將在澳洲雪梨舉行之ICANN會議期間召開。
(2) 國碼名稱支援組織（ccNSO）會議

本次ccNSO會議重新推舉澳洲(AU) Chris Disspain擔任ccNSO Council主席，韓國(KR) Young-Eum Lee及加拿大(CA) Byron Holland擔任副主席。關於IDN議題，ccNSO將於其網站建置IDN相關議題專業，提供GAC，ccNSO，GNSO等單位之IDN最新訊息。關於工作小組，ccNSO決議結束Participation Working Group，IANA Working Group等二個工作小組，並建置Programe Working Group協助每次會議議程安排；Delegation and Re-delegation Working Group，以預先準備未來IDN ccTLDs之委任相關議題。
其他議題

· 今年二月初，ASO AC提出全球剩餘IPv4分配政策草案，如何從IANA分配到全球五個RIRs，經過充分的討論與諮詢其他單位與意見，ICANN董事會於本次會期決議通過，內容詳見http://icann.org/en/general/global-policy-ipv4-05feb09-en.htm。

· IPv6是Internet的下一代IP通訊協定，對將來網路發展有很大的影響。此次ICANN會議舉行了一個IPv6 workshop，由IANA及當地ISP業者進行座談討論IPv6在當地的發展情況，相對台灣而言當地的IPv6發展仍相當落後。
· DNS是Internet最重要的基礎服務，所有的連線都必需經由DNS作IP或域名的查詢，若DNS無法正常運作對Internet的影響相當大。由於現有DNS協定有部份的缺失，有可能因這些缺失而造成Internet不穩定。此次DNSSEC workshop由主要幾個積極參與DNSSEC測試的單位如PIR、IANA等進行現況報告。
(3) ICANN理事會

在會議開幕典禮中，ICANN總裁兼執行長Dr. Paul Twomey首先報告本次會議重點議程及其工作進展(工作簡報如附件8)，重點事項包括：

1. New gTLDs

本次ICANN會議主要針對第二版的執行草案(draft New gTLD Applicant Guidebook)進行介紹與討論，幾項重點議題包括商標保護，DNS穩定性及開放new gTLD申請之市場分析。ICANN董事最後決議責成ICANN工作人員籌組一執行建議小組(Implementation Recommendation Team, IRT)，以提出未來開放new gTLD申請相關之商標保護之解決方案，IRT將於4月24日前提出報告草案，5月24日前完成結案報告，以利於下次雪梨會議中討論。下一個版本的開放new gTLD申請之執行草案將彙整4月13日前之所有建議意見後提出。按照ICANN規劃之時程，希望最快能於2009年12月或2010年第一季開放第一批new gTLD申請。
2. IDN ccTLD Fast Track
ICANN於本次會議之前，公佈IDN ccTLD under fast track之新版執行草案內容(如附件9)，另針對前一版本中第七單元中幾項具爭議或待討論事項，包括合約關係，財務贊助及IDN字表等，亦於會前提出建議方案。為此，GAC與ccNSO於會期中特別安排幾個時段，討論相關合約關係與財務贊助等內容，並達成共識如下：
(1) Relationship between ICANN and IDN ccTLD Operator

· IDN ccTLDs should be similarly treated as ASCII ccTLDs.

· A documented relationship between ICANN and IDN ccTLD operators should be kept voluntary.

· A documented relationship on the basis of the proposed “Documentation of Responsibilities”, either as it stands today or in a modified format, may be encouraged but should not be a condition for IDN ccTLD delegations.

· As it has always been the case, it's in the best interest of ccTLDs operators and the entire IDN community to adhere to all relevant IETF standards including IDNA protocol, IDN Guidelines and commit to complying with future protocol updates.

(2) Financial Contributions

· IDN ccTLDs should be similarly treated as ASCII ccTLDs.

· Financial contributions should be calculated on a cost recovery basis. 

· Full disclosure and breakdown of the costs involved in the IDN program would be desirable for better understanding of possible cost recovery models.

· Financial contributions should be kept voluntary and should not be a condition for IDN ccTLD delegations.

· Further information, from ICANN staff, on the different possible cost recovery mechanisms and concrete proposals would help advance positions on the subject.

下一個版本的執行草案將彙整4月6日前之所有建議意見後提出。董事會要求在2009年第三次ICANN會議中完成執行計畫，並責成ICANN工作人員提出ICANN預算中關於ccTLDs與IDN ccTLDs之費用內容與數據，以利後續討論。

合約關係內容詳見http://www.icann.org/en/topics/idn/fast-track /proposed-implementation-details-dor-18feb09-en.pdf
IDN字表內容詳見http://www.icann.org/en/topics/idn/fast- track/proposed-implementation-details-idn-tables-18feb09-en.pdf。
3. 2010年營運計畫與預算

ICANN營運與財務規劃原則，運用有限預算成長與成本控制，促進組織運作更趨完善。

4. 支援單位與諮詢委員會(SO/AC)聯合會議

由SOs與ACs主導討論議題，並建立回應機制，以促進社群意見交流與問題處理。
5. IPv4/IPv6：IPv4位址耗盡之因應與解決及IPv6推廣與部署所面臨之相關問題。
6. 其他議題包括：域名系統安全(DNSSEC)、網際網路位址指配(IANA)、網路犯罪(E-crime)與政策發展等。

Dr. Paul Twomey完成工作報告後，隨即宣布ICANN總裁兼執行長一職任期將至今(2009)年底止，表示將不再續任。
Dr. Paul Twomey自1999年起為ICANN/GAC首任主席，在2003年起任命為ICANN總裁兼執行長至今，對於網際網路之穩定與發展，貢獻良多。 
本次會議理事會議之重要決議摘要如下：

1. IDN ccTLD Fast Track：IDN實施計畫列入優先議題，將在雪梨會議前完成英文版及西語版，理事會要求實施計畫能在2009年第3次會議定案實施。
2. 有關new gTLD商標保護：成立新團隊-實施建議小組(IRT)就new gTLD有關商標保護部分提出解決建議，報告初版預計在2009年4月24日完成，預計在5月下旬提出最終報告，並在雪梨會議中討論。預定目標是在2009年底或2010年第一季能收到申請書。
3. 有關new gTLD地理名稱保護：申請指引有關頂級域名保護國家或領域名稱部分，將進行更具體化之修正，就ICANN成員在5月底前與GAC密切地信件交換，尋求解決之道。

4. IPv4指配政策：認可有關處理現有IPv4網路位址之全球策略。

5. 總裁策略委員會(PSC)報告：改善組織信任(Improving Institutional Confidence)諮商報告，發布60天意見徵詢。

6. 文件發布時程：未來計畫主要會議相關文件應於2週前完成準備工作。
4.  檢討與建議

1、 本次ICANN/GAC會議以IDN ccTLDs FT、New gTLD、WHOIS資料及IPv6為主要討論議題，其中又以IDN ccTLD FT實施計畫草案及new gTLD申請指引草案為討論重心，GAC及GNSO均對此一議題提出諸多看法及建議。雖然IDN ccTLDs FT與new gTLD兩項議題很可能無法如ICANN總裁兼執行長Dr. Paul Twomey在2008年巴黎會議所預期的，最快在2009年3月完成細部程序規劃。但我國仍宜儘速完成IDN ccTLD FT相關準備工作，包括中文網域名稱申請文件之準備，並就new gTLDs及其相關議題持續研議，密切關注其後續之發展。

2、 對於IPv4資源耗盡之問題為各國所重視，並且積極規劃IPv6之部署，我國宜及早檢討IPv4位址使用情形與因應IPv4資源耗盡可能衍生的問題，並且加速辦理IPv6之發展與推廣，以及IPv4與IPv6網路共存機制之研究及準備工作。
3、 為確保我國網際網路社群之權益並與會員國建立長久關係，應持續參與ICANN/GAC後續相關會議，希望藉由參與及討論，即時掌握網際網路最新發展趨勢，並與其他會員國建立友好關係，維持意見交流及資訊交換管道，以促進網路互通與合作，確保我國網際網路社群之權益和未來發展之契機。
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ICANN理事會成員

	


	Chair

Peter Dengate Thrush 
Selected by: ccNSO 
[biography]
(Jan 2005 - 6 months after the end of the 2010 Annual Meeting)

Compensation Committee (Chair)
Executive Committee 
	


	Vice Chair

Roberto Gaetano

Selected by: Nominating Committee
[biography] 
(Dec 2006 - Oct 2009)

Board Governance Committee 
Executive Committee 
Structural Improvements Committee (Chair)

	


	Harald Tveit Alvestrand

Selected by: Nominating Committee 
[biography]
(Nov 2007 - Oct 2010)

Audit Committee
IANA Committee (Chair) 
Structural Improvements Committee 
	


	Raimundo Beca 

Selected by: ASO 
[biography]
(May 2004 - Apr 2010)

Finance Committee 
IANA Committee 
Structural Improvements Committee

	


	Steve Crocker 

Selected by Nominating Committee 
[biography] (Nov 2008 - Annual General Meeting 2011) 

Audit Committee
Finance Committee 
IANA Committee 
Risk Committee 
	


	Demi Getschko

Selected by: biographyccNSO

 HYPERLINK "http://nomcom.icann.org/"  
[]
(Jan 2005 - May 2009)

Board Governance Committee 
IANA Committee 

	


	Steve Goldstein 

Selected by: biographyNominating Committee

 HYPERLINK "http://www.aso.icann.org/"  
[]
(Dec 2006 - Oct 2009)

Board Governance Committee 
Compensation Committee 
Risk Committee 
	


	Dennis Jennings

Selected by: biographyNominating Committee

 HYPERLINK "http://www.aso.icann.org/"  
[]
(Nov 2007 - Oct 2010)

Board Governance Committee (Chair)
Finance Committee
Public Participation Committee 

	


	Rita Rodin Johnston 

Selected by: biographyGNSO

 HYPERLINK "http://www.aso.icann.org/"  
[]
(Jun 2006 - 6 months after the end of the 2010 Annual Meeting)

Audit Committee (Chair)
Board Governance Committee
Structural Improvements Committee 
	


	Janis Karklins 

GAC liaison 
[biography]

	


	Ram Mohan

SSAC Liaison
[biography]
	


	Thomas Narten 

IETF liaison 
[biography]

	


	Rajasekhar Ramaraj

Selected by: biographyNominating Committee

 HYPERLINK "http://www.aso.icann.org/"  
[]
(Dec 2006 - Oct 2009)

Compensation Committee 
Finance Committee (Chair)
Risk Committee 
	


	Thomas Roessler

TLG liaison 
[biography]
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	Wendy Seltzer

ALAC liaison 
[biography]
	


	Jean-Jacques Subrenat

Selected by: Nominating Committee
[biography]
(Nov 2007 - Oct 2010)

Public Participation Committee (Chair)
Structural Improvements Committee 

	


	Bruce Tonkin

Selected by: biographyGNSO

 HYPERLINK "http://www.aso.icann.org/"  
[]
(Jun 2007 - Apr 2010)

Compensation Committee 
Finance Committee (observer) 
Risk Committee (Chair) 
	


	Katim Touray 

Selected by: Nominating Committee
[biography]
(November 2008 - Annual General Meeting 2011) 

IANA Committee 
Public Participation Committee 

	


	 

 

President and CEO 

Paul Twomey 
[biography] 

Executive Committee (ex officio)
	


	 

David L. Wodelet 

Selected by: ASO 
[biography]
(Jun 2006 - May 2009)

Public Participation Committee 
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	Suzanne Woolf 

RSSAC liaison 
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2009 ICANN墨西哥市會議議程
Saturday, June 21, 2008

· GNSO Council Working Session

· EURALO Board Meeting

· EURALO General Assembly

· IDNC WG Meeting
Sunday, June 22, 2008

· ALAC & GNSO Joint Session

· GAC Working Group on IDNs - Discussion of Fast Track Modalities

· Arab ccTLDs Meeting

· GNSO Council Working Session

· ALAC/At-Large Policy & Planning OneDay #3

· ASIWIG Meeting

· ccNSO IANA Working Group

· GAC Working Group on IDNs - Discussion of IDN Issues Paper 

· GAC Interaction with GNSO Council
Monday, June 23, 2008

· Public Forum: President's Report & Comments

· ccTLD Technical Meeting

· Welcome Ceremony

· Workshop: Operating Plan

· Workshop: Presentation of Recommendations of IDNC WG for Fast Track Process IDN ccTLDs

· Workshop: Internet end-users & the Transition from IPv4 to IPv6

· BUSINESS ACCESS: Welcome from the Chairman

· BUSINESS ACCESS: Info. Session on new gTLDs & IDNs

· Workshop: Protection for Registrants in an Evolving Market

· BUSINESS ACCESS: IPv6 Presentation

· Joint ALAC/ccNSO Council Meeting

· Workshop: JPA Discussion & President's Strategy Committee Presentation: Public Input

· SSAC Open Meeting

· Orientation session for new and returning ccTLDs

· Workshop: At-Large Review

· Workshop: New gTLDs - Shaping the Future of the Internet?

Tuesday, June 24, 2008

· gTLD Registries Constituency Meeting

· GAC Plenary
· Registrars Constituency Meeting

· Non-Commercial Business Users Constituency (NCUC)

· ccNSO Members Meeting

· At-Large Regional Secretariats

· Cross Constituency Meeting

· At-Large Community with ICANN Board Members

· Internet Service & Connectivity Providers Constituency (ISP)

· Commercial and Business Users Constituency (CBUC)

· GAC Plenary (CLOSED)

· Intellectual Property Interests Open Session on Protecting IP in New gTLDs

· Intellectual Property Interests Constituency Meeting

· At-Large Advisory Committee Meeting

· ALAC/NCUC Joint Session

· GAC Meeting with the ICANN Board 
Wednesday, June 25, 2008

· Open GNSO Council Meeting

· GAC Program Committee Meeting

· GAC Plenary 

· ccNSO Members Meeting

· GNSO Improvements Implementation

· DNSSEC Public Meeting

· GAC Drafting of Communique

· Workshop: Board Governance Committee At-Large Review Working Group Discussion

· Workshop: Internet Governance & International Organisations

· Public Forum

· ccNSO Council Meeting

Thursday, June 26, 2008

· ALAC/Registrar Constituency Meeting

· Workshop: IPv6 for Registries & Registrars

· Workshop: IDNs

· At-Large Community | Meeting on At-Large Summit Proposal

· Joint ccNSO/GNSO Council Meeting

· Workshop: Translation Programme

· Workshop: Registrar UDRP Compliance

· Public Forum: Reports of Supporting Organisations & Advisory Committees to the Board

· Meeting of the ICANN Board
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2009 GAC Mexico Meeting

Sunday, 1 March 2009

9H00-9H30


MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1 ) 

Opening of Plenary

Meeting will be dealing with formal procedure, including introduction of the new GAC members, adoption of the minutes of Cairo meeting, adoption of the Agenda for the Mexico meeting.  The Cairo meeting minutes are at <Executive Minutes of Cairo>.
9H30-12H00


MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1 ) 

Review of IDN ccTLD fast track and new gTLD implementation, including adherence to standards and fees

One of the important developments in the Internet will be the introduction of IDNs at the top level of the domain name system. There has been continuous and collaborative activities with ccNSO on the issues related to the use of the IDNs in the ccTLD space.  In September 2008, ICANN’s CEO and President wrote to governments and respective ccTLD Managers seeking their assistance in determining the level of interest in having an IDN ccTLD. On 26 November, 2008, the draft implementation plan for IDN ccTLD fast track process was published for comments.  The session will be discussing the IDN ccTLD fast track implementation plan.  The briefing paper is available at <Brief on IDN ccTLDs>.

ICANN since its inception 10 years ago is also looking to promote competition in the domain name market and calls it to maintain and build on the processes that will ensure competition and consumer interest keeping the security and stability of the Internet. On 23rd October, 2008, a Draft Applicant Guide Book was posted for comments.  Several comments have been received.  This session will discuss new gTLD implementation plan including the maintenance of standards and fees structure. The briefings paper is available at < A briefing paper on Introduction of New gTLDs >
12H15-13H45

Lunch Meeting with staff on new gtlds

14H00-15H00

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO ( Don Alberto 1 ) 

 Role of the GAC within ICANN

The GAC has always evolved with ICANN and has been an important part of the ICANN structure, as a mechanism to facilitate government engagement in the multi-stakeholder model of ICANN.  Both in ICANN’s creation, and subsequently during ICANN’s reform, the role of the GAC was carefully addressed.  During the ICANN reform process (2001-2002) the role of the GAC, including whether there was a voting seat on the Board, government funding, and other areas was discussed.  The current role of the GAC, including the importance of GAC advice, was incorporated into the ICANN bylaws.  GAC’s future largely depends on the future role and functions of ICANN as the Internet is playing important role in applications, economics and social sphere. The draft for discussion is at <Role of GAC in ICANN>.
15H00-17H00
MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1 ) 

 New gTLD implementation plan

Introducing new generic top-level domains (gTLDs) has been in the discussion to foster choice and competition in domain registration services. This involves evolution of the namespace towards an enhanced diversity of services and service providers and needs planning and management effectively to preserve the security, stability, and global interoperability of the Internet. The proposed policy to guide the introduction of new gTLDs was created by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO) through its bottom-up, multi-stakeholder policy development process. Following he ICANN’s Paris meeting, the ICANN Board resolved that the introduction of new gTLDs is capable of implementation.  Further GAC’s intervention citing the GAC principles to avoid country, territory or place names should be avoided unless an agreement with the relevant governments or public authorities. Thereafter the draft applicant guide book was posted on 19th February, 2009.  This session is intended to discuss the implementation of new gTLDs and draft application guidebook version 2.  A briefing paper is available at < A briefing paper on Introduction of New gTLDs >.
17H00-18H00

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1 ) 

 Meeting with GNSO Council

This session will have interaction with GNSO Council to discuss new gTLD implementation plan and protection of geographic names and WHOIS studies.

Monday 2 March 2009
09H00-11H00

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 2-4 main Room) 

Opening Ceremony and President’s Report

11H15-18H00

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 2-4 main Room)

ICANN Workshops

There will be workshops on IDN, introduction to ICANN and joint SO/AC public meetings.
Tuesday 3 March 2009

09H00-10H30

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1) 

IDN ccTLD PDP

Since ICANN’s Sao Paulo meeting in December 2006, the GAC has worked collaboratively with the ccNSO on issues related to the use of IDNs in the ccTLD space. The early phase of this collaboration resulted in the submission of a joint ccNSO/GAC issues paper identifying a number of questions and issues to the ICANN Board at the Lisbon meeting in March 2007.  The ccNSO Council initiated a longer term policy elements through a country code policy development process (ccPDP).  The GAC will be discussing the IDN ccPDP related issues based on the ccNSO council report.  The briefing paper is available at <A Brief on IDN ccPDP>.
10H30 – 11H00 

Coffee Break

11H00 – 12H00

Meeting with NRO

The issues of depletion of the RIR’s IPv4 address pool and deployment of IPv6 have been the subject of several joint GAC/NRO meetings in the past. A global policy has been proposed to allocate remaining IPv4 address blocks once a given threshold is triggered.  On the other hand it is observed that the rate of new entrants into IPv6 has increased 300% in the past two years. This session will discuss with NRO, the global policy for IPv4 allocation proposal.  A brief on the same is at <Brief on Depletion of IPv4/Deployment of IPv6>. 
13H30-15H00

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1)
Meeting with ccNSO

This session with ccNSO Council will discuss the issues pertaining to IDN ccTLD, fast track implementation plan and State of play with IDN ccTLD PDP.

15H00 – 15H30 

Coffee Break

15H30 – 16H20 

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1)
Preparation of the meeting with icann Board

This session will take up matters with ICANN Board in the areas of GAC contribution to the PSC report, IDN ccTLD Fast Track implementation plan (outstanding issues), New TLD introduction implementation plan, WHOIS data accuracy/ studies (follow-up to Cairo discussion) and the role of the GAC within ICANN.

  16H30-18H30

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1)
GAC MEETING WITH ICANN BOARD

This session will take up matters with ICANN Board in the areas of GAC contribution to the PSC report, IDN ccTLD Fast Track implementation plan (outstanding issues), New TLD introduction implementation plan, WHOIS data accuracy/ studies (follow-up to Cairo discussion) and the role of the GAC within ICANN. 

WEDNESDAY  4 March 2009
08H30 – 9H00

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1 )
Program Committee meeting 

This will involve forming a small team of GAC members to plan and prioritize on the topics and issues to be discussed for the next GAC meeting during June 09 in Sydney, Australia.

GAC PLENARY

09H00 – 12H00

MEETING PLACE:  HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 1)
GAC INPUT TO THE PSC REPORT

The President’s Strategy Committee (PSC) was created in December 2005 by a Board resolution at ICANN’s Vancouver meeting. The PSC’s focus since 2006 has been on ICANN’s legal status, identity and regional presence, and it has produced several public reports on these issues.  During the February 2008 Midterm Review of the JPA, ICANN’s Chairman identified the PSC as the group to facilitate discussions with the community with respect to “ICANN’s transition to the private sector. The PSC was asked to outline a plan for developing a transition framework in consultation with the community of global Internet stakeholders.  The GAC will discuss the PSC report and the focus of the discussion will be on the role of the GAC.  The brief is available at <Input to the PSC Report>.

10H00-10H30

Coffee break

10H30- 12H00

GAC INPUT TO THE PSC REPORT (Contd.)
14H00-15H30

MEETING PLACE: HOTEL SHERETON CENTRAO HISTORICO (DON DIEGO 3)

Participation in ICANN Session on PSC report
15H45 -18H00 ( CLOSED )

DRAFTING OF THE COMMUNIQUE

The formal communiqué’ of the GAC Plenary session will be prepared during this session.

THURSDAY  5 March 2009
       08H30-09H30

MEETING PLACE: HOTEL SHERATON CENTRO HISTORICO (Don Alberto 2-4  main Room ) 

  ICANN Public Forum

   09H30-11H00  

  Reports of supporting organizations and Advisory Committee to the Board

FRIDAY  6 March 2009

ICANN Board meeting
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ICANN/GAC 2009年 墨西哥市會議公報
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Governmental Advisory Committee
Mexico, 4 March 2009

GAC Communiqué – Mexico City

I. INTRODUCTION

The Governmental Advisory Committee (GAC) of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) met in Mexico City, during March 1-4, 2009.

38 members, 2 observers and one invited country participated in the meeting. 2 members participated remotely.

The Governmental Advisory Committee expresses warm thanks to AMIPCI of Mexico for hosting the meeting in Mexico City and ICANN for supporting the GAC meeting. 

II. IDN ccTLDs

The GAC welcomes the release of the second version of the Draft Implementation Plan for the IDN ccTLD Fast Track Process which has been amended as a result of public comments.  However, it does not address the important issue of the cost recovery rationale for the imposition of fees. Nevertheless, it represents a good basis for further discussions.

The GAC comments on the Draft Implementation Plan for the IDN ccTLD Fast Track Implementation plan released prior to the Cairo meeting are attached at Annex A. The GAC reiterates its view that documentation of responsibilities and fees should be kept voluntary.

The GAC notes the growing interest and level of preparedness in many countries and territories to introduce IDN ccTLDs under the fast track process.  The GAC hopes that the development of the IDN ccTLD fast track and new gTLD implementation plans should proceed smoothly and that decisions on their rollouts will be taken by the Board in its 2009 annual meeting.  In the event of any delay in the new gTLD implementation plan, the GAC believes that the IDN ccTLD fast track should not be affected by such a delay.   

The GAC appreciates the exchange of views on these issues with the ccNSO.

III. New gTLDs

The GAC’s comments on the new gTLD Program: Draft Applicant Guidebook, posted on 24 October 2008, are attached at Annex B.

While recognising the enormous amount of work that ICANN staff accomplished in preparing the Draft Applicant Guidebook version 2, the GAC regrets that the late posting of the document did not allow the GAC sufficient time to consider and provide comments on the proposed changes. The nearest opportunity to comment on the Draft Applicant Guidebook version 2 for the GAC will be the meeting in Sydney.
The GAC appreciates engagement inter-sessionally with ICANN staff providing an overview of the changes made to the Draft Applicant Guidebook version 2 as a result of the public comments received on the initial version, given the GAC’s desire to ensure that the recommendations contained in the GAC new gTLD principles document are incorporated.

The GAC appreciates the exchange of views on these issues with the GNSO.
IV. Contractual issues between intergovernmental organizations and ICANN

Experience from the 2003 round of new gTLDs leads the GAC to propose that, in specific cases, when the applicant is an intergovernmental organization bound by treaty obligations, the relevant adjustments should be made to standard ICANN contractual provisions in order to ensure that public international law is fully respected by ICANN contractual arrangements and policies.

In this regard, the GAC noted with concern the extended delay in the completion of contract negotiations with the Universal Postal Union for the .post sTLD, and urges ICANN to quickly conclude negotiations in line with the above principles.

V. GAC input to the PSC report

In line with its commitment taken in Cairo, the GAC has communicated to the Board its input to the 19 September 2008 PSC report Improving Institutional Confidence in ICANN. The GAC letter of 22 December 2008, is attached at Annex C.

The GAC would welcome an early opportunity to discuss an agreed joint approach to the review of the GAC’s role within ICANN as outlined in Annex A, Art 7 of the September 2006 Joint Project Agreement between ICANN and the US Government.

Pending clarification of the Board’s intentions with regard to the PSC report, Improving Institutional Confidence Plan, of 27 February 2009, the GAC would anticipate commenting on the report in Sydney.

VI. IPv4 to IPv6 transition

The GAC welcomed the interaction with the NRO which confirmed the importance of the management of IPv4 resources in the public interest and urgency in promoting IPv6 deployment.  

VII. Interaction with the Board

In order to facilitate better GAC input to ICANN policy making, the GAC proposes that all documents to be considered at ICANN meetings, be posted not less than 15 working days before the meeting.  In the event that this is not possible, the GAC may need to defer discussion until the subsequent meeting.

The GAC welcomes the agreement by the Board for greater involvement in the planning of the schedule for future meetings, starting with the Sydney meeting, in order to facilitate the participation of GAC members in other ICANN events.

*  *  *  *
The GAC warmly thanks all those among the ICANN community who have contributed to the dialogue with the GAC in Mexico City.

The next GAC meeting will take place during the period of the ICANN meeting in Sydney, Australia.

___________________

Mexico City, 4 March 2009  

Annex A

GAC Comments
 on the Draft Implementation Plan IDN ccTLD Fast Track Process

GAC supports the introduction of IDN ccTLDs and believes that the procedure for delegation of an IDN ccTLD should be similar to that of the ASCII ccTLD and should equally follow GAC ccTLDs principles: "Principles and Guidelines for the Delegation and Administration of Country Code Top Level Domains".

Module 7: Discussion of Additional Topics

7.1. Relationship between ICANN and IDN ccTLD Operator

· IDN ccTLDs should be similarly treated as ASCII ccTLDs. 

· The GAC emphasizes that it is primarily for the local Internet community, including the relevant government or public authority, to determine the manner in which a string should be selected, the manner in which a registry operator should be selected and the registry policy that should apply for the selected IDN ccTLD.
· A documented relationship between ICANN and IDN ccTLD operators should be kept voluntary.

· A documented relationship on the basis of the proposed “Documentation of Responsibilities”, either as it stands today or in a modified format, may be encouraged but should not be a condition for IDN ccTLD delegations.

· As it has always been the case, it's in the best interest of IDN ccTLD operators and the entire IDN community to adhere to all relevant IETF standards including IDNA protocol, IDN Guidelines and commit to complying with future protocol updates.  

7.2. Financial Contributions

· IDN ccTLDs should be similarly treated as ASCII ccTLDs. 

· Financial contributions should be calculated on a cost recovery basis. Full disclosure and breakdown of the costs involved in the IDN program would be desirable for better understanding of possible cost recovery models.

· Financial contributions should be kept voluntary and should not be a condition for IDN ccTLD delegations.

· Further information, from ICANN staff, on the different possible cost recovery mechanisms and concrete proposals would help advance positions on the subject.

7.3. Association of IDN ccTLD Operators with the ccNSO

· The GAC supports the suggestion of participation of new IDN ccTLD operators to the ccNSO. 

· Early association of new IDN ccTLD operators to the ccNSO would maintain a channel of ongoing exchange of information that would help fine tune the fast track process and guide the ccNSO Policy Development Process (PDP).
7.4. Discussion of Contention Issues with Existing TLDs and new gTLD Applications

· ICANN should avoid country, territory or place names, and country, territory or regional language or people descriptions, unless in agreement with the relevant government or public authorities.
· Early coordination between both, the new gTLD process and the IDN ccTLD fast track process, should be encouraged. 

· New gTLD applicants are encouraged to take early contact with relevant governments if their applications may be considered as representing country or territory names.

· Should contention still arise between a new gTLD and a new IDN ccTLD, meeting all criteria set for the fast track, priority should be given to the IDN ccTLD string.

7.5. IDN Table Procedure

· Collaboration, between language communities using same languages or same script, should be encouraged. 

· Outcome recommendations of such language communities' working groups should feed into the IDN ccTLD fast track process and guide the work of the ccNSO PDP.

· Different requirements of different language communities should be considered, despite the fact that protocol rules cannot differentiate between such languages if they are represented by the same script, it is recommended that registries manage that differentiation.

· The GAC looks forward to a tutorial on this issue during the Sydney meeting and will provide more detailed comment on this issue at that meeting.

7.6. Proposed Evaluation of Fast Track the Process

· The GAC supports the suggested evaluation every 12 months to help an ongoing fine tuning of the process.

· Such annual evaluation should not delay the finalization of the ccNSO PDP.

Annex B

GAC comments on the new gTLD Program: Draft Applicant Guidebook 

(posted 24 October 2008)
As stated as early as 1999 in its GAC Operating Principles, and subsequently in its Principles on ccTLDs and Principles on new gTLDs, the GAC considers that the Internet naming and addressing system is a public resource that must be managed in the interests of the global Internet community. 

The GAC’s main concern is to ensure that the careful expansion of the domain name space does not cause any threat to the stability and security of the Internet. This is a strategic issue for the future of the DNS and its contribution to the global information society. 

The introduction of new gTLDs must therefore be viewed as a means to enhance the social and economic value of the name space. It should be conducted with a view to provide benefits for the users, while respecting the legitimate rights and expectations of other stakeholders, and reducing the risks of confusion or market distortions. It should pay attention to a fair and equitable treatment of not only applicants but the affected communities. 

In this context, the GAC wishes to provide the following comments in the perspective of further community-wide discussions: 

General vision of the Domain Name Space

ICANN’s bylaws contain as a core value “the introduction and promotion of competition in the registration of domain names where practicable and beneficial in the public interest”. 

In this context, the GAC considers that the study requested by the Board in its meeting of October 18, 2006, on “economic questions relating to the domain registration market” and particularly on “whether the domain registration market is one market or whether each TLD functions as a separate market” would have provided useful insights to develop a common vision within the whole Internet community and a needed reference framework for many of the pending issues regarding the introduction of new gTLDs.  

In the absence of such a study, key decisions and stakeholder responses remain ill-informed about market and competition issues associated with the planned broad expansion of the domain space. For this reason, the GAC recommends that the requested study be completed as soon as possible to allow the ICANN community to make informed decisions about this important issue. 

Limits of the single-fee structure

The GAC has concerns about the proposed single fee structure and its deterrent effect on the prospective proposals for new domains emanating from innovative SME or developing countries, as well as those serving non-commercial purposes. 

In particular, it is likely that some proposals addressing specific cultural, linguistic, local or regional communities may not be able to afford the entry costs and recurring costs envisaged in the current framework. Many countries and territories have significant linguistic and cultural minorities who stand to benefit from an Internet tailored to their particular needs with a DNS reflecting their particular cultural and social needs and aspirations. ICANN should give urgent consideration to the immense potential for social and cultural exploitation of gTLDs both in Latin and other scripts.

The GAC proposes therefore that consideration be given to the introduction of a new type of TLD which could be designated in the new gTLD round, the scTLD – social and cultural TLD which would be designed to address the needs and interests of a clearly defined social and/or cultural community and would essentially be non-commercially based. The GAC would be willing to discuss with other stakeholders the characteristics that such a new class of TLDs might have.  

Fee level and management of surplus

The GAC notes a lack of transparency about cost evaluation principles applied in determining the current fee level and how these compare with previous new gTLD Rounds. In this context, GAC recalls that the fee structure should also encourage a level playing field between new applicants and incumbent gTLD operators, especially for those new gTLDs that will be commercially run. High start-up costs mean higher initial prices for registrants and a greater risk of failure for the registry, which would be prejudicial both to competition and stability. The GAC fears the current fee level will not be conducive to innovation and will unduly favour well-financed applicants and purely commercial proposals.  

Moreover, and in line with GAC comments on the PSC report regarding the general budget of ICANN, community consensus should be sought on appropriate uses for any revenue surplus. 

Importance of contract compliance

It is essential that ICANN show sufficient capacity to enforce contract compliance of both existing and new registries, and indicates how it intends to do so. 

Reducing the cost to business (defensive registration)
The GAC shares the concerns of business stakeholders about a range of overarching issues relating to overall costs to business. In particular efforts should be made to help limit the need for defensive registrations in the new gTLDs. 

This also includes ensuring that registries provide appropriate mechanisms to prevent fraudulent registrations. The GAC believes it is important to gain a clear understanding of the views of the business community on those issues.

Auctions versus Competitive bidding

Auctions have been used in the past by governments to allocate public resources (with revenues accruing to public finances) but as a private sector corporation, ICANN is an unusual position regarding its "gate-keeper" function for the Domain Name System. The GAC questions whether it would be appropriate for ICANN to select operators for new gTLDs based on auctions in which the bidders are required to compete by offering to pay ICANN the highest possible fee for the right to operate a new gTLD registry. 

IDNs

The introduction of domain names in non-Latin scripts is a fundamental development of the Domain Name Space, necessary to fulfill the vision of an Internet accessible to everybody in his/her own language.

In view of the explicitly manifested need in some countries which are not using Latin script, the GAC believes it remains crucially important to progress the IDN ccTLD fast track successfully to implementation in 2009. 

Geographic names

The GAC expects ICANN to apply GAC gTLD principles in respect to the handling of geographic names and in particular principles 2.2( (including place names) and 2.7
 that are not comprehensively addressed in the implementation proposals. 

Strings being meaningful representations or abbreviations of a country and territory name in any script or language should not be allowed in the gTLD space until the related IDN ccTLD policy development processes have been completed

The proposed introduction of new gTLDs and in particular any process relating to the protection of geographic names should not result in an unreasonable administrative burden for government administrations. 

___________________

These views relate to the GAC's analysis of the Draft Applicant Guidebook posted by ICANN staff on 23 October 2008. The GAC will seek to provide ICANN with any additional comments it feels appropriate on the Draft Applicant Guidebook version 2 posted on 18 February 2009 before or during its meeting in Sydney.
Annex C

GAC comments on the PSC Report Improving Institutional Confidence in ICANN

The GAC welcomes the report of the PSC and the opportunity to provide comment.  The report provides a useful framework to discuss the potential evolution of ICANN in a post-JPA environment. The GAC believes ICANN should continue to operate as a multi-stakeholder organization, with balanced participation of all interested parties, including governments in their role of providing support and advice on public policy issues.  

IDNs, a potentially broad range of new TLDs and the migration from IPv4 to IPv6 will represent both - major evolution in and challenges for the naming and addressing system. ICANN must therefore be able to continue to fulfill its mission in an efficient manner in this evolving environment. The end of the JPA in September 2009 is a natural target date to conduct a reflection on how to ensure ICANN’s long-term viability and reinforce institutional confidence in the organization. 
This document presents a contribution by the GAC on the five themes identified by the PSC report and also on the specific question of the role of governments and the modalities for the continuation of the consultation process in a truly multi-stakeholder and participatory manner.

1. Safeguarding ICANN against capture

The GAC notes that the PSC-led consultations have illustrated many possible dimensions of the notion of capture.  It is important, however to ensure that safeguards against capture extends to the ICANN policy making process as well as to ICANN as an organization. 

The GAC believes that a key contributing factor in that respect will be the fully multi-stakeholder nature of ICANN’s policy development processes and their capacity to build and achieve true consensus and engage the whole community in the pursuit of the wider common interest of all users of the Internet. 

The in-depth interaction between constituencies must be encouraged as early as possible and throughout the Policy Development Processes in order to create better awareness and understanding of underlying issuers and drivers. 

More attention should be given in the PSC process to possible improvements of ICANN’s policy development and decision-making processes, as they represent the best guarantee against capture by any actor or group of actors. 

2. Accountability to all actors

GAC’s advice on accountability as provided during the Los Angeles ICANN meeting remains valid and we acknowledge that many elements of it have been taken into account in ICANN’s Accountability and Transparency Frameworks and Principles. Furthermore:

1. Accountability should apply to all stages of PDPs and to all stakeholders. 

While the Board has final decision-making responsibility, Board legitimacy directly derives from the degree to which its decisions reflect consensus articulated by the community. The Board’s accountability and respect for such "due process", including the due consideration of GAC’s advice on matters of public policy, also lies at the very core of ICANN's legitimacy as a multi-stakeholder organization. It is the primary basis for institutional confidence and the strongest guarantee of ICANN's independence. 

2. The GAC also feels that the proposed provisions for Board dismissal would not, by themselves, provide sufficient incentive for day-to-day accountability; such extreme remedy might even destabilize ICANN further in a situation of crisis; additional provisions guaranteeing continuity of operations in the unlikely case the procedure is used would therefore be necessary. 

3. Efforts in favor of transparency should not lead to information overload, reducing the capacity of the community to effectively follow and contribute to processes. ICANN needs to prioritize its projects and implementation plans more effectively to reduce such overload. Furthermore, clearly structured documents and summaries, preferably in all UN official languages, are essential. 

4. Clear timing constraints on the release of documents to be examined in face-to-face meetings are needed to guarantee that all stakeholders have sufficient time to examine them.  This is particularly important for GAC members because they have to follow specific domestic consultation procedures.  Summaries of working documents in other languages would also significantly facilitate participation. 

5. Staff work on policy implementation requires further improvements in terms of transparency and communication, in particular regarding how public comments are considered and taken into account in the development of the next version of any implementation document.  The GAC believes that staff, when supporting those processes, has a key role to ensure that all participants appropriately identify issues at stake at each step of the iterative consultations, through clearly formatted documents. 

6. The GAC also emphasizes that Contract compliance and enforcement are fundamental components of both institutional confidence and accountability.

The above list is not exhaustive and all mechanisms for reinforcing day-to-day accountability should be examined in the PSC process, including accountability of the organization towards registrants, who are not currently taken enough into consideration, although they are ultimately the principal source of the organization’s budget. 

3. Meeting the needs of the Internet Community of the Future (Internationalization) 

The GAC appreciates the importance that the PSC have attached to the issue of internationalization in its reports. As a starting point, the GAC feels it is important for the community to articulate more precisely the objectives of the process of internationalization to ensure there is a common community expectation regarding outcomes. 

From the GAC perspective, as Internet use continues to become more prevalent, not least in developing countries, it is essential that efforts continue to enable the effective participation of all stakeholders from all countries in the ICANN policy making process.
The GAC believes that internationalization of ICANN is indispensable to safeguard its global role as the coordinator of the Internet's system of unique identifiers ensuring its stable and secure operation. 

The GAC notes with interest the suggestion that ICANN establish an additional legal presence in a jurisdiction that could provide it with an international not-for-profit status. The GAC looks forward to additional details as to choice of jurisdiction and how this would work in practice.
Furthermore, the concept of internationalization needs to be viewed broader than just the location and jurisdiction of ICANN's offices and staff. In particular, more concrete proposals need to be developed to reflect fully the international nature of the DNS itself. One relevant element in this respect should be the further attention to the principle that countries should not be involved in decisions regarding another country’s country-code Top-Level Domain (ccTLD).
The GAC also urges the continuation of current activities for global outreach about ICANN’s core functions and related activities being undertaken by the different stakeholder groups, including Governments. Such activities include, for instance, support for IDN deployment and capacity building of operators in developing countries on different topics relevant to DNS security, management and functioning.

Appropriate modalities to foster participation of government representatives from developing countries need to be explored in more detail in the work of the PSC, 

The GAC also notes the efforts being undertaken by ICANN on real-time translation and transcription of ICANN meetings and encourages extending this practice to constituency and GAC sessions within the approved budget. The translation of the policy documents is a critical requirement for the participation of non-English speaking participants.

4. Financial accountability 

The GAC notes that ICANN's budget has rapidly grown from $5 million in the 2000-2001 budget year to an excess of $61 million proposed for the 2009 financial year. The original objective for ICANN to achieve financial stability could now perhaps be considered to be largely achieved.

1. It may be appropriate for the ICANN community to determine how future budgetary growth should be managed in line with ICANN’s limited core mission and mandate. 

2. ICANN's non-profit status should mean not only that it does not pay dividends to shareholders, but also that it should not be revenue-driven as an organization. 

3. Safeguards must also ensure that the policy making process does not favour revenue-generating options above those that reflect the broader public interest and community consensus on what is needed for ICANN technical coordination role. 

4. GAC members think that more systematic disclosure is needed on how resources are allocated and spent, in particular regarding contracts with consultants and other third parties. 

Moreover, some GAC members feel that a full transparency (disclosure) on payments made to individuals or organizations by ICANN, whether they be Board Members, independent contractors or as participants elsewhere in the ICANN process would also seem logical as part of any confidence-building exercise. Disclosure of sources of donations to ICANN would also seem to be a desirable step in improving institutional confidence.

5. Specific accountability and transparency rules regarding ICANN’s budget (independent auditing, results-based budgeting, performance measuring metrics, etc.) are required in the absence of the traditional controls exercised by shareholders or membership. Independent professional assessment and report on possible cost reduction measures, efficiency improvements and surplus revenue use may be useful in this respect.

6. Broad community discussion on possible uses of any surplus would be necessary. 

The PSC-led process should focus less on identifying additional sources of income for the organization, but more on detailed, results-based and transparent budgetary process. A willingness on the part of ICANN’s management to "cap" its own budget will be a strong factor in fostering long-term confidence in the institution. 

The GAC is also aware that ICANN’s current income structure creates a potential "over-dependency" on registry and registrar constituencies. Ensuring that such over-dependency does not lead to any suggestion of "capture" by ICANN's main channels of funding is essential to maintaining its independence and legitimacy. 

5. Operational Security and Stability

Taking into account recent developments (for example, DNS vulnerability to the Kaminsky flaw) the GAC considers that ICANN should increase its attention on issues related the security and stability of the DNS that fall within its existing mandate. The vulnerability of the Internet is a growing concern in many countries, due to the increase of incidents and attacks targeting the DNS, some of which exploit existing vulnerabilities in the Internet's main protocols. Greater interaction between ICANN and the main bodies responsible for generating security-related standards and protocols would be valuable in providing for a more integrated approach at the global level.

6. Role of GAC/ governments in ICANN

The Board and GAC interaction has improved over the past years. This relationship could nevertheless be further elaborated, in order to improve the implementation mechanisms of any given GAC advice related to the public policy aspects of the issues falling within ICANN’s mission as outlined in Article 1, Section 1 of its Bylaws, bearing in mind the special responsibility recognized to the governments by the Tunis Agenda. In this respect, the GAC notes the following:

1. The GAC would welcome an early opportunity to discuss an agreed joint approach to the review of the GAC’s role within ICANN as outlined in Annex A, Art. 7 of the September 2006 Joint Project Agreement between ICANN and the US government.

2. The GAC operates in the expectation that its advice to the Board on public policy matters will be duly taken into account, both in the formulation and adoption of policies and that the Board will explain fully and openly the reasons why it may be problematic to do so.

This is not to say that the GAC should have "precedence" over inputs from other constituencies, merely to recognize that when it comes to public policy parameters that need to be incorporated into such policy making, the expertise and competence lies with the GAC.

3. The GAC is ready to engage in further discussion with the Board and other constituencies with a view towards its evolution into a more efficient, responsive and well equipped organization, capable to advise the Board on the public policy aspects of the issues falling within ICANN’s mission and to more fully interact and work together with other constituencies within ICANN. To this end, the GAC will continue with its own internal review of working methods to identify opportunities to accelerate positive change, and looks forward to working with other constituencies, ICANN staff and the ICANN Board to achieve this objective.

7. Moving forward

Post-JPA arrangements and the transition procedures are of crucial importance for all ICANN constituencies. The GAC understands that the Board is mindful of the expiration of the current JPA in September 2009 and has sought to initiate implementation of the Transition plan in early 2009. However: 

1. Community participation in defining the transition process is of fundamental importance in building community’s confidence in the institution and ensuring the Board respects the interests of, and is fully accountable to, the wider Internet community.

2. Merely consulting the community prior to the ICANN Board determining transitional measures would be insufficient for such a strategically important phase of ICANN's development.

3. Transition procedures should be developed and agreed by the ICANN community and submitted to the Board for endorsement after a traditional transparent cross-constituency "bottom-up" process. The Board should then respond with a clear proposal that takes account of all the wider concerns and recommendations on safeguards for the interests of all Internet stakeholders both inside and outside ICANN.

· The current timetable expecting the ICANN Board to receive the "final" Transition Action Plan, including implementation milestones for 2009" for "approval" in December during the special Board meeting of 11 December is over ambitious and has allowed the ICANN community only one public meeting for face-to-face consultations and consensus- building.

Instead of the two phases currently envisaged in the PSC report, the GAC therefore recommends distinguishing between:

· the current “analysis phase”, that would be concluded as planned in December 08,

· a “design phase” lasting until the June 09 meeting (with an intermediary review at the Mexico meeting) and devoted to a further refinement of  the recommendations, and

· an “implementation phase”, starting immediately afterwards

Inter-constituency discussions in Cairo have provided an opportunity to initiate a truly "bottom-up" process, coherent with ICANN’s multi-stakeholder nature. They should be continued during the proposed design phase.

The GAC hopes that these comments on the PSC report will serve as a useful addition to the ongoing cross-constituency debate on the evolution of ICANN.
22 December 2008

總裁兼執行長
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� IP為網際網路通信協定(Internet Protocol)之意，使得電腦網路間得以透過各式實體鏈路(physical links)而快速地互相通信。IP位址為一以數字表示之位址，使得Internet上之電腦位址得以確定，Internet上電腦間之資訊傳輸及連結即藉此IP位址達成，一般大眾係藉用DNS以人性化名稱(human-friendly names)來辨識主機位址。


� Comments submitted by GAC in this document are comments on Draft Implementation Plan revision1 posted on the 26th of November 2008.  GAC intends more elaborate comments on the Updated Draft Implementation Plan revision 2 posted on the 19th of February 2009 by the ICANN Sydney meeting.


( ICANN should avoid country, territory or place names, and country, territory or regional language or people descriptions, unless in agreement with the relevant governments or public authorities.


� Principle 2.7 states: “Applicant registries for new gTLDs should pledge to: a) adopt, before the new gTLD is introduced, appropriate procedures for blocking, at no cost and upon demand of governments, public authorities or IGOs, names with national or geographic significance at the second level of any new gTLD; b) to ensure procedures to allow governments, public authorities or IGOs to challenge abuses of names with national or geographic significance at the second level of any new gTLD.”
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