	Comments of Khaled Fattal. 

Chairman and CEO of the Multilingual Internet Names Consortium, (MINC) www.minc.org    email: khaledfattal at hotmail.com

I wish to first pay special tribute and thank all the members of the WGIG who helped create these documents. Those who are familiar with volunteering work would appreciate their effort even more.

I also wish to put into perspective a few facts and make a few initial comments.

In the past and prior to the WSIS and its declaration and action plan of Dec 2003 very few saw the need in calling for the Multilingualization of the Internet, whereas many actually went as far as saying “teach them English”. Some of us who did call for a Multilingual Internet also helped illustrate how it can be done and provided live example of successes.  Now that these calls have been listened to by the international community in the form of the WSIS declaration and action plan and the formation of the WGIG and its working papers, it is vital for us to reassert the objectives in order not to lose sight of what the intended purposes of all these exercises are as we dig deeper into issues and stand to lose focus or get distracted. 

The Multilingualization of the Internet is a function of languages.  For most if not all people, a language is an inseparable part of their own culture, heritage, history, customs, diversity, religion (at times) etc... And the language is  very important in what the local citizen of that community associates and identifies himself with as a member of that community. This is believed even more strongly amongst virtually all cultures of the developing world. 

Furthermore, the Multilingualization of the Internet is not a single function amongst many others, like for example: the Administration of Internet Names and Addresses or the Administration of the Root Server system or Cyber security, cybercrime,  Competition policy, liberalization, privatization and regulations,  Multilingualization of Internet naming systems, Spam   ,  Dispute Resolution,  Security of network and information systems, Technical Standards, Affordable and universal access,   Social dimensions and inclusion, or others yet to be determined or discovered. 

In actual fact the Multilingualization of the Internet is the aggregate of all these and many other relevant, yet to be recognized issues. In fact  a Multilingual Internet will serve  to bring in the disenfranchised of the world who are more that 75% of its population and who have been left out of this Internet phenomenon because they do not speak ASCII ( sorry: English; intentional mistake). 

Therefore a Multilingual Internet is a prerequisite to, inclusive, democratic, legitimate, respectful , and locally empowering, henceforth: good Internet Governance

And therefore to make the Internet (as a medium) become Multilingual it is paramount for it to be structured on proper foundation which must respect and empower local language community rights. Rights such as Internet Language Standards (ILS) being developed by the local communities to be deemed legitimate, hence usable.  ( ILS) which also  factor in linguistic and cultural relevance into these language standard so that they  reflect the cultural identity, needs, diversity, norms  and mores which scripts alone fail to; and to do it themselves. This is in contrast to what is currently being administered by ICANN and IANA and needs to be highlighted. We at MINC have pioneered these efforts and methodologies and will be happy to help the WGIG on this front.  All this form part of the local communities’ right for Self “E” Determination as a function of their human rights, and is necessary to legitimize the process and I suggest that future WGIG Working papers and recommendations can be significantly helpful if they focus and illustrate this.

Furthermore, Non-English speaking people’s ability to be part of the Internet in their own native languages require Multilingual domain names being entirely in their local languages (ML.ML) and not the mixed IDNs and ASCII domain names that ICANN authorized and which failed to bring in anyone into the Internet phenomenon that did not speak English, whose languages are not based on Latin script and who represent the majority of the globe’s population.. These people remained left out the despite the failed deployment Mixed IDNs. 

However, learning from these experiences, Multilingual domain names (ML.ML) will require those legitimate Internet Language Standards (ILS) I discussed above. And a new legitimate format that respects the local language communities’ needs to be in place to do so.   Their ability to access the Internet in their own local language will make it possible for them to do a whole lot of things that are not possible now; and achieving this will make the process inclusive and democratic which can only be as a result of the reaffirmation of local empowerment and respect to local language communities. 

Their inclusion will then make good governance of the Internet possible. Only when local people can access the Internet in their local languages can information be retrieved, knowledge be applied, and ICT become provided or deployed in their own local languages so that the digital divide can start to be bridged.  This will  enable them,  as secretary general of UN Kofe Annan concluded in his welcome speech at the UN headquarters in March 2004 for the first conference on Internet Governance, “ to start building decent, dignified lives” and I would add: for themselves, for their children and for their communities, and bring them to  par with people in the west.

With that in mind here are my comments:

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
Name of the paper:  Administration of Internet Names and Addresses


	Has the issue as it applies to the question of Internet Governance been adequately identified?



	Not quite. What I think was needed and should be addressed in the follow up WP is to properly focus and identify the areas of current shortcomings or controversies  so that they are identified, and addressed with solid  recommendations to hopefully resolve them. such as:

· Role of the US Government in supervising ICANN and how it democratically represents or “not” the needs of rest of the international community and while Icann’s legitimacy is derived from an MOU with only one government of the world. The USA.

· Reviewing ICANN’s legitimacy (if any) and accountability and in light of its MOU with the US Government

· Icann’s role and its plan when its MOU expires in Sep 2006. And how it perceives its legitimacy in absence of the US government other than defacto.

· Internationalized domain names and ICANN’s failures in that field; authorizing Mixed IDNs that have not helped any of the Non-English speaking citizens of the world but gave more domains to registries to sell. Its lack of responsiveness for years to the calls and needs of the international community and provide ML.ML while it considers itself a bottom up organization. And to determine whether it is hard of hearing or not bottom up. Which is it? And clearly as important as full IDNs otherwise known as ML.ML were and are to billions of people around the world to access the internet, and  while the digital divide was growing, it was not on ICANN and its staff’s priority list; and hence the reason it did not happen. Excuses that it would fracture the Internet and destabilize it are serious smoke screens that no one accepts anymore and as many of the WGIG WP have correctly highlighted.

· The role of the IANA function having become part of the Icann role. And the loss of IANA neutrality and independent to serve the needs of the international community fairly. 

	

	Does the paper cover the topic with sufficient depth and accuracy?



	Dr Muller made some excellent detailed remarks which I agree with. And I would add my voice to them. I will spare the readers more of my writing. So I am satisfied with respectfully quoting his remarks for those who have not read them. Those who read them can take them as my position as well and move on the next item.

Dr Mullers remarks on this question:

Below, I try to identify the most significant factual errors and descriptive biases.

1. In several places administration of Internet names and addresses is described as a system that has existed and evolved for “35 years.” This is incorrect; it confuses the ARPANET, a closed military research network of virtually no relevance to the current discussion, with the Internet. Internet Protocol was not formally specified until 1981, and DNS began to be implemented in 1983-4. The IETF and IANA did not exist until 1985 and 1987, respectively. Internet was not opened to the public until the early 1990s. ICANN’s creation in 1998 was a sharp and painful departure from the original technical management that grew up informally around the U.S. government-funded technical people who developed the Internet protocols. The current system of name and address administration has been in place since 1998; i.e., 7 years, not 35 years. 

2. I would urge the WG to be more careful and discriminating in its discussion of different types of TLDs. The domain naming system recognizes no distinction between “ccTLDs,” 

“generic TLDs,” “sponsored TLDs” or “unsponsored TLDs.” All of those distinctions reflect policy decisions made by ICANN or (in the case of ccTLDs) Jon Postel. From the standpoint of the Internet, a TLD is a TLD. In particular, ICANN’s decision to create a special contractual category known as “sponsored TLDs” was controversial and disputed. I note with regret that all “sponsored TLDs” added by ICANN have been failures (how many times have you seen a .coop or .aero or .pro domain in use?) It should also be noted that in ICANN’s contractual policy regime, ccTLDs are considered a species of sponsored TLD.

3. ICANN’s bylaws are described as “bottom up developed.” Moreover, on p. 9 ICANN as a forum is described in language that seems to have been taken directly from its own website. Whatever the merits or demerits of ICANN (and I am favourable to many aspects of ICANN), I would urge the WGIG to achieve more objectivity and judgment in its discussion. Phrases such as “bottom up,” “broad representation,” “public-private partnership” may represent ICANN’s view of itself but may be contested by others. Unless the WGIG has carefully considered this issue and really considers ICANN a nearly perfect model of bottom up governance, I would urge it to use more circumspect language in its description. In particular, with respect to “public private partnership” this term has no precise meaning; ICANN is a private non-profit public benefit corporation in California, operating under an MoU with the US Department of Commerce. Why not be precise? 

4. Footnote 3 and some of the description of actors confuses technical standardization and resource assignment and allocation. As the Internet Governance Project has explained in its report submitted to the WGIG, those are two distinct governance functions and should not be confused. In particular, ISOC, IETF, and IAB per se have no authority whatsoever over the assignment and allocation of domain names or IP addresses. They should not therefore be described as “actors” in this activity, except insofar as they are represented on ICANN advisory committees and supporting organizations.

5. On p. 7, the GAC Communique relating to ccTLD delegation is cited and it is asserted that ccTLD delegations are a matter of national sovereignty. However, the GAC principles have no binding power and the “triangle system” description on p. 11 is a much more accurate reflection of the reality of ccTLD delegation.

6. On p. 7, “gTLDs” as an actor should be described as “gTLD registries.” 

7. On p. 11, the statement “As for the nature of decisions related to national governments, this is a matter of national sovereignty, while decisions by the RIRs seem to me more on an administrative level” is very unclear. Nature of what decisions? I cannot make sense of this statement and suggest that it be deleted. 

8. It is incorrect to say that Ipv4 addresses are not “scarce.” Please consult the definition of “scarcity” used by professional economists. Ipv4 addresses are heavily rationed by the RIRs, fees are charged for their use by ISPs and RIRs, all sorts of efforts to conserve them are made, from CIDR to NATs to DHCP. In other words, they are “scarce.” The report may be trying to say that the address space is not “exhausted completely” and is in no imminent danger of being exhausted. That would be more accurate. 

9. Repeated assertions of “national sovereignty” need to be squared with the reality of the global nature of the Internet’s address and name spaces. The report is incoherent on this issue, and seems to have simply inserted language requested by people with completely different positions. 

10. The assertion that NTIA will somehow secretly control the master root after ICANN is “released” from US Government supervision seems paranoid. The more important question is whether ICANN should simply follow the orders of governments regarding ccTLD delegation, or whether it has some authority over this issue. I believe that ICANN or any successor organization legitimately grounded in the technical community, the private sector and civil society should have some independence of governments in this area. As RFC 1591 correctly recognized, delegation of TLDs must be responsive to the global Internet community in addition to territorial authorities.

11. On transparency, as International Organizations go, ICANN is relatively more transparent. The problem with it is not transparency per se, although improvement in that area is always possible, but the inequitable distribution of power built into its constituency structures and the centralization of power in the staff and management. Ordinary individual users of domain names and IP addresses have no real representation in ICANN, and are inherently at a disadvantage with respect to organized interest groups with large economic or political stakes in the outcome.

	

	Does the paper achieve a reasonable balance in weighing relevant matters?



	I think this is not an easy topic to cover well as a first step. So I look forward to future WP to address the issues  raised above and would have also to fully agree with Dr Muller again and I reiterate that self descriptions should not be taken on face value regarding ICANN. 



	Any other comments

	No



	Paper:   Multilingualization of Internet naming systems

	

	

	Does the paper cover the topic with sufficient depth and accuracy?



	Yes. Many points the paper raised are very significant.  

 The paper however needed to identify the key ingredients necessary for a Multilingual Internet with greater clarity and the players that can provide it, as well as the need for Internet language standards that are legitimate and developed by its respective local language community (ies).

Further more in paragraph “3.1 what works” the paper goes on to describe Mixed IDNs as something that works. While that is technically true, the paper should have illustrated based on the objectives as set in the declaration of Principles and action plan that Mixed IDNs required the user to know English to be able to use them and henceforth Mixed IDNs should have been categorized as a failure and labeled “does not work” as it failed in bringing in the non-English speaking citizen/consumer into this “Internet phenomenon”. I talk in more detail about this in my opening remarks above please refer to them.

Also in 4.1 MINC is described as: service promotion and discussion forum for local players.

This is not entirely true, although we are structured around local language groups making us truly bottom up and while we do provide a discussion forum it is worth noting that MINC is the first organization to take action on cultural and linguistic relevance in the development of Internet language standards and to modify its internal policies http://www.minc.org/pr/idndevJun2003.shtml , and has pioneered this process. We have assisted many language communities to develop their own RFCs and language tables with this process including Arabic, Russian, and Georgian amongst others with many to follow. Also MINC has initiated many initiatives such as the October 2003 Carthage IDN/ML UDRP Initiative | html , in coordination with WIPO to address the needs of improving upon UDRP, and the Carthage IDN/ML-IETF Coordination Initiative | html | to help coordinate the implementation of the linguistic and cultural relevance into language standardization. And I have on many occasions called for a Global Policy infrastructure to complement the global technical infrastructure of the Internet.  http://www.minc.org/pr/July04/MINCCH.PPT#1
So a more accurate description of MINC’s functions would be in order.



	Does the paper achieve a reasonable balance in weighing relevant matters?



	The paper is a good and satisfactory first step.



	

	Any other comments

	No

	

	Name of paper: Dispute Resolution


	

	Does the paper cover the topic with sufficient depth and accuracy?



	To some extent.  I think the paper could have better highlighted the following facts; that UDRP was an after thought to fix problems faced (cybersquating) after gTLDs were authorized by ICANN. Whereas what I call Multilingual UDRP or ML UDRP has the opportunity to be structured before and simultaneously with the deployment of a Multilingual internet or ML.ML. This is a huge distinction between building poorly and then trying to fix and patch Vs anticipation and proper planning. 

Also the main thrust for UDRP was to protect trademarks. And while this will be equally important in ML.ML I can assure you it is not the only needs for local citizens/consumers.

The paper correctly identified the need to add the category “Multilingualization and contents” under dispute resolution categories, on top of page 3 in correct anticipation of the Internet becoming Multilingual.

Also under the heading “threats” on page 5 and the question of “Multilingualization of he internet (will UDRP be used)??”   I suggest as an answer  for readers  to read MINC’s initiative October 2003 on ML UDRP in coordination with WIPO http://www.minc.org/events/carthage2003/idn-udrp.html  In which,  major shortcomings of current UDRP were identified to create a ML UDRP that is responsive to the local community when Multilingualization is deployed. 

Again as MINC chairman I would offer our assistance to the WGIG in this process as well.



	

	Does the paper achieve a reasonable balance in weighing relevant matters?



	To a good extent



	Any other comments

	No




