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Introduction

1. Information and communication technologies (ICTs) which is exemplified by the Internet has already
become established as a new social infrastructure in countries around the world. Internet is now being
used by close to half the world’s population dominated by the youth (aged 15 to 24) which accounts to
70.6 per cent of the global users in 2017. Although penetration growth remains slow, the situation in Africa
is similar with Internet penetration rate of 21.8 per cent and the proportion of youth (aged 15 to 24) account
for 40.3 per cent of the users. Proportion of households with Internet access in Africa was 18 per cent in
2017 compared to 84.2 per cent in Europe or the world’s average of 53.6 per cent.

2. These numbers may not tell the whole story of how the Internet’s effect on our lives has become
pervasive. Over the past decade, the use of e-mail, web and social media tools have become part of the
daily routine for billions of Internet users, and the Internet has become part of the vital infrastructure of
global social, political, economic and cultural life. Consequently, the question related to Internet
governance has evolved from relative obscurity to attracting wider attention worldwide particularly as a
result of the World Summit on the Information Society held in 2003 and 2005.

3. The Tunis Agenda for the Information Society?, which is the outcome document of the final phase of the
World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS), alongside the call for the creation of the Internet
Governance Forum, served as the foundations for the model of bottom-up, multistakeholder Internet
governance.

4. For the benefit of clarifying the key concept for this paper, it is important to describe the concept of
multistakeholderism. A stakeholder refers to an individual, group, or organisation that has a direct or
indirect interest or stake in a particular organisation; they may be businesses, civil society, governments,
academic or research institutions, and non-governmental organisations. Therefore multistakeholder
governance refers to a process where representatives from different public interest advocacy groups,
such as business organisations and civil society, can participate in public policy deliberations in
cooperation with governments?. It is therefore argued that Internet governance is developed via a
multistakeholder process in which state and non-state actors collaborate on managing technical and
operation tasks, managing resources such as domain names and numerical addresses and setting
standard communication protocols®. It is therefore elaborated that as the economic and political
implications of the Internet grew, it has been difficult to separate technical decisions from their social and
economic implications.

5. Governments involvement including representatives from developing countries have been realised
through intergovernmental fora which address Internet-related policies through an issue specific
perspective — including infrastructure, security, human rights, privacy, copyright, which might have
implications for the direction of broader Internet governance debate. Africa’s participation in the Internet
governance space has been active since the WSIS process holding regional meetings from 2002 to 2005
in Bamako, Accra, Addis Ababa, Cairo, Johannesburg, Douala and Tunis. Within the IGF global initiative,
Africa has also hosted IGF in Egypt (2009) and Kenya (2011). During the global IGF in Nairobi, Africa
has launched the African Internet Governance Forum (AfIGF) in 2011. Furthermore, Africa has put in
place five sub-regional initiatives with sub-regional IGFs launched in East, West, Central, Southern and
North Africa regions and several national IGFs.

Thttps:/Twww.itu.int/net/wsis/docs2/tunis/off/6rev1.html

2Mueller, M. (2010). Networks and States: The Global Politics of Internet Governance. MIT( Press

3Fidler, D. P. (2013). Internet Governance and International Law: The Controversy Concerning Revision of the International
Telecommunication Regulations. Insights, February 7, 2013, Vol. 17, Issue 6. American Society of International Law.
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6.

In this context, the European Union and the African Union have launched the “Policy and Regulation
Initiative for Digital Africa (PRIDA)” project. The overall objective of PRIDA is to foster universally
accessible, affordable and effective wireless broadband-across the continent to unlock possible future
benefits of Internet based services. One of the specific objectives of this project is to strengthen the ability
of African decision makers to actively participate in the global internet governance debate.

To this end, as part of the technical assistance to the PRIDA initiative, this work contributes towards one
of the outputs of PRIDA which is African decision makers' active participation in the global internet
governance debate. The work involves three major activities, namely, mapping the multi-stakeholder
structures related to digital policies and decision-making, mapping forthcoming meeting and political
deadlines relevant to internet governance, development of a work plan reflecting African priorities relating
to IG and development and development of a manual for the development of national and regional IGFs
in Africa.

To undertake these activities, the consultant has used various methodologies and tools including desk
research, literature reviews and assessment of previous events and activities relating to IGF globally and
in Africa, questionnaire-administered survey and online consultation through a webinar organised among
key stakeholders in Africa. For the mapping of issues, stakeholders and decision-making a software tool
called VisuaLyser 2.2 was used. Despite a short period of time allocated for the entire assignment, the
consultant managed to undertake a questionnaire-administered survey and 46 responses were received
from 29 countries within twelve to fifteen days of the time provided. Twenty three stakeholders have
participated in the online consultation webinar organised by the consultant.

This report, therefore, deals with the mapping of multi-stakeholder structure related to digital policies and
decision-making in Africa. The report provides detailed analysis of the |G space, evolution and
development in Africa and maps the issues, stakeholders and decision-making processes. This is also
further mapped and provided in detail on the analysis of the responses to the questionnaire survey and
discussions during the online consultation presented in this report.



Internet Governance

What is Internet Governance?

10. The Internet refers to the global, seamless interconnection of networks using Internet Protocol (IP).

11.

Internet Protocol is a network layer protocol that contains the addressing information and some control
information that allows packets to be routed. These networks are privately owned and operated and have
many different properties. They are all based on technical protocols, numbering and naming systems that
use widely accepted standards to enable the transport of information across many interconnected
networks. Since the networks that make up the Internet are widely distributed and operated by thousands
of different entities, both large and small, the Internet’s infrastructure and operation is a collaborative
activity. Therefore, ‘Internet governance’ involves the entire set of multi-stakeholder decision-making
processes for technical and public policy matters that affect information and communication technology
infrastructures and networks, Internet communications, and Internet commerce and applications.

Internet governance came out of the political issues around the Internet in the mid-1990s which led to the
emergence of an innovative governance system which is a complex mechanism that involves many actors
in many forums. The World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS) provides the following working
definition of Internet governance:

Internet governance is the development and application by Governments, the private sector, and civil
society, in their respective roles, of shared principles, norms, rules, decision-making procedures, and
programmes that shape the evolution and use of the Internet.

In this regard, from the functionality point of view, Internet governance can be understood as comprising the
following elements*:

¢ The technical standardization activities that promote interoperability of Internet Protocol (IP)
applications as well as network security, reliability and quality for the Internet;

e Thetechnical coordination of the key protocols and addresses and names that underpin the technical
functioning of the Internet; and

e The handling of public policy matters.

It is therefore clear that no single entity can perform all of these functions. It is recognised that different
stakeholders are leading and continue to lead on different aspects and sub-issues under each
component. Furthermore, the Internet is also dependent on other infrastructures, namely, the telecom
infrastructure to provide an underlying global platform, the energy infrastructure to provide power to
operate user and network ICTs, the education infrastructure to educate and train people to use ICTs and
their applications and to design, build and operate the Internet. Internet governance is therefore often
described as being a multistakeholder process. Various stakeholders such as governments,
intergovernmental organisations, the private sector, the technical community, academia and civil society
are able to participate in the elaboration of common rules for the Internet in forums such as the ICANN
or the UN-sponsored Internet Governance Forum.

The evolution of Internet governance

*Ayesha Hassen (). Internet Governance: Strengths and Weaknesses From A Business Perspective. A Chapter from the book
entitled ‘Reforming Internet Governance: Perspectives from WGIG’, pp. 117-128 Retrieved on 10/04/19 at:
https://www.wgig.org/docs/book/Ayesha Hassan%20.pdf
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13.

14.

Historically, the international telecommunications relationships were primarily bilateral agreements
between national operators usually controlled by governments and the International Telecommunications
Union (ITU), which was largely tasked in regulating issues related to interconnection. However, in early
1990s with the changes in global telecommunications networks due to privatisation, the introduction of
competition, the negotiation of regional and international agreements liberalising trade in service, and the
emergence of the Internet itself, the centrality of the governing role played by ITU diminished. These
changes brought new issues, actors and decision making fora into the global governance sphere
challenging many of the ITU’s main governance functions®. The lack of coordinating authority over these
new players and fora visibly showed the problem of governance to the stage in order to identify
mechanisms for coordination of rules and policy-making affecting the internet. In 1998, a new
organisation, the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN) was established and
became the focus of most Internet governance debates. During the same year, the ITU also proposed
the World Summit on the Information Society. As a result, the Working Group on the Internet Governance
(WGIG) was established by the United Nations Secretary-General at the first WSIS summit in Geneva
(December 2003).

The establishment of the Working Group on Internet Governance, involving 40 members including
representatives from governments, civil society and the private sector marked in the history of IG the
emergence of multistakeholderism in Internet governance. Having identified a vaccum within the context
of existing structure of the lack of global multistakeholder forum to address Internet-related public policy
issues, WGIG concluded the need for creating a space for dialogue among all stakeholders. Accordingly,
the second WSIS summit held in Tunis (November 2005) elaborated on the question of Internet
governance, including adopting a definition as indicated above, outlining Internet governance issues, and
establishing the Internet Governance Forum (IGF), a multi-stakeholder body convened by the UN
Secretary-General. The then UN Secretary-General also established the Multistakeholder Advisory
Group (MAG) with its own mandate to advise the Secretary-General on the preparation of the program
and agenda® of the IGF meetings. The MAG membership, made up of 56 members from government, the
private sector, civil society, academia and the technical community, is renewed annually, with one-third
of the membership carrying over into the next, providing continuity while also expanding the opportunity
for new input and involvement from interested participants. Whereas the IGF renewed its five year
mandate in 2011 as well as another ten years mandate renewed in 2015 and continues to provide a vital
policy forum for discussing and coordinating Internet policy.

The major developments in the trajectory of the Internet Governance Forum in the last over thirteen years
can be depicted in the following timeline:

>MacLean, D. (2008). Sovereign Right and the Dynamics of Power in the ITU: Lessons in the Quest for Inclusive Global
Governance. In Governing Global Electronic Networks: International Perspectives on Policy and Power. Edited by William J. D.
and Ernest J. Wilson I11. The MIT Press.

6 Calandro, Enrico, Gillwald, Alison & Zingales, Nicolo (2013). Mapping Multistakeholderism in Internet Governance:
Implications for Africa. ResearchICT Africa. www.researchlCTafrica.net
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Figure 1: Timeline for the establishment and growth of the Internet Governance Forum (IGF)
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The core guiding principles of Internet Governance

15. At the outset of the Internet Governance Forum, the core guiding principles for the multi-stakeholder

Internet Governance Space are the following:

e Openness - all entities, organisations and participating institutions which are Internet governance
stakeholders shall be free to join the forum.

e Multistakeholder - At all points, efforts shall be made to encourage all categories of stakeholders to
actively participate in the Forum.

e Language Diversity — to the extent possible it shall strive to maintain language diversity in its
operations.

o Remote participation - it shall make optimum use of the Internet to increase number of participants.

e Transparency - The stakeholders shall strive to be open in communications, in decisions and their
implementations. Clear understanding of the Internet Governance process for sustainability in
engagement of all stakeholders shall be the aim of the IGF.

Multistakeholderism - Internet governance actors

16. The concept of multistakeholderism is a recent phenomenon which has been around in the last over two
decades. As an organising principle and a political practice, multi-actor arrangements have a long
tradition. However, in academic literature, the term multi-stakeholder evolved as component branching
out of stakeholder theory. Accordingly stakeholders are ‘any group or individual who can affect or is
affected by the achievement of the organisation’s objectives”. However, other studies decenters
organisational discourse by replacing privileged managerial monologues with multilateral stakeholder

"Freeman, R. Edward. 1984. Strategic Management: A Stakeholder Approach. Pitman Series in Business and Public Policy.
Boston, MA: Pitman.



dialogues emphasising that there is no clear center of power, rather, power is located in multiple
stakeholders. As a result, this multiple stakeholders’ perspective has also suggested placing more focus
to an issue at stake. The term multistakeholderism began to spread across transnational policy domains
around the end of the 1990s.

17. Consequently, recent definition of multi-stakeholder concept emphasises on procedural properties.
Therefore, multi-stakeholder approaches are described as new modes of rulemaking, building ‘on the
idea of assembling actors from diverse societal spheres into one policymaking or rule-setting process, to
make use of their resources, competences, and experiences®. Thus, these multi-stakeholder actors form
an institutional framework, involving two or more groups of actors engaged in a common governance
enterprise concerning issues they regard as public in nature, and characterised by polyarchic authority
relations constituted by procedural rules®’.

18. This description and definition of multistakeholderism giving central focus around ‘issues’ in which two or
more actors working around policy making, standard setting, and managing resources brings us towards
the key Internet governance actors. As stipulated in Article 49 of the 2005 Tunis WSIS Declaration,
Internet actors include national governments, international organisations, the business sector, civil society
and the technical community. In this regard, whereas multistakeholderism is adopted in the Tunis Agenda
as a principle, the major challenge and debate is on the role, which is specific to eachactor®.

19. Furthermore, the Tunis Agenda defines the agreed roles of the stakeholder groups.

We reaffirm that the management of the Internet encompasses both technical and public policy issues
and should involve all stakeholders and relevant intergovernmental and international organizations.
In this respect it is recognised that:

a) Policy authority for Internet-related public policy issues is the sovereign right of States
(Governments). They have rights and responsibilities for international Internet-related public policy
issues;

b) The private sector has had and should continue to have an important role in the
development of the Internet, both in the technical and economic fields;

c) Civil society has also played an important role on Internet matters, especially at community
level, and should continue to play such arole;

d) Intergovernmental organizations have had and should continue to have a facilitating role
in the coordination of Internet-related public policy issues;

e) International organizations have also had and should continue to have an importantrole
in the development of Internet-related technical standards and relevant policies.

Further, we will highlight some of the characteristics and roles of actors in the Internet governance space.

Governments
20. Governments have a key role in the policy making process at national level as well as concluding bilateral
or multilateral agreements on international law and policies through their involvement in

gBostrom, Magnus, and Kristina Tamm Hallstrom. 2013. “Global Multi-Stakeholder Standard Setters: How Fragile Are They?”
Journal of Global Ethics 9 (1): 93—110. doi:10.1080/17449626.2013.773180

9Raymond, Mark, and Laura DeNardis. 2015. “Multistakeholderism: Anatomy of an Inchoate Global Institution.” International
Theory 7 (03): 572-616. doi:10.1017/S1752971915000081.

10 Malcolm, Jeremey (2008). Multi-Stakeholder Governance and the Internet Governance Forum. Terminus Press: Perth.



21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

intergovernmental organisations which can be categorised by their geographic reach (global or regional),
their manifest purposes (general or specific) and their membership base (governmental or hybrid)*?.

At the national level, States have a big stake on Internet-related policies within their own borders, such
as passing laws, protecting intellectual property, regulating access to certain online content orservices.

The Internet is open, distributed, interconnected, and transnational. Consequently, the multistakeholder
approach to Internet Governance has evolved from the Internet’s own nature and what it allows it to grow.
To this end, the working definition of Internet governance, according to paragraph 34 of the Tunis Agenda
for Information Society (Tunis, 2005), is the development and application by governments, the private
sector and civil society, in their respective roles, of shared principles, norms, rules, decision-making
procedures, and programmes that shape the evolution and use of the Internet.

It is therefore expressed in paragraph 68 of the Tunis Agenda that all governments should have an equal
role and responsibility for international Internet governance and for ensuring the stability, security and
continuity of the Internet, while also recognizing the need for development of public policy by governments
in consultation with all stakeholders.

While States have a sovereign right in the field of Internet-related public policy, the role of government in
Internet Governance is also further elaborated in paragraph 69 of the Tunis Agenda on the need for
enhanced cooperation in the future, to enable governments, on an equal footing, to carry out their roles
and responsibilities in international public policy issues pertaining to the Internet, but not in the day-to-
day technical and operational matters that do not impact on international public policy issues.

The roles and responsibilities of Government can be summarized as follows:

¢ Public Policymaking coordination and implementation, at the national level, and policy development
and coordination at the regional and international levels.

e Creating an enabling environment for information and communication technology development.

e Oversight functions.

¢ Development and adoption of laws, regulations and standards.

e Treaty-making.

e Development of best practices.

e Fostering capacity-building in and through ICTs.

¢ Promoting research and development of technologies and standards.

e Promoting access to ICT services.

e Combating cybercrime.

e Fostering international and regional cooperation.

¢ Promoting the development of infrastructure and ICT applications.

o Addressing general developmental issues, including Internet Governance and the
Sustainable Development Goals (SDGS).

¢ Promoting multilingualism and cultural diversity.

o Dispute resolution and arbitration.

T'Malcom, Jeremey (2008). Multi-Stakeholder Governance and the Internet Governance Forum. Perth, Australia: Terminus
Press.



The private sector

26. It is recognised that the influence economically and politically of the private sector in international arena,
mainly those referred as multinational (or transnational) corporations (MNCs) is significant. The private
sector has begun slowly to secure new rights of direct access to intergovernmental fora, including in those
international frameworks as the WSIS. With the growth of the Internet, the interests of the private sector
in Internet governance has become wide and diverse, particularly among some groups of business
companies such as domain name companies, Internet service providers (ISPs), and the Internet content
companies. Consequently, the private sector exercises significant influence on government policy
development outside of its formal representation in governmental or intergovernmental fora both at
domestic or international level.

Civil Society

27. The United Nations recognised both the Civil Society and the Private Sector as two categories of non-
state actor stakeholders in Internet governance. However, the Civil Society in the context of the IG space
refers to the organised civil society rather than to civil society at large. Although the IGF allows individual
participation from civil society, who does need to have particular institutional affiliation other than with the
IGF itself, such cases are exceptions to the usual rule that the participation of civil society in the
international system occurs only through organised groups.

28. Civil society has been active like the private sector in influencing and shaping the development of
international law. Therefore, civil society has won permanent representation at a variety of
intergovernmental organisations and conferences. Widely identified as the third stakeholder group, civil
society, claims, its legitimacy as ‘a specialist, a scholar, or an expert whose authority derives from
specialized knowledge and practices that render such knowledge acceptable, and appropriate, as
authoritative’.

29. Thus the basis of transnational civil society’s legitimate authority in international governance is that it acts
as a check on the power of the state to the extent that the state’s authority fails to adequately represent
the interests of its citizens—patrticularly including interests that cut across States.

International organisations

30. In both technical and non-technical areas of the Internet, the role of the international organisations has
been important. For example ITU as one of the central international organisation in the WSIS process
was key in hosting the WSIS Secretariat and providing policy input on the main issues. The family of the
UN specialised agencies, have mandates on some of the non-technical aspects of communications and
Internet technology, such as social, economic and cultural features. For example, UNESCO has been a
prominent player in addressing issues such as multilingualism, cultural diversity, knowledge society and
information sharing, etc. There are also some international bodies such as WIPO and the World Trade
Organization (WTO) with authority and jurisdiction for some of the issues.

Technical community

31. The technical community involves institutions and individuals who have developed and promoted the
Internet since its origin. The technical community promoted the principles of sharing resources, open
access and opposing government’s influence and Internet regulation. Their role with the early
management of the Internet was challenged in the mid-1990s as the Internet became part of the global
social and economic life and with the emergence of new stakeholders, such as the business sector, etc.
Being one of the representatives of the technical community, the Internet Society hosts the IETF,



32.

promotes the open Internet principle and contributes to the growth of the IG space through capacity
building, etc. The technical community is also key player in the process of both establishing and running
of ICANN in which prominent personalities like Vint Cerf (known as one of the fathers of the Internet)
being the Chair of the ICANN Board.

Given that some members of the technical community hold important positions in different ICANN
decision-making bodies, as one of the key stakeholders and IG actors, the technical community has a
prominent role. There is a debate between the technical community who claims to assume control of
ICANN as it is a technical organisation and others. The later argue that given the growing difficulty of
maintaining ICANN as an exclusively technical organisation, members of the technical community may
gradually integrate the core stakeholder groups, especially civil society, business, and academia. Till
then, the technical community remains a key actor that we treat as a key IG actor in thisreport.

Governance ‘of’ and ‘on’ the Internet: the three Governance functions

33.

34.

35.

In the early days, the term ‘Governance’ was being used among the technical community to designate
the technical management of the Domain Name System and the associated root servers which in a way
was meant to refer to the governance ‘of’ the Internet such as of the network infrastructure of the Internet
itself. However, with the continued evolution of IG, it was recognised that the Internet is also a space,
where several policy issues related to the activities undertaken in that space emerged. Among others we
may hote issues related to online activities such as e-commerce, intellectual property, spam and cyber-
crime, freedom of expression, child safety, protection of personal data and privacy, etc. where
international common rules were being necessary in order to address conflicts of jurisdiction. As the
traditional framework based on the exclusive sovereignty of nation-states was not suitable to address
such a transnational network, the WSIS after two years of deliberation accepted considering ‘Internet
Governance’ from then on, to cover two complementary dimensions: the governance of the network itself
and of the activities conducted on it. Hence, the word ‘Internet Governance’ became both the governance
‘of the Internet and ‘on’ the Internet!2.

In this context, whether taking a broader or narrower view of the notion of ‘governance’ as it pertains to
the Internet, when it comes to addressing the question of ‘what is being governed’ by whom and how as
it relates to the governance of the Internet is an important starting point. Elaborating on the question of
what is being governed and taking the activities of ICANN, for example, it can be inferred that ICANN
makes decisions on issues that indirectly translate into the governing of resources of the Internet; it may
make policies on how these resources should be allocated and used and as such indirectly governs the
action of those who uses the Internet'®. Therefore, there is the need to address the question of what
‘governance’ issues (policy, technical standards, resources, people etc.) to consider when it comes to
mapping out the role of the key stakeholders in the Internet Governance space.

As can be drawn from the discussions above and highlighted in other studies!*, three distinct types of
governance function can be identified, namely, the technical standardisation, the resource allocation and
assignment, and the policy development, enforcement and dispute resolution. The first two functions are

2 Organization for Security and Co-operation in Europe (OSCE) (2007). Governing the Internet: Freedom and Regulation in the
OSCE Region. OSCE: Vienna.

B Dzidonu, Clement (2005). The Internet Governance Space: Exploring the Core Issues from Africa’s Perspective. United Nations
Economic Commission for Africa, Fourth Meeting of the Committee on Development Information (CODI V), Addis Ababa,
Ethiopia, 23 — 28 April 2005.

14 Internet Governance: The State of Play (2004). The Internet Governance Project (a partnership of scholars from Syracuse
University, Georgia Institute of Technology and Wissenschaftszentrum Berlin fiir Sozialforschung. John Mathiason (team

leader), Milton Mueller, Hans Klein, Marc Holitscher and Lee McKnight.



handled by numerous non-governmental organisations through open and transparent processes that
ensure effective coordination and collaboration among the broad set of stakeholders while the third
function is the traditional domain of governments through regulatory and legislative process after effective
consultation with all stakeholders®. These functions are characterised by different processes and
expertise, different mechanisms and methods of ‘enforcement’ and also often carried out by different
organisations or stakeholder groups. The three governance functions are discussed below.

Technical standardisation

36.

37.

38.

One of the main functions of Internet Governance is the technical standardization. This is how decisions
are made regarding the basic networking protocols, software applications, and data format standards that
make the Internet work. Organizations that perform these functions define, develop and reach consensus
on technical specifications. The specifications are then published and have value as a means of
coordinating equipment manufacturing, software design and service provision in ways that ensure
technical compatibility and interoperability.

The technical standardization functions of the Internet have been performed mainly by non-State actors.
In Internet governance, there is often a close relationship between technical factors and policy. Policy
choices may be constrained by technical architecture or concerns about technical feasibility; in the same
manner, there is sometimes pressure put on technical standards developers to embed or reflect policy
decisions in their standards development.

Technical standards allow different components of the Internet to inter-operate and to provide secure,
reliable and high-quality networks. Some of the institutional actors involved in key technical standards
such as the Internet Engineering Task Force’s (IETF), which is responsible in defining the Internet
Protocol (IP), etc. are described in the next section below.

Resource Allocation and Assignment

39.

40.

The second function is resource allocation and assignment. When usage of a global resource, such as
the IP address space, radio spectrum or telephone country number codes, must be exclusive, usage
must be coordinated or administered by an organization or another mechanism. The assignment authority
allocates or partitions the resource space and assigns parts of it to specific users. They also develop
policies, procedures or rules to guide the allocation and assignment decisions. This function was the
original source of controversy in Internet governance, where disputes concerning the assignment of top-
level domain names led to the creation of the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers
(ICANN).

Resource assignment is not the same thing as technical standardization. Technical standards may create
a virtual resource that requires exclusive assignment when put into operation (e.g., the technical
standards defining the IP protocol creates an address space, and the DNS protocol defines the domain
name space). However defining and reaching consensus on the standard is a completely different
function from the subsequent allocation and assignment of the resources. Some of the organisations in
this area include a combination of both of the functions (e.g. IEEE Ethernet group, ITU, etc.) while other
organisations (e.g. ICANN and IETF) do not have some of the combination of functions role. The main
challenge in the international debate in Internet governance has always been the issue of the authority
behind the organisations or mechanism in resource allocation. The issue has been the responsibility for
decision making in both legal and political terms given that the entity with legitimate authority can affect

BInternational Chamber of Commerce (ICC), ICC Background Paper on Internet Governance, in Internet Governance: A Grand
Collaboration, MacLean D. (eds), UN ICT Task Force Publication (2004)



how resources are assigned. It is also true that when the resources are scarce, control of the institutions
becomes important to the concerned actors.

Policy Formulation, Enforcement and Dispute Resolution

41.

42.

The third aspect of the Internet governance function is policy making. This refers to the formulation of
policy, enforcement and monitoring, and dispute resolution. It involves the development of norms, rules
and procedures that govern the conduct of people and organizations, as opposed to the structure and
operation of the technology. While the Internet itself is merely a channel for communication and, in that
sense, is policy-neutral, many public policy issues arise either as a consequence of its use by a growing
number of people in an international context, or due to the response to national and international problems
by state and non-State actors in regulating the technological system itself.

This function involves a broad view of Internet governance looking both from the demand and supply side
of the Internet ecosystem. While some argue that on the supply side, it is the linkage between policy
issues and the rules and procedures for standardisation and resource assignment that produces the most
significant governance problems, others view the more complex governance issues from the demand
side perspective ranging from accessing the Internet to using it and the consequences of that may
produce another significant governance challenge. It is therefore important to have a much more
comprehensive view of Internet governance in order to solve the problems that arise from issues
confronted by non-territorial landscape of the Internet.

Mapping of multi-stakeholders by governance functions

A.

43.

44,

45,

International level

Although public policy functions are the responsibility of governments, policy discussions must include
the active participation of other stakeholders including private sector, civil society, etc. and should be
motivated by broad national public objectives. Public policy matters related to the information society in
general and Internet related ones in particular may include — privacy, trade, security, education, spam,
intellectual property protection, telecom infrastructure-related issues, consumer
confidence/empowerment, etc.

Due to the cross-border nature of matters related to the information society, many of these issues can
also benefit from international cooperation and action. Consequently, there are international actors and
regional bodies that exist where these issues are discussed and coordinated. To this end, in the following
section, a number of international organisations and regional bodies which are both directly and closely
responsible for issues related to Internet governance are presented.

At the international level, there are a number of international organisations that played a key role with
regard to Internet governance. The key actors are described below in terms of importance of their role.

Technical Standardisation Function of Internet Governance

46.

On a global basis, there are two important institutions critical to the development of core Internet
standards, namely, the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) primarily the leading entity in Internet
standards, and the Internet Telecommunication Union (ITU), specifically, the ITU-T mostly seen as
supplementary to and sometime competitive with IETF activity. On the content side, the World Wide Web
Consortium (W3C) develops application-layer standards that facilitate private governance arrangements



— but it does not really develop technical standards that govern IP internetworking as such. Some of these
organisations involved in technical standards are described in the table below.

Table 1: The role of key organisations (stakeholders) in the Internet Governance Space — coordinating
regulatory and technical standards

Organisations Governance roles

International The ITU is responsible for providing comprehensive telecom standards. Broadly
Telecommunications divided into three sectors- Telecom standardisation (ITU-T), Radiocommunication
Union (ITU) (ITU-R), and Development (ITU-D), ITU undertakes heterogenous set of functions,

ranging across standardisation, policy making, resource assignment and allocation,
sector research and statistics gathering, education, the promotion of telecom
development in developing countries, etc.

IETF The Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) is the protocol engineering (which
includes the Transmission Control Protocol (TCP) and the Internet Protocol (IP)) and
development arm of the Internet Society (ISOC) formally established by the IAB in
1986. ITU-T and IETF represent two distinct phases of standardisation where IETF
was positioned to create new standards for a new industry (Internet service) whereas
ITU-T maintains and upgrades standards in a long-established industry and

technology.
Internet Architecture The IAB serves as the technology advisory group to the Internet Society and oversees
Board (IAB) a number of critical activities in support of the Internet. The IAB is responsible for
defining the overall architecture of the Internet, providing guidance and broad direction
to ISOC.
Internet Engineering | The IESG is responsible for technical management of IETF activities and the Internet
Steering Group (IESG) standards process. The IESG is directly responsible for the actions associated with

entry into and movement along the Internet ‘standards track’, including final approval
of specifications as Internet Standards.

Internet Society — ISOC The Internet Society (ISOC) is a nonprofit, non-governmental, international,
professional membership organization that focuses on standards, education, and

policy issues.
World Wide Web | The W3C was created in 1994 to develop common protocols that promote the Web's
Consortium (W3C) evolution and ensure its interoperability. W3C ensures the development deployment

of interoperable and open ICT standards for the Web.

Resource assignment function of Internet Governance

47. Two critical resource spaces are created on the Internet protocols — the IP address space and the domain
name space. There are four organisations that perform the resource assignment functions for the Internet,
namely, the 1) the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN), 2) the regional
Internet address registries (RIRs), 3) the Internet Software Consortium, and 4) the International
Telecommunication Union (ITU). In addition to these four identifiable entities, there are also a diverse set
of root server operators across the world. One might also include international associations of country
code top level domain (ccTLD) managers, such as AfTLD, CENTR and APTLD, as actors in this space.
We will discuss each of these organizations in turn, and then describe some of the issues surrounding
resource assignment.

Table 2: The role of key organisations (stakeholders) in the Internet Governance Space —resource provision
and assignment

Organisation Governance responsibilities

Internet Corporation ifeJ@ ICANN is a nonprofit Californian registered and based corporation
A o[ MNETQEERE NVl STEN  that was formed to assume responsibility for the IP address space
(ICANN) allocation, protocol parameter assignment, DNS management, and

root server system management and other DNS related technical

functions. ICANN engages in governance in two ways: through
resource assignment and through policy making related to the
resources.

RELIEINNICIHE M EER RSN RIRS are respibsible for distribution of Internet Number resources,
(RIRS) including Autonomous System Numbers and IPv4 and IPv6




addresses. The Number Resource Organisation (NRO) was
established in 2003 as a coordinating body for the five Regional
Internet Registries (RIRs) to act on matters of global importance to
all the RIRs, to participate in global Internet governance activities
and to coordinate joint projects across the global RIR system. The
five RIRs are:

African Network Coordination Centre (AfriNIC) est. in 2005

with 1,609 membership

Asia-Pacific Network Coordination Centre (APNIC) est. in

1993 with 13,279 membership

American Registry for Internet Numbers (ARIN) est. in 1997

covering United States, Canada, many Caribbean and

North Atlantic islands with 5,896 membership

Latin American and Caribbean Internet Addresses Registry

(LACNIC) est. in 2002 with 8,608 membership

Reseaux IP Europeens Network Coordination Center (RIPE

NCC) est. in 1992 covering Europe, the Middle East and

parts of Central Asia with 16,000 membership

Root Server Operators The Root Server Operators are responsible for the technical
management and administration of the 13 root servers. The
authoritative name servers that serve the DNS root zone, commonly
known as the ‘root servers’, are a network of hundreds of servers in
many countries around the world. They are configured in the DNS
root zone as 13 named authorities.

Of the 13 root servers, 10 are in the US, and the three elsewhere in
Europe and Asia. These servers are managed by a diversity of
institutions including: academic/public institutions (6 servers),
commercial setups (3 servers) and government institutions (3

servers)
A CHICTHEIWACET [ E RNl SIS IANA is responsible for various administrative functions associated
Authority (IANA) with management of the Internet's domain name system root zone.
The Country Code Top Level The Country Code Top Level Domain (ccTLD) Organizations are

Dl ETa N (AR EP) RO EIEE IS responsible for the technical management and administration of the
country code top level domain system in each of their respective
countries.

[T TSI SV SIS ISPs provide Internet access to individuals, businesses or

(ISPs) organizations. They provide IP related services to their subscriber
base with some also providing second level domain name services
to end users.

The Policy Functions of the Internet Governance

48. A wide variety of policy issues related to the use of the Internet can be identified. They include balancing
intellectual property protection with fair use and free expression, trade and e-commerce, taxation, law
enforcement and crime prevention, content regulations and freedom of expression, spam, data protection,
privacy and surveillance, security, rights to domain names, competition policy in the domain name
industry, and domain name user privacy. Some of these issues are addressed by existing international
regimes, some are addressed at the national level while others are not fully addressed yet. They involve
controversies between different countries, different philosophies about the role of regulation generally
and disputes among private actors. Because the issue areas are often segmented into distinct categories,
conflicts among different policy regimes may go unnoticed. Moreover, the framing of the issues in their
respective forums are usually based on the traditional concepts of territoriality that do not work well in the
borderless venue provided by the Internet.



49. The following are some of the key actors involved in the policy functions of the Internet governance space
although some involved in the technical standards and resource allocation functions are also concerned
in some of the policy issues and that one cannot put clear line of demarcation as to the actors’ roles in
the three distinct areas of the IG functions. For example ITU has a role in technical standardisation and
also concerned in the policy issues such as on cybersecurity, etc.

Table 3: The role of key organisations (stakeholders) in the Internet Governance Space - policy roles

International ITU makes policy recommendations in few areas including on issue areas
Telecommunications referred to as ‘operation policies’, on issues of ‘security’, policy agreements
Union (ITU) concerning interconnection of Internet service providers, etc.

World Intellectual | The issue area that has been revolutionised by the Internet is intellectual
Property property. Among policy issues addressed include the WIPO Copyright Treaty and
Organisation Performance and Phonograms Treaty (WPPT) both in 1996; WIPO sponsored
(WIPO) the First Internet Domain Name Process in 1998 which led indirectly to ICANN’s

UDRP. In 2001 it initiated the Second Internet Domain Name Process proposing
new rights to names, such as extending protection to the names and acronyms
of intergovernmental organsations and to the official long and short names of
countries. Also in 2001 WIPO Joint Recommendation Concerning the Protection
of Marks and Other Industrial Property Rights in Signs on the Internet was
agreed; Substantive Patent Law Treaty.

UN-OHCHR Main governance issue for the Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights
is the protection of human rights of all persons. Applied to the Internet, this
includes particularly rights of freedom of expression and communication. Issues
raised include Internet content control, racist communication over the Internet,
privacy, etc.

UNESCO UNESCO’s mandate of promoting the ‘free flow of ideas by word or image’ and
the ‘maintenance, increasing and spread of knowledge’ directly linked to Internet
governance issues. Policy issues addressed include the Multilingualism and
Universal Access to the Cyberspace,

World Trade | The liberalisation of the telecom services culminating in the 1997 WTO treaty on
Organisation (WTQO) | Basic Telecom Services accelerated development the Internet. E-commerce
treated as other trade and customs duties on digitalised trade in 1998.
UNCITRAL The UN Commission on International Trade Law focused on how to apply early
trade laws based on territoriality to the non-territorial Internet. The Model Law on
Electronic Commerce was adopted in 1998. The issue of Authentication has been
addressed universally through the Model Law on Electronic Signature adopted in
2001

UN-ODC The UN Convention on Organised Crime supported by the UN Office on Drugs
and Crime (ODC) focuses on the need for training in ‘Methods used in combatting
transnational organised crime committed through the use of computers, telecom
networks other forms of modern technology

B. Regional level — practices

50. Before going into the main focus of the report which is mapping the multistakeholder African Internet
Governance space of issues, stakeholders and decision and policy making, it would be helpful to highlight
some of the regional practices with respect to key Internet Governance players including the European
Union, the Council of Europe, the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, the
Association of Southeast Asian Nations, the Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation, etc. It is well recognised
that a significant impact on Internet Governance comes from the work of regional institutions.

The European Union (EU)

51. The European Union acting as an international organisation has been providing guidance on the
organisation and management of the Internet as well as some of the policy issues that it has defined. In



this regard, the EU has made several landmark legislative instruments, including the Electronic
Commerce Directive (2000/31); the Data Protection Directive (95/46/EC); the Copyright Directive
(2001/29); and the “Telecom package”, constituted by the Framework Directive (2002/21/EC), the E-
Privacy Directive (2002/58), the Authorisation Directive (2002/20), the Access Directive (2002/19) and
the Universal Service Directive (2002/22). The evolving digital policy initiatives in the EU, has also taken
further in recent years and in 2017 it took first steps towards a fair and efficient Tax System for the EU
Digital Single Market. It has also made legislative proposals to remove obstacles to the free movement
of non-personal data. A new cyber security package also aims to improve EU cyber resilience and
response. It has also called on online platforms to address illegal content including tackling fake news
online which the Commission has recently launched a public consultation to assess whether new actions
are needed. The EU also follows up on initiatives on illegal content to address ways to tackle online
content promoting terrorism. On the technical aspects, the EU also engaged, among others, in looking at
TLD issues with regard to ‘.eu’ domain name, its General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR) and its
impact on the regional internet registries such as RIPE, etc. and other emerging issues related to robotics
and artificial intelligence.

52. Although all of these are all binding in the European countries, such laws and regulations have in today’s
global environment have effect on the policy and regulation development on these issues in Africa given
the EU-UN funded and AUC-supported programmes such as the Harmonisation of the ICT Policies in
Sub-Saharan Africa (HIPPSA)™.

The Council of Europe (CoE)

53. The CoE has been active since the early days of the WSIS process on Internet Governance issues. The
Council of Europe is recognised for its work on protecting the Internet’'s universality, integrity and
openness. One example is the Council of Europe Declaration on Freedom of Communication on the
Internet adopted by the Committee of Ministers in 2003. The strategy on Internet governance 2012-2015
brought together relevant Council of Europe standards and monitoring, co-operation and capacity building
activities. In this regard, it has linked legally-binding treaties, such as the Convention on Cybercrime (ETS
No. 185) (the “Budapest Convention”), and led to the Guide to human rights for Internet users. Building
on its mission in focusing issues of human rights, democratic systems and the rule of law, Internet
governance has become at the centre of the Council of Europe’s functions. To this end, the Internet
Governance Council of Europe Strategy 2016 -2019 broadly defines its objectives around three strategic
objectives of building democracy online, ensuring online safety and security for all, and respecting and
protecting the human rights of everyone in the digital world"’.

The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD)

54. The work of the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development on internet governance is
rooted in the mission of OECD to promote policies that will improve the economic and social well-being
of people around the world. The organisation has developed key indicators on information and

®The HIPPSA project is now completed and the following documents have been produced under this initiative: (a) SADC policy
guidelines on convergence; (b) a revised TCM protocol; (c) SADC Telecommunications Model Bill; and (d) SADC Guidelines on
Universal Access and Service (UA/ S) and Toolkit of Best Practices using UA/S Funds (ITU, 2011).

17 Council of Europe (2016). Internet Governance — Council of Europe Strategy 2016-2019. https://rm.coe.int/16806aafa9
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55.

56.

communication technologies, which are updated annually, to provide a knowledge-base for digital
governance policies.

The OECD'’s work on Internet governance spans across several themes, including information economy,
information security and privacy, broadband and telecom and public-sector innovation and e-government.
OECD'’s long-standing work aims to help governments develop policies to make the digital transformation
work for the benefit of all. For example, the OECD’s Privacy Principles are part of the OECD Guidelines
on the Protection of Privacy and Trans border Flows of Personal Data, which was developed in the late
1970s and adopted in 1980.

One of the achievements around a long standing debate with regard to tax challenges arising from
digitalisation is that, more than 110 countries and jurisdictions have now agreed to review two key
concepts of the international tax systems in which the members of the OECD/G20 Inclusive Framework
on Base Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS) will work towards a consensus-based solution by 2020.

The Association of Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN)

57.

Having been concerned with the content regulation issues posed by the WWW, Asian governments since
1996 have been debating on the impact of content on their citizens over which their national governments
had little control which led to the elaboration of ‘e-ASEAN Framework Agreement’ in 2000. Member States
agreed to facilitate development of information infrastructure, facilitate the growth of e-commerce,
liberalize trade in ICT-related products and services, reduce the digital divide, increase ICT literacy, and
promote the use of ICT applications in the delivery of government services.

The Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC)

58.

APEC leaders formally recognised in 2014 the role of the Internet economy in promoting innovative
development and increasing economic participation by endorsing the APEC Initiative of Cooperation to
Promote Internet Economy. To this end, its Telecom and Information Working Group (TEL) has also
drafted a cybersecurity strategy for its member states. One example that shows how the regional policy
making is influenced by the global policy- and decision making is the fact that the APEC Privacy
Framework released by its Electronic Commerce Steering Group (ECSG) in 2004, was informed by the
leading intergovernmental document as a set of guidelines issued by OECD in 1980. This APEC Privacy
Framework endorsed in 2005 was designed to promote a flexible approach to information privacy
protection across APEC member economies, while avoiding the creation of unnecessary barriers to
information flow. Regional cooperation in this type of issues are important in that there has also been
multilateral, multi-stakeholder frameworks for regional and international cooperation on spam, an
example in point is the APEC Anti-spam strategy?8.

The African Internet Governance Space

59.

The role of information and communication technologies (ICTs) in transforming socio-economic outcomes
and the digital divide in developing countries have been a key development agenda at major international
fora since the early 2000. How best developing countries’ effective participation in the global ICT policy
be broadened has been a key question. At international level, the key ICT governance policies and
decisions are being made at various global and international fora, meetings and in global institution that

®bid 14



directly or indirectly have implications on the development, deployment and the exploitation of ICTs in
several developing countries including those in Africa. However, the continent has also a humber of
regional organisations that are entrusted with competencies in area affecting Internet governance. While
it is important to see the kind of work that these organisation do relevant to Internet governance, most of
them to a large extent their agenda is shaped by international institutions through both specific aid
programmes and technical assistance. Two key organisations at the regional level, African Union and
United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA), and five Regional Economic Communities
(RECs) have been functioning as a bridge between international organisations and the regional
communities.

Regional Organisations

The African Union (AU)

60.

61.

62.

63.

At the regional level, the African Union (AU) has been leading the process in consolidating the ICT and
digital agenda for the continent including harmonisation of ICT policy and regulatory frameworks. In this
regard and as a direct outcome of the Second African Regional Preparatory Conference for the WSIS,
held in Accra, Ghana in February 2005, the African Regional Action Plan on the Knowledge Economy
(ARAPKE) was developed. It was based on the ‘Accra Commitments for Tunis 2005’, and defined both
the African Information Society Initiative (AISI) and the New Partnership for Africa’s Development
(NEPAD), under the leadership of the African Union. In May 2008, the Reference Framework for
Harmonisation of Telecommunication and ICT policies and regulations in Africa was adopted and
endorsed by the Heads of State Summit in July of the same year and is implemented through the ITU/EU
HIPSSA project.

Having been entrusted by its member States to carry out the process of applying to the ICANN for the
dotAfrica new generic Top-Level Domain (gTLD), the African Union made a stand calling for an open
process to set up the dotAfrica geographic TLD name. Consequently, in 2009, under the Oliver Tambo
Declaration the Extraordinary Session of the African Union Conference of Ministers in charge of
Communications and Information Technologies (CITMC) adopted a resolution to establish dotAfrica as a
continental Top-Level Domain name. While 43 African governments have issued letters of support to the
ICANN and to its Government Advisor Committee (GAC) in support of the AU process for the
management of the DotAfrica, the row with the DotConnectAfrica application for the same continued until
ICANN46 in Beijing in February 2013 in which GAC issued unanimous advice for ICANN board to drop
the DCA'’s application for dotAfrica®®.

Although after three years of its adoption by the Heads of State under the Malabo convention the ‘African
Union Convention on Cybersecurity and Personal Data Protection has been signed by 9 countries and
ratified only by two, this has shown the very low rate of Cybersecurity policy, cyber strategy and legislation
adopted in the continent. It makes Cybersecurity a very challenging issue especially with regard to
cybercrime and personal data protection.

Furthermore with the Programme for Infrastructure and Development in Africa (PIDA) that was designed
to close the infrastructure gap in Africa, the ICT component of PIDA has been making progress particularly
with the implementation of the African Internet Exchange System — Axis Project. Other infrastructure
initiatives include the expansion of fibre optic landing (for example, the Trans Sahara Optical Fiber
Backbone, Central Africa Backbone), the establishment of national CERTSs in countries where they don’t
have one.

BKatiti, E. (2013). Update on AU dotAfrica (.africa) Project. Presentation to African School on Internet Governance (AfriSIG).



64. The African Internet Governance Forum (AfIGF) launched in 2011 and held its inaugural meeting in Cairo

65.

in September 2012. The 2", 3, 4™ 50 6" and 7" AfIGF were held in Nairobi, Abuja, Addis Ababa,
Durban, Cairo and Khartoum respectively from 2013 to 2018. The African Union taking over from UNECA
since 2015 as a Secretariat of the African IGF has been coordinating the annual IGFs and supporting the
regional and national IGFs. Regional and sub-regional IGFs are the building blocks of the African IGF.
Currently all the 5 AU geographical regions have IGFs but not all member states have national IGFs.

Some of the flagship initiatives of the African Union Commission have significant contribution to the
continent’s digital agenda supported by development partners including the European Union. Among
others, the following are among the key flagship initiatives of the AUC related to the continent’s digital
agenda.

Programme for Infrastructure Development in Africa (PIDA)

66.

67.

The Programme for Infrastructure Development in Africa (PIDA) was approved as the strategic framework
for regional and continental infrastructure development by the AU Assembly (Assembly/AU/Decl.2 (XVIII))
during its 18th ordinary session held in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, from 29th — 30th January 2012. As a
continental initiative, PIDA provides a common framework for African stakeholders to build the
infrastructure necessary to integrate the continent physically, economically and socially, offering
opportunities to boost intra-African trade, create new jobs for Africa’s growing population and improving
overall socio-economic development on the continent. The PIDA Priority Action Plan (PIDA- PAP)
portfolio of projects prioritized for implementation from 2012 to 2020 comprises more than 400 projects
in 51 cross-border programmes, covering the four sectors that include transport (235 projects), energy
(54 projects), ICT (113 projects) and trans-boundary water resources management (9 projects). The
capital cost of delivering the PIDA-PAP is estimated at US$ 68 billion or US$ 7.5 billionannually?*.

Comprising of four major project areas including energy, transport, trans-boundary water and ICTs, the
information communication and technologies (ICT) programme aims to establish an enabling environment
for completing the land fibre-optic infrastructure and installing internet exchange points in countries which
do not have them. It will connect each country to two different submarine cables to take advantage of the
expanded capacity??. Among others, one of the flagship projects in the ICT component of PIDA is the
AXIS project.

The African Internet Exchange System (AXIS) project

68.

69.

Under the PIDA programme, the aim of AXIS project is to support the establishment of Internet Exchange
points at Member State level and Regional Internet Exchange Points and Carriers.

The project has the following three activities:

e Upgrade of IXP infrastructure to have the capacity to carry regional traffic

e Enhance technical capacity of staff through training and study visits to IXPs with large scale
operations to equip them with the skills to become, and run a large scale IXP

e Promotion of the IXP as a Regional IXP

Policy and Regulatory Initiative for Digital Africa (PRIDA) project

70.

The recent major flagship project is the PRIDA project which is an EU/AU collaboration project. The
overall objective of the "Policy and Regulation Initiative for Digital Africa (PRIDA)” is to foster universally

“UPRIDA Manual for the Development of National and Regional IGFs in Africa. July 2019.
2L file:///D:/PRIDA/AUdocs/36062-cn-draft concept note -program pida week 2018 081018.pdf

22 fjle:///D:/PRIDA/AUdocs/PIDA%20Executive%20Summary%20-%20English_re.pdf



file:///D:/PRIDA/AUdocs/36062-cn-draft_concept_note_-program_pida_week_2018_081018.pdf

accessible, affordable and effective wireless broadband-across the continent to unlock possible future
benefits of Internet based services.

71. The specific objectives are a) to facilitate efficient and harmonised spectrum utilisation, b) to harmonise
measurable ICT/Telecommunications policy, legal and regulatory frameworks and c) to strengthen the
ability of African decision makers to actively participate in the global internet governance debate.

72. PRIDA is based on three outputs:

¢ Output 1: Efficient and harmonised spectrum utilisation,

e Output 2: Harmonisation of measurable ICT/Telecommunications policy, legal and regulatory frameworks,

¢ Output 3: African decision makers' active participation in the global internet governance debate.

The United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA)

73. Spearheading African digital agenda in the early days, the United Nations Economic Commission for

Africa (UNECA) had been instrumental in developing and supporting the implementation of the African
Information Society Initiative (AISI) launched in 1996. A ten year review of UNECA execution of the
initiative confirmed its success, as evidenced by the existence in three quarters of UNECA’s Member
States of national e-strategies complementing their development efforts. The vision of AISI to realise a
sustainable information society in Africa by 2010, where “every man and woman, school child, village,
government office and business can access information knowledge resources through computers and
telecommunications” seems to have been met half way only; the technology has evaluated and the
population relies mostly on access through mobile phones. Post-2015, UNECA has been mainly active
in following up and monitoring the implementation of the World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS)
action lines in Africa as one of the facilitators of implementation. Since the designation of the United
Nations African Institute for Economic Development and Planning (IDEP) as the Training Arm of UNECA,
face to face and online courses on the Information Society have been decentralized at the IDEP
Headquarters in Dakar, Senegal®®. Moreover, IDEP has put in place an online academy on Information
and Communication Technology for Development related issues where online courses are developed,
delivered and coordinated by staff based either in Dakar or at the UNECA headquarters in Addis Ababa
and also by consultants in African member States.

The Regional Economic Communities (RECs)
74. At the sub-regional level, the Regional Economic Communities (RECs) have been active in leading sub-

regional e-strategies and harmonising the policy, legal and regulatory frameworks. In this context, the
following table summarises the digital strategies that the RECs have put in place and the various policy
and legal/regulatory initiatives they have undertaken.

Table 4: Regional Economic Communities Digital Agenda and policy instruments

+ Regional Indicative Strategic Development
Plan (RISDP) [Revised 2015].

REC Digital strategies Policies, laws and legal /
regulatory frameworks adopted
SADC Instruments, namely: +  SADC Model Bills on
+ SADC Protocol on Transport, Cyber Security.
Communications and Meteorology (TCM)
[August 1996].
*+ SADC Heads of States Declaration on ICT
[August 2001].

Zwww.unidep.org
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* e-SADC Strategy Framework [May 2010].

*  SADC Regional Infrastructure Development
Master Plan (RIDMP) [August 2012]. Digital
SADC 2027.

+ SADC e-Commerce Strategy and Action
Plan [November 2012].

+  Tripartite Arrangement — COMESA, EAC

and SADC.
EAC Regional Framework for Harmonisation of National | Framework  for  Cyberlaws
ICT Policies 2004; awaiting approval.

Regional e-Government Framework adopted by the
Council of Ministers in November 2006

ECOWAS ECOWAS 2010 (e-legislation and cybersecurity) adopted a Directive on Fighting
Cybercrime (2009)

on 16 February 2010 adopted
the Supplementary Act on
Personal Data Protection
COMESA adopted an ICT policy in 2003 In addition to the ICT policy, the
regional ICT policy and
regulatory frameworks is made
up of policy guidelines on
universal service and access
(2004), regulatory guidelines on
interconnection  (2004) and
regulatory guidelines on
universal service (2004)
CEMAC/ECCAS | Draft regional ICT development policy in 2009 in December 2008, the regional
organisation adopted a
regulation on the Harmonisation
of Regulations on Electronic
Communications of CEMAC
Member States

The Regional Internet Organisations and the National and Regional Internet Governance Forums

The Regional Internet Organisations

75. Unprecedented private initiatives have played important role in the growth of the African Internet
governance. In this regard we can underline the formation of the African Internet Group (AIG) in 1995
during the 5" annual conference of the Internet Society (INET) in Hawaii. The AIG organised a conference
focused on the theme ‘Internet governance in Africa’ suggesting the establishment of key institutions that
can support Internet growth in the continent. These institutions, known as ‘Af*’ (AfStars), complement
each other in Internet governance by focusing on different areas of specialisation as shown in the table
below.

Table 5: African organisations with roles in critical Internet resources and services

The ‘Af* Roles in IG
organisations

AfriNIC Established in 2005 for the management of addresses, providing training
and managing Internet resources and transitioning to the IPv6 Protocol
AFNOG Africa Network Operators Group (AfNOG) is a forum for the exchange of

information to address technical challenges in setting up, building and
running IP networks on the African continent. It aims to promote discussion
of implementation issues that require community cooperation through
coordination and cooperation among network service providers, to ensure
the stability of service to end users.

AfTLD The African Top-Level Domain Name Organisation (AfTLD) was established
in 2002, to act as a focal point for African Country Code Top Level Domain




(ccTLD) managers in coordinating, formulating, developing and presenting
a unified approach to issues related to the domain name system.

AfPIF The African Peering and Interconnection Forum (AfPIF) is an annual event

organised by ISOC and held since 2010 to address the key interconnection,
peering and traffic exchange opportunities and challenges on the continent
and provide participants with global and regional insights for maximising
opportunities that will help grow Internet infrastructure and services in Africa.

AfriCERT The African forum of computer incident response teams (AfriCERT)

cooperatively handles computer security incidents and promotes incident
prevention programmes.

AfrISPA The African Association of Internet Service Providers (AfrISPA) was set up

in 2001, with the aims to provide industry perspective on policy formulation
and regulation as this relates to the Internet industry and to act as an
interface with governmental bodies and the public.

The National and Regional Internet Governance Forums

The African Internet Governance Forum (AfIGF)

76.

77.

78.

79.

The Internet Governance space in Africa has been very active during the WSIS process with regional
meetings held from 2002 to 2005 in Bamako, Accra, Addis Ababa, Cairo, Johannesburg, Douala and
Tunis. Moreover, within the IGF global initiative, Africa has hosted IGF in Egypt (2009) and in Kenya
(2011).

The AfIGF was formally launched in Nairobi, during the global Internet Governance Forum in 2011 and
approved by the Council of African Ministers in charge of ICTs met in Khartoum, Sudan in September
2012. It aims to be a platform for an inclusive multilateral, multi-stakeholder and multilingual discussion
on issues pertinent to the Internet in Africa in general and Internet Governance issues in particular; it also
aims to provide support and promote the consolidation of the on-going sub-regional and national
initiatives.

Initially hosted by the UNECA between 2011 and 2014, it is now hosted by African Union under a
Communiqué between the AUC and UNECA dated 3 September 2014. The AfIGF follows the same
general principles of the IGF (openness, multistakeholderism, language diversity, remote participation
and transparency). Its Terms of Reference were discussed and adopted by the AfIGF participants in
Cairo, Egypt in October 2012. Some of the AfIGF key objectives are to support and promote the
consolidation of the on-going sub-regional initiatives, reach out to continental and global stakeholders
and guide in their engagement in continental, sub-regional and national initiatives.

The AfIGF coordinating mechanism evolved from a Bureau at its inception to a Multistakeholder Advisory
Group (MAG) currently running currently the annual program. The Bureau was composed of the five
convenors of the sub-regional IGFs of East, Central, West, North and Southern Africa or their designates
and three others representatives from each sub-region. The Bureau was chaired by the host country of
the last AfIGF. Starting from 2019, AfIGF annual meeting is coordinated through a 17 member MAG,
representing all stakeholder groups?.

Table 6: African Sub-regional IGFs

Sub-Regional IGFs Coverage and purpose

South  African Internet | Convened and facilitated by the South African Development

Governance Forum | Community (SADC) and supported by SANGONET, NEPAD,

(SAIGF) APC and other stakeholders. Currently 9 out of 15 SADC
member States have established National IGFs. Its main

Z2PRIDA Manual for the Development of National and Regional IGFs in Africa. July 2019.



objective is to increase awareness and build capacity on Internet
Governance issues in the SADC Region so as to ensure
informed dialogue on policy and related matters between all
stakeholders, ensure the views of the SADC Region are
represented in the African IGF (AfIGF) and Global IGF

West  African Internet | The WAIGF was established in Accra, Ghana in 2008. Its main
Governance Forum | objective is to contribute towards educating and informing the
(WAIGF) stakeholders within the internet ecosystem on Internet

Governance. Most its 15 member countries have established
national IGF

Central African IGF (CA- | CAIGF was established in 2009, Its main objective was to
IGF) review the pressing issues related to Internet governance

and promote the Internet as an engine for development

North African IGF NAIGF was established in Hammamet, Tunisia in

September 2012. Its main objective is to enhance users
awareness and capacities in the area of Internet
governance to ensure good preparation for stakeholders to
contribute, hence ensuring that North African concerns are
taken into account in the work of the Internet Governance
Forum at the African level and internationally

East African IGF | EAIGF was established in 2008 in Kenya. Its main
(EAIGF) objective is to create a Community of Practice that will build

a sustaining foundation for meaningful participation of East
African stakeholders in Internet public policy debates at the
national, regional and international level.

National IGFs

80.

81.

82.

The IGF has been one of the leading multi-stakeholder based digital domain globally. Since its foundation
mandated by the WSIS in 2006, IGF constitutes the first global space for ‘multi-stakeholder policy
dialogue’. IGF’s annual conference with a range of preparatory meetings, intersessional activities has
been replicated by a growing number of national and regional offsprings. The main objective of the
National IGFs is to create a unique space where different stakeholders can discuss issues pertaining to
the internet, reflecting the need of their respective communities. In this regards, it facilitates exchange of
experiences and ideas between stakeholders from the same country and contributes to a better
engagement of the mapped communities amongst themselves and also with the entire IGF community
worldwide.

With similar objectives, the national IGFs have been organized in more or less uniform structure and
principles, facilitated the deliberation of IGF issues to channel national issues in the context of sub-
regional and regional perspectives within the global framework. The following table provides the list of
existing national IGFs, their respective missions/purposes, the date of their establishment and when the
last event they have held or one that they have planned for the near future to show how active these
national platforms are.

National IGFs are organized by a multistakeholder organizing teams from different parts of the society in
the respective countries. Currently there are 27 operational National Internet Governance Forums in
Africa, and many more in the formation process, with several emerging every year. These national IGFs
were established and became operational at different times since 2006 and the table below show the
evolving national IGF in the continent.

Table 7: The Evolving National IGFs in Africa

National IGFs established in

2006 2009 2010 2011 | 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 | 2017 2018 2019
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83. Almost all the above IGFs have held their annual event during 2018 which shows that less than half of
the African countries have active and operational national IGF. While the multi-stakeholder approach at
the global level seem to make the Internet governance issues global in nature, the impact on the ground
whether that is positively or negatively felt would be reflected at the national and local level more
specifically at the individual Internet user level. Therefore, the national IGF platform and the issues that
are being raised and addressed would take the governance issue closer to the real governance space.
As we map the issues, stakeholders and decision-making fora in the next section, we look at the interplay
between national, regional and global IG issues, the key stakeholder roles and the policy- and decision-

making structures more clearly.

Figure 2: Map of African Countries with National IGF

Mapping of issues, stakeholders and the decision making ecosystem in the Internet

I Countries with national IGF as of July 2019

Governance space in Africa




84. The nature of the Internet doesn’t respect geopolitical boundaries in that it poses a serious challenge to

85.

86.

87.

those who would seek to regulate it. Unlike other technologies that are of the predecessors of the Internet
such as for example, the public switched telephone network (PSTN), the regulation of the Internet is quite
different. While the PSTN has both a logically, and also a physically, hierarchical design in which calls
are routed between parties using centralised signalling intelligence, the Internet in contrast operates on
top of the telephone networks (but also other networks), and their geography is dynamic and
unpredictable. However, there is need for some form of governance of the Internet, even in the context
of self-governance, in order to manage those public policy issues that are left unaddressed by, or even
run counter to, the constraints of the Internet’s architecture.

In this context, as it is well acknowledged among the IGF community and in several studies, the question
is not whether the Internet can or should be regulated, but whether and to what extent individual problem
areas within particular cyber spaces can or should be addressed via regulation. The purpose of the
Internet Governance Forum as stated in the Tunis Agenda is also to address such issues as stated?:

“We further recognise that there are many cross-cutting international public policy issues that require
attention and are not adequately addressed by the current mechanisms.”

The Tunis Agenda doesn'’t only refer when it describes the IGF as a forum for the ‘development of public
policy’, it is also intended that the IGF’s output will have some practical impact on Internet governance.
Therefore it implies that governance has a broader meaning than what governments accomplish through
legislative, executive and judicial actions. In this context, the term governance with its closer synonym
‘management’ as noted in the literature of public administration?®, one can identify three mechanisms by
which governance can be exercised: hierarchies, markets and networks. While hierarchies as a form of
governance includes the use of laws and bureaucratic regulation to control behaviour, markets are a
mechanism of governance in that the behaviour of consumers can be regulated by the basic economic
laws of supply and demand. Networks on the other hand refer to a more complex hybrid form of
governance which involves partnerships of trust between governments, the private sector and the
community and collaborative decision-making. It is suggested that governance by network is epitomised
by the emergent forms of governance found on the Internet?’.

For this study, therefore, the template for the Internet Governance Forum in the Tunis Agenda embodies
well that concept of governance by network. The IGF is a policy network with the aim of convening
annually to discuss the opportunities and challenges of global governance of the Internet. As its mandate,
the IGF has the objective of providing an open, inclusive environment for policy discussions and debate
regarding the global governance of the Internet. While it may not resolve conflicts, but it provides the data
and tools for others to deploy for conflict resolution. Operating in an open and inclusive manner, the IGF
gathers stakeholder groups from every sector and every part of the world including governments, private
sector, civil society, international actors, academia and the technical community, and the users atlarge.

88. As an entity not involved in rule-making, IGF exerts significant influence on Internet-related policy

development, enabling members to share best practices with respect to governance, discuss

- Biegel, Stuart (2001). Beyond Our Control? Confronting the Limits of Our Legal System in the Age of Cyberspace Cambridge,
MA: MIT Press.

26 Rhodes, A W (1996). The New Governance: Governing Without Government, Political Studies
27Pal, Leslie A. Virtual Policy Networks: The Internet as a Model of Contemporary Governance? 'URL:
http://www.isoc.org/inet97/proceedings/G7/G7_1.HTM"
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controversial issues such as Internet privacy, IPR, and expanding the availability and affordability
of the Internet in developing countries.

89. To this end, our approach to mapping the issues, stakeholders and decision-making fora of the IG space
uses the analysis of the governance networks method in which the issues around networks of actors?®
and the governance structures in addressing such issues in the decision-making fora would be explored.
This would enable us identify the key issues and the key actors and their respective roles around those
issues in order to assess the governance structures in the policy- and decision-making process. To this
effect, the following mapping depicts the issues that have been addressed in the last thirteen years during
the annual IGFs and the respective regional events.

90. In the last seven years, the African Internet Governance Forum (AfIGF) has been holding an annual
regional IG forum in line within the context of the thematic issues selected for the year by the global IGF
together with pertinent continental issues identified along the global thematic areas for the continent
discuss and come up with a common position to voice |G and digital policy issues at the global Internet
Governance debate. In this regard several issues have been addressed as shown in the figure below.

ZMakane Faye. A Robust Methodology for Developing Sectoral E-strategies. PhD Thesis, 2018.



Figure 3: Issues addressed at the annual African IGF event between 2012 and 2018
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91. In the first three years, the issues were around key thematic areas of access, security, openness, and
diversity where along the IGF journey particularly those dynamic thematic areas such as security and the
critical internet resources have evolved due to the introduction of the social media and its associated
technical, legal and policy implications.



Figure 4: Mapping of issues addressed during the first three years of the Internet Governance

Forum
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92. The growth of social media opened up Internet Governance Issues such as Privacy, Data protection.
Hence, it was evident that the introduction of ‘emerging issues’ as a thematic area in the upcoming
international 1G space was timely. Furthermore, with the Arab Spring in 2011, issues related to freedom
of expression, human rights online accelerated. The years that follow brought issues of IPR, online
privacy, data protection, surveillance top in the IG space in which some international events including the
Snowden case brought new IG issues onto the IG debate. Moreover, as shown in the mapping in the
figure, the new international development agenda including those on sustainable development and the
growing importance of digital economy with the IG alternative approaches proposed i.e. NETmundial
initiative, brought more issues and new stakeholder focus in the IG space such as the academic

community, which has given increasing attention to IG issues.



Figure 5: New issues evolved with new international events after 2011

_~ = s
(DDigital econol \/l’
7~ Py .‘

(OfNames an dinambers ‘\O Mulhstakeholder cooperation

- ! O Transnatlonal consumer protection
&) Standardlsaton 53
C),Securu / ."“ Qntellecmal pfoperty Infrastructure
/

nternational mterconnectlon
(2) Enabling environment

merging issues () Youth and gender '*--\\

o

Big data Piracy'{®) copyright

3 loud compuﬁ"'g—' Surveilance
\ \ Open Internet

Crowdsourcing 1G_) Internet blocking
Fake news \o Web payment systems

() Net neutrality
Internet of Things (IoT)

93. While for developing countries the early days IGF issues are still key on the agenda with digital divide,
access and affordability not resolved, the emergence of new technologies in the cyberspace brought new
issues on the agenda i.e. big data, artificial intelligence, the digital economy and the associated impacts
and their implications on policy, legal and regulatory requirements at national, regional and international
level. This has intensified increased attention by stakeholders and the IG debate has become more
intense with existing and emerging actors and coalition of actors making significant contributions to the
IG space as depicted in the figure 3 below that bring all issues across seven thematic areas and over 50

issues.



Figure 6: Issues addressed during the last 13 years IGF (seven themes, over 50 issues)
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94. Several actors and stakeholders around key issues and decision-making fora were involved in both the
main international IGF as well as at regional and pre/during side events that led to some of the
international debate in the main fora. Some of the issues and the stakeholders around them are depicted
in the following figure.



Figure 7: Mapping of issues and stakeholders around decision making fora

IGF

UN-HCHR
IETF UNESCO
soc _Human Rights
Cont I.“ 1t APC
w3c EU-CoE - -
o e
mu
National and Regional IGFs (NRis)
oy ASEAN PR
Mityork slis seosiy. Copyrights WIPO
| Sybércime / ybier-farorkm | yN-0ODC i e
Spam A APEC L
10 Authentication & Identity —
ICT Ministries
Interpol OECD
Critical Internet Resources __ UNCITRAL [eEesomicreations Telecom regulators
ccTLDs management - Jaciion
IXPs Lﬂﬁ_ﬂl‘_—
| Competitionpolicy | Content providers
ISPs & ISPAs

95. Further analysis of the various policy networks around some of the issues and their associated
governance structure in influencing some of the international policy and decision making in the IG space
is done in the next paragraphs following consultation with key stakeholders in June 2019.

Findings of the Consultations of African Stakeholders

The Process

96. The mapping exercise was undertaken in conjunction with a consultation among African Internet
Governance stakeholders both through a questionnaire-administered survey and a webinar via Zoom.
The questionnaire-administered survey, which is in annex 1, was undertaken for 14 days between 6 and
19 June 2019 in both English and French to individuals from all stakeholder groups. During which, 46

completed responses were received as follows:

e Government: 17
o Civil Society: 19
e Private Sector: 6
e Technical Community: 4

97.The following 29 countries have participated in the questionnaire-administered survey:

e Benin

e Burundi

e Cameroon

e Central African Republic




e Chad

e Comoros

e Congo (Republic of)

o Democratic Republic of Congo (DRC)

o Egypt

e Ethiopia

e Ghana

e Guinea

e Guinea Bissau
e Kenya

e Libya

e Mali

e Mauritius

e Mauritania
e Mozambique

o Niger

e Nigeria

e Senegal

e Somalia

e South Sudan
e Togo

e Tunisia

¢ Uganda

e Zambia

e Zimbabwe

98. The scope of the stakeholders in terms of their geographic coverage is diverse and categorized as follows
although most have wider scope at all levels:

e Locallevel: 21
e National: 37

¢ Regional: 23

e Continental: 22
e International: 15

99. The webinar was held in English and French on 24 June from 12pm to 2pm UTC. It was attended by 23
participants from the following stakeholder groups:

e (Government: 9

e Civil Society: 8

e Private Sector: 4

e Technical Community: 1
e Academia: 1

100. Some of them have more than one stakeholder background such as CSO and private sector
affiliations. The list of questions is attached in annex 2. In the following section, an analysis of the
responses based on the category of issues addressed will be presented.



An Analysis of stakeholder consultation survey
101. The following presents the survey results:

Mandate of stakeholders in relation to 1G
102. The respondents cover a wide range of activities with regard to their function in the areas of Internet
Governance. Among others, they are involved in one or more of the following areas:

¢ Multistakeholder platform for dialogue on the current and future challenges of Internet Governance

¢ Defending the rights of the various stakeholders to participate and address their views

e Engaging in policy advocacy and promoting ICT policies

¢ Improving digital literacy by promoting the use of ICTs

o Fostering harmonised policies, ICT legal and regulatory frameworks at sub-regional and continental
levels

o Elaboration, implementation, evaluation of government policy in relation to ICT in general and IG in
particular

e Creating awareness at the local level on promoting ICTs for development

e Advocacy on the liberalisation of the Internet for ensuring the right of individuals on accessing and
using the Internet — African internet rights

e Cyber security and digital economy issues

e Extending Internet access and network coverage including access to broadband

¢ Organising at least once a year national IGFs and/or sub-regional events

¢ Managing top level domain hame ccTLD

¢ Promoting inclusive information society through capacity building on various key and emerging
issues, research, information sharing and coordinating with national, regional, continental and
international organisations

Regional priority issues and stakeholders focus

103. The respondents have also identified the priority issues that they are interested in and focus on as
well as the priorities at regional level in order of priority from among the key issues that have been
addressed both at local, national, regional and continental level. In this regard the following figures show
the key priority areas of focus of the stakeholders and the priorities in order of importance to the continent.

Figure 8: Stakeholders priority issues / focus
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104. As indicated in the above figure, most stakeholders focus on internet for development (37)
and cybersecurity (37) issues followed by protection of human rights (33), access (32) and
internet content (32) and then surveillance/privacy (26), IP Address DNS ANS Policy (24) and
Internet neutrality (24) and lastly IP protection (22) as key priority areas that they are interested
in addressing at national, regional and continental level. However, stakeholders were asked to
put these issues in terms of priority order of importance for the continent to address. In this
regard, the following figure show priority issues in terms of the order of importance for the
continent to address.

Figure 9: Issues in order of importance for the continent
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105. As highlighted above, respondents have identified the priority IG issues of the continent in
order importance, namely, access (24), internet for development (13), Internet content (13),
cyber-security (11), IP protection (8), protection of human rights (7), Surveillance/privacy (6), IP
Address DNS ANS policy (6), and Internet neutrality.

Motivation of stakeholders in participating in the I1G space in Africa

106. Most of the respondents (43) of the survey responded that the main reason their active
participation in the IG space is to actively lead and influence the digital policy agenda in the
continent followed by making digital policy trends available to a wider audience (36) and defining
relevant questions and gaps (32) which are both good signs of commitment of stakeholders for
promoting the African IG space to a higher level.



Table 8: Stakeholder motivation in participating IG space

The reason for participation in the Internet Governance Number of
debate respondents
To stay informed about current digital policy initiatives in the | 30

continent

To obtain up to date information for concrete decision-making | 29

in my area of competency

To participate in actively leading and influence digital policy 43

agenda in the continent

To define relevant questions and gaps 32

To make digital policy trends available to a wider audience 36

107. This wider selection of stakeholder involvement in various areas show a comprehensive picture of
diverse and multistakeholder engagement in Internet Governance ranging from leading and influencing
policy agenda to disseminating of policy trends to wider audiences and actively engaging in defining

relevant questions and gaps.

Engagement in policy formulation and implementation

108. Stakeholders have also confirmed the wide range of engagement in digital policy development and
implementation. Most are engaged in the formulation and agenda setting of digital policy initiatives (34)
and in the development of policy frameworks (33) while several other stakeholders have also indicated
their engagement ranges from implementing policy alternatives (27) to promoting and initiating policy
agenda (26) and capturing impact through monitoring and evaluation (24) of digital policies on the

continent as shown in the table below.

Table 9: Stages of stakeholders’ participation in digital policy initiatives

Stages of policy initiatives Number of
respondents engaged
in

Promotion and initiation of policy agenda 26

Formulation and agenda setting of digital policy initiatives | 34

Development of policy frameworks 33

Implementation of policy alternatives 27

Monitoring and evaluation 24

How best stakeholders prefer to be engaged in IG space

109. Stakeholders engage in the IG debate in various ways ranging from participating in annual events to
specific workshops and engaging in partnership on joint initiatives. Accordingly, most engaged through
attending regular workshops (38) and participating in joint project initiatives (38), followed by those
through attending annual meetings (37) and still others take initiatives in engaging through personal
dialogues with coordinators at national, regional and continental level (27) as shown in the table below.

Table 10: Preference of stakeholder in engaging in the IG debate

Methods of engagement of stakeholders

Number
respondents

of




Regular updates about IGF and digital policies (e.g. through mailing | 23
lists, e-newsletter, etc.)

Participating in annual meetings 37
Regular workshops 38
Digital tools, guide, shared documents and folders, etc. 21
Personal dialogues with national, regional and continental IGF 27
initiative coordinators

Participating in joint project initiatives 38

110. Given the significant number of respondents using digital tools, guides, etc. it would be helpful
to strengthening the availability of usable manuals, guides and other tools that would enable in
less costly manner to engage a wide range of stakeholders.

Challenges stakeholders face in being engaged in promoting IGF

111. There is a great interest in significant number of stakeholders engaging in promoting the
Internet Governance Forum. However, there are a number of challenges that they face in doing
so, among others include, financial limitations, technical capacity, and organisational restrictions
as shown in the figure below:

Figure 10: Challenges of stakeholders in promoting IGF and digital policy initiatives
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112. As shown in the figure above, the key challenges that stakeholders face in promoting IGF and digital
policy initiatives in Africa are financial (43), technical (26) and organisational (17) which by strengthening
national and regional IGFs can be addressed.

Platforms most effective in discussing policy issues and initiatives

113. Stakeholders engage in different platforms to discuss policy issues and initiatives from national to
regional, continental and international level despite differences in the depth and level of participation and
engagement in these platforms. Accordingly, most respondents indicated the continental platform (African
IGF) (39) as the most effective platform in discussing policy issues and initiatives with regard to Internet
policy and digital policies in general in Africa followed by the national IGF (29), then the WSIS (28) and
the sub-regional IGF (26) platforms as shown in the figure below. Accordingly political, technical and
financial support to the African IGF need to be stepped up.



Figure 11: Most effective platform for discussing policy issues and initiatives with regard to Internet
and other digital policies
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114. Given the comprehensive participation and engagement at all level at the WSIS, this platform remains
strongly useful platform compared to that of the sub-regional IGF platforms that need to clearly define
roles and strengthen their relevance in leveraging efforts both at national, continental and global level.

Most effective platforms and actor (stakeholder) for specific policy agenda

115. While some platforms are more relevant for many of the policy issues, others provide a more effective
platform for specific policy agenda. In this regard, for example respondents’ responses reveal that internet
for development issues are most effectively addressed at continental IGF (27) followed by national (25)
and sub-regional IGF (25) and then at global IGF (23) and WSIS (18) as shown in the figure below.

Figure 12: Most effective platforms for specific policy issues
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116. This helps in effectively focusing priorities at the relevant level and effectively using resources to
achieve the intended objective. At organisational stakeholder level, responses from the survey also show
which stakeholder actor or platform is most effective in addressing specific policy issues as shown in the
figure below:

Figure 13: Organisations or platform that most effectively address the specific policy or technical
issue
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117. In this regard, for example the responses from stakeholder consulted show that the African Union
most effectively addresses policies on Internet issues (24), cybersecurity (23) and making
decisions/reaching agreements on IG (23) and Internet for development policies (21).

Factors preventing stakeholders from effectively contributing to or leading African digital policy making

initiatives

118. Further to the specific challenges that stakeholders face as indicated in 8.2.4 in terms of financial,
technical, personnel and organisational aspects, there are also other factors that respondents of the
survey have indicated given the overall Internet Governance ecosystem. In this regard, the following are
some of the factors preventing stakeholders from participation in Internet Governance discussions:

¢ The interest of the actors and the insufficiency of technical, human and financial means
e Lack of synergy and coordination of all stakeholders

o Lack of awareness of the relevance and key importance of Internet governance by key stakeholders
across the continent, leading to low interest by them

e Low institutional engagement

e Brain drain and the lack of expertise at regional level of the key IG technical, policy and standard
related issues

¢ The minimal or lack of commitment of the private sector

e The lack of serious involvement by governments in internet policy issues which is one factors that
prevents other stakeholders in effectively contributing.

The extent of practice, feasibility and applicability of multistakeholderism
119. One of the issues debated at regional and national level is the extent to which multistakeholderism is
practiced, feasible or applicable in the existing Internet governance and digital policy structures in Africa.



In this regards, responses from the survey questionnaire on this topic provides some answers to this
issues, among others, presented as follows:

e Enabling successful engagement of stakeholders at the local/ national level would help leveraging
best practices at regional and continental level.

o For effective and efficient multistakeholder engagement, ensuring trust and mutual understanding
are important.

e Encouraging governments to promote multistakeholderism practices through appropriate
structures and policy directives to enable multistakeholder participation in policy development and
implementation.

o For effective mulstistakeholder engagement, one has to assess the regulatory impact and the
legitimacy problems that may arise in practice.

e Although governments have a leading role in digital policy making, they have started bringing in
the process other stakeholders in order to promote ICT infrastructure and service development
through participation of the Private Sector, the Technical Community and other stakeholders.

Actions or improvements needed to strengthen Africa’s Internet Governance Space

120. Itis now clear that the African Internet Governance Space has been evolving since the WSIS process
and through participation at the global IGF annual events. However, it is also noted that there has been
challenges and barriers for effective participation of African stakeholders in the global digital policy and
decision making including the Internet Governance debate. To this end, what actions or improvement
should therefore be made in order to enhance and strengthen the Africa’s Internet Governance Space?
The following key points are summarised from the responses of stakeholders on this topic:

e Capacity building of stakeholders should be strengthened both through participation of African
stakeholders at global IG debate, supporting initiatives or projects to enhance the IG space and
supporting the strengthening of existing and establishment of new national and regional IGFs.

e Promoting multilingualism including through the translation of contents into local languages.

e Ensure the full participation and gaining the political will of government leadership at the highest level
including ensuring digital inclusion by improving the quality/price ratio of access.

¢ Integration of critical IG topics into the curriculum at the appropriate level including higher education
to bridge the skills gap.

¢ Enhance and promote involvement of the Private sector in Internet Governance

e Regional organisations, particularly the African Union, should encourage the active participation of
African Governments in IG including promoting initiatives at national level.

Barriers to Africa’s participation in international ICTs and Internet Governance policy- and decision making

processes

121. It is well recognised that key ICT and particularly Internet Governance policies and decisions are
being made at various global and international fora, meetings and in global institutions that directly or
indirectly have implications on the development, deployment and the full utilisation of ICTs in several
developing countries including Africa. Some of the policy decisions made at the global level have impact
on shaping the direction and nature of ICT for development policies and programmes in these countries.
For example the decisions made at the WTO in relation to the liberalisation of the telecommunications
services and at the ITU with standards and international telecommunications regulator policies will
definitely have impact on the direction and shaping of policies in African countries.



122.
activities of the relevant entities responsible for global ICT policies and decision making including those
relevant Internet Governance entities has been very minimal.

123.
summarised in the following four factors:

124,
process and debates in the following figure.

Earlier studies including those in recent years have shown that the participation of Africa in the

The barriers® for the participation of Africa in international policy and decision making fora can be

Technical — the skills, know-how and expertise gap to effectively participate in the relevant global IG
processes, structures, organisations decision/policy making fora. This limits the capacity of
African entities to comprehend, contribute learn/benefit from the deliberations, discussions and
proceedings of the IG forum events’ technical meetings, etc. that impact their full participation in the
global IG governance, policy and decision making.

Informational — the inability of many African countries in accessing the relevant information about IG
organisations, activities, forums and events relevant to African countries and how to get involved, etc.

Financial — the lack of access to financial resources to be able to attend relevant IG and global ICT
policy events.

Institutional — in most cases the very structure, nature and/or the mode of operations of the Internet
Governance organizations, structures and processes may serve as inhibiting factor for African entities
lack of participation in the activities, decision-making process of these IG entities.

Lack of cooperation among African countries in effectively negotiating on Internet Governance related
issues for their mutual benefits is a real bottleneck.

A recent survey*° depicts the factors preventing effective participation of African stakeholders in 1G

Figure 14: Factors preventing effective participation of African IG stakeholders to IG processes and
debates

Internet issues are not important h 5%

IG debates are a waste of time - 8%

Not aware of dates and venues _ 26%

Lack of technical skills - 18%

Gender disinterest - 21%

Lack of financial resources 87%

Source: ResearchlICT Africa survey

TDzidonu, Clement (2003). The Internet Governance Space: Exploring the Core Issues from Africa’s Perspective. Fourth
Meeting of the Committee on Development Information (CODI 1V), Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, 23 — 28 April 2005.

30 ResearchlICT Africa. Mapping Multi-stakeholder participation in Internet governance from an African perspective: Results of a
Survey on African Internet Governance. ResearchlCT Africa win collaboration with NEPAD.



125. In spite of the fact that there is great interest in significant number of stakeholders in engaging in
promoting the Internet Governance Forum at national, regional and continental level, the survey
undertaken for this report indicates continued challenges similar to the earlier findings. In this regard,
there are therefore a number of challenges that stakeholders face in fully participating in the digital policy
and decision making including financial limitations, technical capacity, and organisational restrictions as
shown earlier in figure 8. The initiative in strengthening the national, regional and continental IGFs would
be a timely initiative in addressing these challenges and enhancing the overall African Internet
Governance Space through active participation of African stakeholders at continental and global Internet
Governance debate.

126. More or less, the challenges for Africa’s participation in the global digital policies and decision making
process has been similar in the last over ten years which need to be addressed through more government
involvement, technical capacity building, schemes for making the necessary finance available to meet
the cost of participation and building international coalition and partnership to enable African voices heard
and issues addressed.

Findings and Conclusion

127. This final draft report brings together the mapping of multi-stakeholder structures related to digital
policies and decision-making in Africa which was provided in the interim report and the extensive
consultation undertaken through questionnaire-administered survey and online consultation webinars
which brought together the views and experiences of a large section of stakeholders across Africa
including those who were engaged at the Training of Trainers programme held at the African Union
Commission in May 2019. The next paragraphs will try to bring together some of the key takeaways from
the overall study and the stakeholder consultation.

Findings

Aligning priorities of stakeholders around a common continental agenda

128.  Although stakeholders’ focus varies, they are largely involved in addressing issues identified as being
a priority focus for the continent. It would therefore be useful to align the priority issues around a common
continental priority agenda for Africa in order to direct resources, efforts and stakeholder collaboration
towards achieving the common continental priorities, namely, access, internet for development, internet
content, cyber-security, IP protection, protection of human rights, surveillance and privacy, IP Address
DNS ANS Policy and Internet neutrality in that order. This can be done through making sure that the
African Union Declaration on Internet Governance and Development of Africa’s Digital Economy is
adhered to by all countries, hence leading easily to the adoption of an African Common Position on
Internet Governance, to be updated regularly and used during the various global Internet Governance
related events.

Commitment of stakeholders is the right direction worth enhancing

129. Stakeholders’ reason for their active participation in the Internet Governance space is driven by their
aspiration to actively lead and influence the digital policy agenda on the continent followed by making
digital policy trends available to a wider audience and defining relevant questions and gaps which are all
positive indicators for the commitment of the stakeholders in participating in Africa’s digital policy- and
decision-making and promoting the African IG space. Therefore this diverse and multistakeholder
engagement should be enhanced and supported.

Strengthen the digital policy engagement of stakeholders

130. The fact that most stakeholders are engaged in the formulation and agenda setting of digital policy
initiatives and in the development of policy frameworks are a positive indicator for sufficient stakeholder
engagement in digital policy making in Africa. Significant numbers of other stakeholders have also
indicated their engagement ranging from implementing policy alternatives to promoting and initiating



policy agenda and capturing impact through monitoring and evaluation of digital policies in the continent.
Therefore, this diverse stakeholder engagement should be strengthened towards creating a mechanism
of mobilising and directing stakeholder resources to achieve the intended result.

Supporting stakeholders in participating in the IG space and creating collaborative joint initiative

131. Stakeholders’ engagement in Internet Governance is primarily driven by the need to attend regular
meetings and participate in joint project initiatives including to participate in annual meetings. Other
stakeholders, however, also make efforts to engage trough personal dialogue with coordinators at
national, regional and continental level. Therefore, mechanisms should be set up and also various types
of support provided to strengthen collaborative initiatives and facilitating networking at regional and
continental level.

Addressing financial, technical and organisational barriers

132. It has been revealed in the survey that the major challenges that African stakeholders face in
promoting IG and digital policy initiatives in Africa are financial, technical and organisational limitations.
Therefore, strengthening the national, regional and continental IGFs through finance, technical capacity
building and institutional mechanism to effectively address the IG functions is of paramount importance.

Strengthening the right platform for the right purpose

133. The stakeholders recognised the effectiveness of the various platforms (national, regional and
continental IGFs) in addressing various IG issues. In this regard, while it looks that at the continental level
the African IGF platform works well, the national and regional platforms require strengthening and working
around an innovative model for effective multistakeholder dialogue. Accordingly, it is recognised that the
continental platform (African IGF) is found to be the most effective platform in discussing IG and digital
policy issues and initiatives in Africa followed by the national IGFs and then the WSIS and the sub-
regional IGF platforms. This shows the need for redefining the roles of the platforms particularly at the
sub-regional IGFs and strengthening of the African IGF.

Identifying what is more effectively addressed where and by whom

134. While some platforms are more relevant for many of the policy issues, others provide a more effective
platform for specific policy agenda. In this regard, for example respondents’ answers reveal that internet
for development issues are most effectively addressed at the continental IGF followed by national and
sub-regional IGF and then at global IGF andWSIS.

135. At organisational stakeholder level, for example, the responses from stakeholders consulted show
that the African Union most effectively addresses policies on Internet issues, cybersecurity and making
decisions/reaching agreements on IG and Internet for development policies. Hence this role should be
strengthened and augmented to touch on other key IG and ICT for Developmentissues.

Synergy for enabling stakeholders’ effective contribution to or leading African digital policy making

136. While streamlining the interests of actors through intermediation and creation of coalition of networks
around policy issues is useful, this has to be achieved through clear institutionalised synergy of
stakeholders, issues and institutions. In this regard, since government is at the heart of making and
enabling policy, ensuring strong political support should be secured to realise the efforts of all
stakeholders on the ground at the national level. This was streamlined in the PRIDA Manual for
Development of National and Regional IGFs in Africa.

Multistakeholdersim — an important avenue

137. Multistakeholderism is the best option for effective Internet Governance. It is suggested strengthening
the effective implementation of multistakeholder approach at the national level to help ensure this
approach work at regional, continental and global level.



The way forward — actions and improvements needed to enhance the Internet Governance Space
138. Some of the following are key points and takeaways to improve the Internet Governance Space in
Africa:

e Establish Internet Governance training programs at national, regional and continental levels. At the
national level, make information on initiatives accessible in order to secure the participation of a larger
number of local actors. At the sub-regional level, open the space for multi-actors for better
participation in initiatives. At the continental level, support CSOs for better participation. To this effect,
there must be an intensified dialogue and encouragement to support Government to set up a structure
such as MAG.

o Enhance and create greater communication and sharing on IG issues and the regional Information
Society priority issues through supporting the creation of associations, networks of actors and
observatories for IG knowledge repository, such as the PRIDA Digital Platform.

e Fostering Communities of Practice around Internet governance, composed of researchers,
practitioners, technical experts and policy makers.

e At the AU level, ensure that Member States adopt multistakeholderism into its policy formulation and
governance structures, which must cascade to regional and national levels.

e Train stakeholders on diplomacy to strengthen stakeholder relationships. This will enable
development of common positions and promote the one voice needed to strengthen Africa’s positions
in global dialogues.

e Improve remote participation and communication mechanisms. One way would be to develop a
platform that frequently generates policy discussions on Internet and digital policies, such as a Digital
Clinic.

e Promote engagement of Youth to form a strong base of Internet governance and enable them to
become African IG Ambassadors at all levels.

e More focus on grassroots organisations through capacity building to promote policies to address the
digital divide and innovative local projects to service local communities.

e Creation of a High Level Commission to coordinate IG in Africa and cross-border connectivity. Need
for active involvement of high level decision makers.

e Ensuring a mechanism for regular monitoring of progress, enhancing through more training and
awareness including promoting research and development into IG issues and dissemination of
outputs and reports.

¢ Rethink IGF in Africa to be a forum for negotiated outcomes under the leadership of the African Union.

Conclusions

Overall, at the sub-regional level and to a large extent at the continental level with the increased dominance
of the civil society and private sector to some extent, the multi-stakeholder mechanism in most cases have
left Government out and the African Internet governance concerns have not been resolved, despite being
well identified. It is therefore important to bring on board the multistakeholder mechanism, Government to
provide required support for addressing and resolving issues effectively. The mechanisms and structures
suggested in the findings starting practicing the multistakeholder approach at the national all the way to the
regional and continental level is the most effective approach.

In several parts of the findings, the need for Government involvement is widely recognized by the various
stakeholders. They have even linked the low level of African contribution to the global Internet Governance
debate and lack of national and regional mechanisms to the “lack of serious involvement by governments in
internet policy issues as one of the main factors that prevent other stakeholders in effectively contributing”.
Accordingly the stakeholders are encouraging Government’s “full participation” in the IG space “with political
will and leadership at the highest level including ensuring digital inclusion”. This could be done through the
Office of the President, the Prime Minister’s Office, the Ministry in charge of ICTs, the regulatory agencies,



etc. It was moreover recognized that although government has a leading role in digital policy making, they
have started entering the process alongside other actors and are promoting ICT infrastructure and service
development through participation of the Private Sector, the Technical Community and other stakeholders.
This shows that when Government is well aware of its roles and responsibilities, as stated in paragraphs 20
to 25, it will be more open and will provide the necessary space for other stakeholders. In this regard and for
the benefit of our continent, the African Union should encourage African Governments to promote
multistakeholder practices, without delegating their own prerogatives, through appropriate structures and
policy directives to enable a wide participation of all actors in policy development and implementation, each
stakeholder group playing fully its role towards the socio-economic development of our countries. For this to
happen, it is essential to create more national Internet Governance Forums and strengthen the existing ones
based on a multistakeholder model, hence scaling up the African Internet Governance Space to the next
level.



ANNEXES

Annex 1

Mapping of multi-stakeholder structures related to digital policies and decision-making in Africa

Introduction

The African IGF secretariat is kindly requesting you to spare some minutes of your valuable time to complete,
by 16 June 2019, the questionnaire on “Mapping of multi-stakeholder structures related to digital policies and
decision-making in Africa”, which is developed to collect information for the implementation of some of the
outputs of the African Union Policy on Regulation Initiative for Digital Africa (PRIDA) project. Please note that
your personal/Organisational details will be treated strictly confidential and will be used solely for the purpose
of this mapping exercise.

Following completion of the questionnaire, online consultations will be organized with stakeholders.
Furthermore, the secretariat would be happy to cooperate with you in future IGF initiatives on the continent.
We will then be in touch with you shorty.

Personal Details

First name and last name:

Affiliation:

City and Country:

E-mail address:

Phone number:

Main part of the questionnaire

1. Which of the following stakeholder groups do you belong to?

o Government
Civil Society
Private Sector
International organisations and IGOs
Technical community
Other, please specify:
hich level do you generally operate? (multiple answers possible)
Local
National
Regional (Sub-regional)
Continental
o International
3. What is your organisation’s agenda mandate/mission or strategic objectives with regard to IGF/digital
policy agenda in Africa:

N
@)
S
0000 S0O0O0O0O0




4. Which IGF issues (topics) is/are of interest to you (1. Access, 2. Internet for development, 3. Internet
content, 4. Cyber security, 5. IP protection, 6. Protection of human rights, 6. Surveillance/privacy, 7.
IP addresses DNS ANS policy, 8. Internet neutrality, 9. Other please include...)? Please list in order
of importance of the issues/topics to your mandate

5. Which arena field of action, outreach activity that your organisation undertakes in relation to IGF/digital

policy in Africa?

6. With regard to partnership and alliance in relation with other IGF stakeholders (actors), with which
institutions is your organisation engaged in the following four forms of relationship or partnership.
Please indicate the actor (stakeholder name) in the column and tick as appropriate the type of
relation with this actor and indicate in the last column if different from these four):

Stakeholder(Actor) | Institutionalised | Regular Coordinated | Co- Other, please
partner name relation exchange of | activities production specify
information using joint
resources

7. What would your motivation be to get engaged in IGF related and digital policy initiatives in Africa?

O

O O O O O

To stay informed about current digital policy initiatives in the continent

To obtain up to date information for concrete decision-making in my area of competency
To participate in actively leading and influence digital policy agenda in the continent

To define relevant policy questions and gaps

To make digital policy trends available to a broader audience

Other, please specify:

8. At what stage of the digital policy development would you be most interested to get involved:



O O O 0O O O

Promotion and initiation of policy agenda

Formulation and agenda setting of digital policy initiatives
Development of policy frameworks

Implementation of policy alternative

Monitoring and evaluation

Other, please specify

9. How would you best be involved in IGF and digital policy initiatives in Africa?

O 0O O 0O O O O

Regular updates about IGF and digital policies (e.g. through mailing lists, e-newsletter, etc.)
Participating in annual meetings

Regular workshops

Digital tools: guide, shared documents and folders, etc.

Personal dialogues with national. Regional and continental IGF initiative co-ordinators
Participating in joint project initiatives

Other, please specify:

10. What challenges do you face while engaged in promoting IGF and digital policy initiatives inAfrica?

O O O O O

O

Time constraints
Personnel limitations
Financial limitations
Technical capacity limitations
Organisational restrictions
Other, please specify:

11. Which platform is most effective for your organisation in discussing policy issues and initiatives with
regard to Internet policy / digital policy in general in Africa?

O

O O O 0O O O

National IGF
Sub-regional IGF
Continental (Africa) IGF
Global (International) IGF
WSIS

MAG / other Working groups
Other, please specify:

12. Which platforms are most effective in facilitating discussion and learning for the specific policy
agenda listed below? Please tick as appropriate

Stakeholder
Platforms IGF

Policy
issues

National Sub- Continental | Global WSIS Other,
Regional (African) IGF Specify
IGF IGF

issues

Internet for
development

Cyber-

of it

security and
Regulation

Internet
Content
regulation

To reach an
agreement
or making
decisions on




the area of
internet
governance
Advocating
for Internet
rights
African
priorities on
Internet
policy

13. What are the major factors preventing you and other stakeholders from effectively participating inIG
processes and discussions at national, sub-regional, continental / international level?

14. Which policy issues or technical standards are most effectively handled by which key stakeholder
group of IGF?

Stakeholder | AU | National | REC | Nationa | Sub- African | UNECA | Other,
_ Govern | s | IGFs Regiona | IGF please
Policy issue ments | IGFs specif

y

Internet for
development
policies
Cyber-
security
Regulation of
Internet
content
Making
decisions/rea
ching
agreements
on IG
Policies on
Internet rights
Policies on
Internet
standards
and protocols

15. What are the key factors preventing you and other stakeholders in effectively contributing to or leading
African digital policy making initiatives at national, sub-regional, regional/continental level?



16. To what extent is multistakenholderism practised, feasibie or applicable in existing (Internet)
governance and digital policy structures In Atrica’™?

—make-muttistakeholderism work more effectively?

18. What'is your vision and plans for enliancmg multistakehotder process and participation of alt
stakenolders In Internet governance and digital policy structures In Alrica’?

perspective?———
o African IGF
o Global IGF
o National IGF
o ICANN
o African Union (AU)



United Nations ECA (UNECA)
ITU

ISOC AC

AfriNIC

O O O O

20. Any other comment, please provide any comments, ideas and suggestions not covered above here:

Thank you!
Makane FAYE
makanefa@gmail.com
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Annex 2

Online consultation on Mapping issues and the Manual on Development of National and Regional
IGFs in Africa

Introduction

These are leading questions which were asked during the two hours online consultation. The first three
guestions are for input to the Multistakeholder mapping report, the fourth is for the Work Plan for African
priorities report and the fifth question is for both the Work Plan and the Manual for the Development of
National and Regional IGFs. For each question, some background information was provided orally to the
stakeholders before the question is asked. The discussions were also interactive in both English and
French enabling dialogue between the consultant and the stakeholders and the stakeholders among
themselves. The questions are below.

1. What models and structures can you share in engaging multistakeholder actors to promote digital
agenda and to engage them in digital policy and decision making in Africa at:

a. National level
b.  Regional level
(o} Continental level

2. How do you describe the structures and power relations of multistakeholder actors with regard to
issues related to participation in the IG space and in digital policy and decision making at national, regional
or continental levels in Africa

3. What are the key inhibiting factors for multi-stakeholder participation in digital policy- and decision-
making in Africa at?

a. National level
b. Regional level
C. Continental level
4, What are the key African priorities in the Africa’s IG space and digitalagenda?

5. What activities or key steps should be undertaken in initiating and realising the
development/establishment and strengthening of IGFs at:

a. National level

b. Regional level
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SECTION | - OVERVIEW

INTRODUCTION
1. The Internet Governance Forum (IGF) process was introduced in African countries at the

end of the World Summit on the Information Society (WSIS) which provided the initial
mandate®.. However despite being part of the worldwide process since the beginning and
having hosted two global IGFs, respectively in Egypt (2009) and Kenya (2011), Africa’s
contribution on the Internet Governance (IG) debate is weak and most countries are left
out of the process. The respective stakeholders do not understand and fully grasp their
role in the process, which is in most cases dominated by civil society. Moreover,
organizations on the continent and countries lack the necessary skills and capacity to put
in place and implement a proper IGF process. In this context, the Manual for the
Development of National and Regional IGFs was put in place.

The manual aims to equip the stakeholders with the substantive issues related to their
participation in the |G debate at national, regional, continental and global levels by
empowering them to establish/strengthen national and regional Internet Governance
Forums, and ensure everyone’s full participation in line with the principles set out by IGF.
It will also provide them with an explanation of the interplay among international,
continental, regional and national IG policy processes. The intention is not to develop a
technical manual® but rather to put in place mechanisms which will guide African
stakeholders’ participation in the Internet Governance Forum process. This is an
opportunity for policymakers and other stakeholders to acquire new knowledge and
strengthen their overall understanding of the Internet Governance Forum process.

The Manual is geared to the target groups identified by the Working Group on Internet
Governance (WGIG), which was appointed by the United Nations Secretary-General
during the WSIS process. The WGIG recognized key roles of the following “principal
stakeholders” to which this manual is geared:

e Government

e Private Sector

o Civil Society

e Academic and technical communities

e Intergovernmental and international organizations

The topics covered by the Manual have been identified through documentation at hand,
literature review of several websites relevant to the subject, especially the IGF website,
and interactions by email and phone with African IGF stakeholders. This Manual is divided
into four main parts, which provide detailed explanations on the Internet Governance
Forum process. The first part, which is the “Overview” Section, discusses the background
of the Internet Governance Forum giving its origin; the second part, which is “Common

3T World Summit on the Information Society, Declaration of Principles -http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs/geneva/official/dop.html
32 The African Union’s Policy and Regulatory Initiative for Digital Africa (PRIDA) has developed a curriculum which covers all technical
issues related to IG


http://www.itu.int/wsis/docs/geneva/official/dop.html

Criteria defining National and Regional IGFs”, provides common definitions and criteria
applying to the IGF at National, Regional and continental levels; the third part, which is on
“National IGFs” is a step-by-step guide through the process of putting in place, organizing
and running a successful National IGF; the fourth part on “The African IGF”, provides
detailed information on how the continental IGF is organized and run; and finally the fifth
section, discusses “Sub-regional IGFs”.

THE INTERNET GOVERNANCE FORUM

5.

Internet Governance was one of the most controversial issues at the World Summit on the
Information Society leading to tense and intensive discussions and lobbying across
stakeholder groups, countries and continents. The Working Group on Internet Governance
(WGIG) defines Internet Governance as “the development and application by
Governments, the private sector and civil society, in their respective roles, of shared
principles, norms, rules, decision-making procedures, and programmes that shape the
evolution and use of the Internet”. While preparing the above definition and working on a
common understanding of the respective roles and responsibilities of each stakeholder,
the WGIG highlighted the important role of academic and technical communities, to be
included in the group of relevant stakeholders. Furthermore, the WGIG recognized that
there were no existing structures to deal with global Internet-related public policy issues
and made recommendation to the UN Secretary-General to establish a “global multi-
stakeholder forum” to be a space for dialogue among all stakeholders. Accordingly, the
convening of the Internet Governance Forum was announced by the UN Secretary-
General on 18 July 2006.

The Internet Governance Forum is defined as a platform for discussions between various
people and stakeholder groups from all countries, including developing
countries, exchanging information and sharing good policies and practices relating to the
Internet and technologies. The IGF facilitates common understandings and knowledge
exchange of how to maximize Internet opportunities and address risks and challenges. It
produces a set of informative documents which are developed through consensus for use
by stakeholders who wish to do so voluntarily. At the creation of IGF, the UN Secretary-
General established the Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG) to assist in convening
the annual IGF conference by preparing the programme and schedule. MAG members
serve in their personal capacity, but are expected to have established linkages with their
respective stakeholder groups in the various continents taking into account the gender
dimension. They are appointed by the UN Secretary-General for a term of one year,
automatically renewable for two consecutive years. The MAG is rotated by one-third each
year, in order to enhance diversity and bring in new viewpoints.

The WGIG recommended that the global forum be “reinforced by regional, sub-regional
and national initiatives and supplemented by open online mechanisms for participation.”
This led to the establishment of national, sub-regional, and regional IGFs on all continents,
known as National and Regional Initiatives (NRIS). In this context, more than 100 countries
and regions have established IGF processes for their respective communities, making the
global IGF benefit from a bottom up approach. In this regards, the African continent has
established the African Internet Governance Forum (AfIGF) in 2011 composed of five sub-


https://www.intgovforum.org/multilingual/lexicon/8#IGF

regional IGFs and various national IGFs as well as Youth IGFs from different African
countries.

Multistakeholderism is of paramount importance for the African process in order not to
leave anyone behind. The IGF process being led in most countries in the world by Civil
Society, the African IGF has decided to organize every year a high level policy segment in
order to bring on board Government, Academia and Private sector. Moreover one of the
objectives of the PRIDA project is to build capacity of policymakers. In line with all the
above, in order to have a successful process, the African IGF recommends inclusion of all
stakeholder groups in any IGF at the national, regional and continental levels. In case itis
difficult to achieve all stakeholders’ inclusion, at least the following groups should be part
of the process: Government, Civil Society, Private Sector, academia and youth or technical
community and youth.

SECTION Il - COMMON CRITERIA DEFINING NATIONAL & REGIONAL IGFS IN
AFRICA

What are National and Regional IGFs?

1.

National and Regional IGFs is a term that identifies the national, sub-regional, continental
and Youth forums on Internet Governance in Africa. These are processes put in place by
stakeholders at the levels of a country, a sub-region or the continent. Its structure reflects
the balance in the vast geographic area and youth category. It should be noted that in the
African Union language, sub-regions, which is a United Nations jargon, are catalogued as
regions that are identified through Regional Economic Communities (RECs). Accordingly
the terms “Sub-regional IGF” and “African IGF” are subsumed in “Regional IGFs in Africa”
in the manual. Sub-regional IGFs target regional geographic settings, which are Central
Africa, East Africa, North Africa, Southern Africa and West Africa, while African IGF is used
for the continental IGF led by the African Union. Youth Internet Governance Forum
initiatives are part of the settings described above and should be nurtured by national and
regional IGFs to form an integral component of the IGF process in Africa, and hence should
not operate in silos away from the established process.

What is there objective?

2.

The objective of the National and Regional IGFs is to create a unique space where different
stakeholders from the relevant geographical settings can discuss issues pertaining to the
internet, reflecting the need of their respective communities. In this regards, it facilitates
exchange of experiences and ideas between stakeholders from the same geographic
space and contributes to a better engagement of the mapped communities amongst
themselves and also with the entire IGF community worldwide.

How to establish National and Regional IGFs?

3.

If you plan to establish National or Regional IGFs, you should bear in mind that they are
convened by the community for the respective community members and that the
multistakeholder principle must be adhered to. Hence there is need to put in place a
multistakeholder Organizing Team, where the most basic requirement is to have
representatives from at least four (4) different stakeholder groups: Government, Private
Sector, Civil Society and Academia or Technical community with the intention of evolving
towards the inclusion of all stakeholder groups. In addition to this, there is need for a
committed contact person, a “Champion” acting as the focal point who can mobilize all



stakeholder groups and be a liaison between the initiative and the wider community
including the African IGF, the IGF Secretariat and the global IGF network. Such a person
should be knowledgeable of Internet governance issues and main actors, able to
communicate confidently with all stakeholders and must accept the responsibility of
coordination and ensuring compliance to basic IGF principles. The “Champion” should be
viewed as neutral and fair and rooted in a particular stakeholder community to which
she/he belongs. Moreover for visibility and identity purposes, the National and Regional
IGFs are required to maintain a live website and a working email address, provide support
to social media accounts for conducting effective outreach and exchanges locally and with
the wider IGF community. Further guiding information can be found in the African IGF
manual and the NRIs toolkit.

What is expected of National and Regional IGFs?

4. A National or Regional IGF is a unique space where stakeholders are comfortable to
deliberate and discuss issues pertaining to the internet. It is a platform that facilitates best
practice sharing and information exchanges underpin by the IGF principles. It is the
responsibility of the National and Regional IGF to ensure an inclusive and balanced
stakeholder’s representation, diversity and inclusiveness. You are likely to share
discussions with different stakeholders such as policy makers from government,
engineers, industrialists, academia, activists and civil society sharing and exchanging
views to address the issues that are important to them. So be prepared to join the
discussion to learn and share best practices and to advance your interest. The uniqueness
of the internet governance forum is the multi-stakeholder model that allows diversity and
inclusiveness of stakeholder groups. It is worth reminding you that internet governance is
a consensus driven environment where every stakeholder interest is well respected and
written for future reference. African National and Regional IGFs are committed to these
values and ensure that their meetings reflect them.

What is Multistakeholderism and what are the Stakeholder groups which need to be part
of the IGF process?

5. Since many of the Internet governance issues are global, there is need for a mechanism
that can help moderate the risks, balance the benefits and respect the right of every
individual and group of persons to take an active role in shaping the policies that affect
everyone; a mechanism that embodies the principles of inclusiveness, accountability and
transparency. A stakeholder refers to an individual, group, or organisation that has a direct
or indirect interest or stake in a particular organisation; they may be businesses, civil
society, governments, academic or research institutions, and non-governmental
organisations. Involvement of various stakeholders was translated into
multistakeholderism or multistakeholder approach widely accepted as the optimal way to
make policy decisions for a globally distributed network. Multistakeholderism is reflected
in many UN decisions and resolutions such as in The Monterrey Consensus and The Doha
Declaration as well as in what is most relevant for this manual, the WSIS Declaration of
Principles. In this regard, National and Regional IGFs operate under the guidance of a
multistakeholder committee in a multidisciplinary environment, where all stakeholder
groups are offered equal opportunities to voice their concerns and defend their ideas.
These stakeholder groups, which work for the same goal are expected to drive the IGF
processes on the continent. They are composed of government, civil society, technical
community, academia, private sector, international and intergovernmental organizations.

e Governments - The roles and responsibilities of Governments include:
o Public policymaking and implementation
o Creation of an enabling environment
o Addressing general developmental issues



o Oversight functions such as development and adoption of laws, regulations
and treaty-making

o Promoting multilingualism and cultural diversity

e Private sector - The roles and responsibilities of the private sector include:
Development of infrastructure

Development and provision of e-services

Research and development of technologies, standards and processes
Development of best practices

Development of policy proposals, guidelines and tools for stakeholders

O O O O O

e Civil society - The roles and responsibilities of civil society include:

o Awareness-raising and network-building

Mobilizing citizens in democratic processes

Bringing perspectives of marginalized groups

Promoting bottom-up, people-centered and inclusive processes and policies
Promoting social responsibility and good governance practice, human rights,
sustainable development, social justice and empowerment

O
O
O
O

e Academia constitute a main source of inspiration, innovation and creativity. Its roles
and responsibilities include:

Fostering capacity-building in and through ICTs

Development of incubators

Undertaking Research and development of technologies and standards

Provision of expertise, skills, experience and knowledge

Combating cybercrime

O O O O O

e Technical community - The roles and responsibilities of the technical community
include:
o Setting of standards and technical regulations.
o Development and provision of e-services and value added services
o Fostering innovation
o Promoting and delivering capacity-building

o Intergovernmental Organizations - The roles and responsibilities of the
intergovernmental organizations include:
o Coordinating across member states
o Conflict resolution and arbitration
o Development of policies and research agendas aimed at solving transnational
problems
o Fostering dialogue and advocacy
o Capacity building and facilitation of knowledge sharing
o Setting of standards and management of IPRs, etc.

Other groups such as youth are part of the above setting and are not expected to operate in
silos even though they should discuss separately, prepare positions and platforms of their own
and bring them to the plenary where all stakeholders will be present.



Participation in National and Regional IGF conferences

6.

Participation in the continental, regional and national IGF meetings is without cost except
that of internet access and interest. You could either participate in two ways; onsite or
remotely.

Onsite Participation

7.

This is physical attendance during the IGF meetings where you are face to face with
stakeholders across Africa. The participant needs to move physically at the location of the
conference which could be in the same or different country and same or different sub-
region.

Remote Participation

8.

Remote participation is the e-participation of interested people in the IG forums. It is
provided to ensure an inclusive participation of stakeholders that were unable to move
physically to the meeting venue. National and Regional IGFs have adopted several online
tools to ensure that many voices are reflected in the internet governance discussions
which are happening in Africa.

Sessions at the National and Regional IGFs

9.

National and Regional IGFs organize all the year around, IG meetings with several
sessions, including workshops and plenaries handled by different stakeholders in the IG
ecosystem. These sessions reflect on topical digital issues on the continent for
stakeholders’ deliberation, education and attention. They generate tangible outcomes that
could be used for research or as a basis of information to make an informed decision. At
these sessions, we have the organizer, moderator, the speakers, the rapporteur and the
participants.

Where to find resource person for your session?
10. At the local level, it may be hard to identify a subject expert while planning for an IG

session. To ease the identification process, the African IGF secretariat has a pool of
experts that contain IG renowned specialists including the youth that specialize on different
digital issues that you can tap from. All you need do, is to contact the African IGF
secretariat by email or register on the global IGF website to get access to experts.
Moreover those who want to be a resource person can email their CV to the African IGF
secretariat or create their IGF Community profile on the IGF website.

How do | become a resource person?
11. An Internet governance forum event is a meeting that brings together experts and

experience to contribute to the thematic topic of the conference. To become a resource
person at the National and Regional IGFs you should be a knowledgeable expert on topical
IG issues that are either part of a workshop or a plenary. In this context, you should be an
invited speaker, a volunteer during the event preparatory phase, a rapporteur or an active
participant during the IG meeting itself. Selection of resource persons for the meetings is
determined by respective steering committees and MAGS or session organizers. You can
also contact the African IGF secretariat and submit your CV. To take the step further, you
can create an IGF Community profile on the IGF website to enable session organizers find
you. The role of resource person is free of charge and no fee is paid to theexpert.

How do | prepare a National and Regional IGF Report?
12. Every IGF conference is expected to produce a report at the end of the meeting to reflect

what was discussed and agreed actions on the way forward. The essence of organizing a
workshop or plenary session at the internet governance forum is to bring an issue to the



table for discussion. Hence, reporting becomes an important part of the Internet
Governance Forum workshop and plenary. To have a good report, the later should
¢ Indicate the event’s name, its date and time as well as the date and time of each
session, session moderators and rapporteurs

Capture the summary of the session

Document the key issues raised

Capture actions that are recommended

Be acceptable to the majority of stakeholders taking part in the conference

How do | become a rapporteur?

13. The rapporteur is a person who is appointed by the National and Regional IGF steering
committees, MAGs and secretariats or by the session organizers to report on the
stakeholder discussions. The basic criteria to become a meeting rapporteur is to be
knowledgeable on IG issues, a good listening ability and ability to read and write, usually,
either in English or French or in the relevant languages which are needed in the country,
region or continent. Beyond these basic skills, you must be able to follow a conversation,
synthetize it concisely and clearly in simple words and phrases; and put up issues raised
and recommendations during the meeting discussion without personal influence.

What do | benefit from participating in a National and Regional IGF conference?

14. The National and Regional IGFs constitute a space that provides equal footing to different
stakeholders to discuss issues pertaining to the internet reflecting the need of their
respective people. It enables you to raise your voice and concerns, make your contribution
and participate in the debate. Also, it is a platform that facilitates exchanges of experiences
and ideas between stakeholders from the relevant community and therefore contributes to
a better engagement of the community in Africa and with the global IGF. More so, it gives
you the opportunity to discuss those digital issues that are occurring within your community
and exchange best practices that lead to an informed process.

How are National and Regional IGFs funded?

15. The growth of National and Regional IGFs is a result of continued and generous support
received from stakeholders across the globe. The support has witnessed the development
of different internet governance initiatives across the continent. National and Regional
IGFs are openly ready to partner in a win-win basis with different actors towards the
development of internet in the African region as long as the IGF principles are adhered to.
Sponsors and partners include host countries, multilateral organizations, the private sector
and Non-Governmental Organizations. Sponsorships can be effected through providing
expertise, logistics, political or/and financial support. One constant sponsor of the various
IGF initiatives is the Internet Governance Support Association (IGFSA) — www.igfsa.org/,
which has been providing financial support to all the IGFs in developing countries which
request so and which fulfill the IGF principles. The PRIDA project of the African Union will
make available seed funds and skilled manpower to provide technical support to any IGF
operating in Africa.

Which communication ethics for National and Regional IGFs

16. National and Regional IGFs being a community led-initiative which targets the involvement
of everyone in the community, require communication as a necessary tool towards building
consensus driven agreements.

17. National and Regional IGFs provide a welcoming and supportive environment for all
people, regardless of background or identity. As such, they do not tolerate communication
or behavior that are disrespectful to members or that exclude, intimidate or cause
discomfort to others. National and Regional IGFs do not tolerate discrimination or


http://www.igfsa.org/

18.

19.

harassment based on characteristics targeting, but not limited to, gender identity and
expression, sex, disability, religion, physical appearance and body size, ethnicity, age,
education and nationality.

Everyone who participates in the National and Regional IGFs is required to conform to this
communication and ethical principles. They apply to all activities in the African space,
including, but not limited to, workshops, plenary and parallel sessions, other gatherings,
email lists and remote communication.

All stakeholders are expected to show respect and courtesy to others. All interactions
should be professional regardless of the medium: remote and on-site. To foster a positive
and welcoming National and Regional IGF environment, we encourage and promote an
appropriate behavior that is welcoming and inclusive. Contrary behavior from any member
of the National and Regional IGFs shall not be condoned and treated lightly.

Code of Conduct

20.

National and Regional IGFs value the involvement of every stakeholder and therefore are
committed to creating a friendly and respectful platform for debating and discussing topical
policy issues as related to the digital need of a respectful community. All participants are
expected to abide by the principles of IGF while respecting and showing courtesy to others.
Everyone is required to conform to the Code of Conduct. This Code of Conduct applies to
all activities of the National and Regional IGFs which are not limited to onsite and online
participation.

Expected behavior

21.

All participants at the National and Regional IGFs are expected to show respect and
courtesy to others. Any interaction should be professional regardless of platform either
online or in-person. To foster a positive and professional environment, we encourage the
following kind of behaviors in all the National and Regional IGFs meetings and platforms.
o Be respectful of different viewpoints and experiences

Have a consensus driven attitude

Use a welcoming and inclusive language

Accept constructive criticism

Show respect and courtesy towards the National and Regional IGF community
members

Unexpected behavior

22.

The following behaviors are unacceptable in the African National and Regional IGFs:

o Defamatory statement that are likely to harm someone’s reputation

o Written or verbal comments that have effect to exclude as related to group membership
or experience

Violent threats or language directed against another person

Disruption intention of sessions or communication

Unwelcome sexual attention, body language and physical contact

Using meeting time for business transaction

Incitement to violence, suicide or self-harm

Consequence of unaccepted behavior

23.

With reference to the unexpected behavior, the National and Regional IGFs will not
condone negative behavior that would undermine the coming together of internet
governance stakeholders. If any of these behaviors is spotted, it shall be investigated and
dealt with properly and accordingly by the relevant secretariat and the multistakeholder
coordinating organ.



Complaint procedures

24. Complaint process and procedures are means to allow the secretariat of National and
Regional IGFs to handle sensitive complaints regarding issues that relate to the
participation in the internet governance forum. Complaints may be cases of diversity and
inclusiveness, abuse, harassment, gender issues, unethical behavior and security threat.
The various secretariats and multistakeholder coordinating bodies are the point of contact
to receive and review, and therefore give recommendations based on facts. The
recommendations shall be constructive and actionable.

Operational challenges of National and Regional IGFs

25. Organizing an internet governance meeting requires both in kind and financial resources.
In this case, host readiness and financial support are basically the major challenges that
National, regional and youth initiatives are facing in hosting an internet governance forum.
The next challenges are the balancing of interest and participation of most of the
stakeholder groups.

Assessment of National and Regional IGFs

26. National and regional internet governance forums need to conduct a regular assessment
against the following values: commitment to IGF principles, diversity, inclusiveness,
tangible outcome and security. It is therefore, advised that National and Regional IGFs
carry out an annual assessment as whether IGF principles remain and have retained their
values. They should further ensure that the diversity element is given top priority together
with the representation of stakeholder groups, these should not in any form be absent in
the conferences. In addition, National and Regional IGFs should keep in mind their
relevance in the shaping of the internet governance, which put them in a critical position
to produce a tangible outcome that can feed into related internet discussions, global
discussions and for stakeholders’ research works and knowledge sharing. Finally, on
security issues, National and Regional IGFs should ensure that safety and wellbeing of
the stakeholders is not compromised before, during and at the end of their meetings.



SECTION IlI: NATIONAL INTERNET GOVERNANCE FORUMS IN AFRICA

Background

27. The National Internet Governance Forum (NIGF) process was established to address
specific issues arising from the needs of different communities in Africa. It constitutes a
framework in which governments meet and interact with non-governmental actors on
matters related to Internet policy. A National Internet Governance Forum is convened by
a multistakeholder team with partnership from several stakeholders in order to carry out a
dialogue on an equal footing to inform and influence policies on Internet related-issues.
The process is consensus-driven and decisions are reached based on public consultation
with different stakeholders and community members. Currently there are 27 operational
National Internet Governance Forums in Africa, and many more in the formation process,

with several emerging every year.

Table on National IGFs in Africa3®
No.

Country

Benin IGF

Burkina Faso IGF

Burundi IGF

Cameroon IGF

Chad IGF

6. Democratic
Republic of
the Congo IGF

Egypt’s Internet Masr

Gambia IGF

Purpose and date of establishment

The Benin IGF was established in 2012 and serves as a
multistakeholder framework for different stakeholders in

Benin to discuss issues related to Internet governance.

The National IGF of Burkina Faso was established in

2010.

It aims of creating an open multistakeholder platform for

Burkina Faso to discuss Internet governance matters.

The Burundi IGF took place for
2009. The main obijective

is

the first time
to  build

inclusive multistakeholder ecosystem to share and
discuss Internet and Internet Governance issues.

The Cameroon IGF was established in 2013. Its main

objective is to create a multistakeholder platform for

Cameroon to discuss Internet Governance matters.

The Chad IGF was created in 2015.

Its main objective is to create an opportunity for a

multistakeholder dialogue on Internet governance public

policy issues.

The DRC IGF was established in 2017.
objective is to create a multistakeholder platform for

DRC to discuss Internet Governance matters.

It was established in 2012. It serves as multistakeholder

in
an

Its main

platform putting together Internet users, private sector,
government entities, academia and civil society to
exchange around high interest ICT/Internet issues.

The national IGF of The Gambia was recognized in

2018. Through

a multistakeholder approach,

the

33 The initial information is from the IGF website. It was updated in June 2019 by PRIDA through email exchanges

with the respective focal points

Date and ven
of

last annual
meeting

July 2018,
Cotonou, Beni

November
2018,
Ouagadougou
Burkina Faso

2013,
Bujumbura,
Burundi

Avril 2019,
Douala,
Cameroon

December 20
N'Djame
Chad

December 20
Kinshasa, DR

Cairo, Egypt,
September 20

July 2018, Kol


http://fgi.bj/
http://fgi.bj/
http://igf-burkina.org/
http://www.igf.cm/
http://www.igf.td/
http://www.igf.td/
http://www.fgi.cd/
http://www.fgi.cd/
http://www.fgi.cd/
http://www.gmigf.gm/
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Ghana IGF

Kenya IGF

Liberia IGF

Malawi IGF

Mauritius IGF

Mozambique IGF

Namibia IGF

Niger IGF

Nigeria IGF

Rwanda IGF

national IGF creates a process for the respective

communities to discuss issues pertaining to Internet

governance.

The Ghana IGF was established in 2014. The overall
goal is to provide a unigue space for different
stakeholders from their respective communities to share
information, dialogue and provide recommendations on

key Internet issues.

The Kenya IGF was created in 2011. It aims to serve as
a national platform for policy dialogue on issues related

to Internet governance.

The Liberia Internet Governance Forum was

established in 2012.

It was launched and coordinated by the late Abdullai

Kamara. It

will reconvene in 2019 as ‘IGF-Liberia’ focusing on

regulation,

trending issues of internet shutdown and other internet

governance
SSues.

The Malawi IGF was established in 2015.

Its main objective is to create a discussion environment
for all stakeholders from their respective communities to

engage in work on Internet governance related issues.
The Mauritius IGF was established in 2017. It fosters

policy dialogue among stakeholders on issues of

Internet governance, and offers a unique space for an
amazing range of people to share information and

develop solutions on key Internet issues.
The Mozambique IGF was established in 2014. This
IGF aims to increase the ability of different
stakeholders in this respective country, to identify and
discuss issues related to the Internet.

The Namibia IGF was
It serves for its

Governance.

The IGF-Niger was established in 2013. Its main

established in

2017.

respective communities as a
multistakeholder forum for discussing issues on Internet

objective is to put together all stakeholders around a

common platform to discuss Internet Governance

matters.

This IGF Initiative is aimed at providing a sustainable
National Forum and structure that engages industries,
Government, lawmakers, the academia, civil society

and all other stakeholders, in a strategic national

debate on Internet governance.

The Rwanda national IGF (RWIGF) was established in

2014. It serves as a Forum for engaging all stakeholders

into discussion on Internet governance related issues.

The Gambia

October 2016
Accra, Ghana

July 2018,
Nairobi, Keny

2012 in
Monrovi
Liberia

2018, Lilongw
Malawi

August 2018,
Port Louis,
Mauritius

2018, Maputo,
Mozambique

November 20
Windhoek,
Namibia

November 20
Niamey, Niger

July 2018,
Abuja, Nigeria

December 20
Kigali, Rwand


http://ghanaigf.org/
http://ghanaigf.org/
http://www.kenyaigf.or.ke/
http://www.kenyaigf.or.ke/
https://malawi.intgovforum.org/
https://mauritius.intgovforum.org/
http://www.siitri.ac.mz/sdig
http://www.siitri.ac.mz/sdig
https://namibia.intgovforum.org/
http://www.nigf.org.ng/
http://www.nigf.org.ng/
http://ricta.org.rw/
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The original table from the IGF website was sent to all IGF national focal points in Africa
requesting for update. Some focal points provided an update as per table 7 above while others

Senegal IGF

South Africa IGF

South Sudan IGF

Sudan IGF

Tanzania IGF

Togo IGF

Tunisia IGF

Uganda IGF

Zimbabwe IGF

did not react.

The Senegal national IGF was established in 2014. Its
main objective is to serve the need of the entire
community in organizing a multistakeholder forum for
discussing Internet Governance matters that are of
interest to Senegal.

ZAIGF is aimed at strengthening linkages and
collaboration among relevant stakeholders in South
Africa as a means of maximizing the country’s benefit
from the ever-growing digital economy. The audience
of the ZAIGF consists of government, ICT community,
business, research, academia and civil society
representatives.

The National IGF of South Sudan was established in
2019. This initiative serves as a multistakeholder forum
for public policy dialogue on issues of Internet
Governance in South Sudan.

The National IGF of Sudan was established in 2018. Its
main objective is to create a multistakeholder platform
through which the respective communities can

discuss matters pertaining to Internet governance.

The Tanzania national IGF was established in 2017. Its
main goal is to provide a multistakeholder discourse for
discussing the Internet governance pertaining matters.

The Togo national IGF was established in 2015. The
mission of this IGF is to bring different national
stakeholders to discuss Internet governance issues
relevant to their respective communities.

The Tunisia national IGF was organized in 2012. Itis a
space for a multistakeholder and inclusive dialogue
about relevant Internet issues in Tunisia as well as
about global Internet issues.

The Uganda IGF was established in 2006. The
objectives are firstly to recognize relevant Internet
governance issues in Uganda and to build a consensus
on national and regional positions around relevant
issues, as well as to raise awareness about various
Internet governance related issues, especially among
vulnerable users.

The Zimbabwe national IGF was launched in 2015 as a
multistakeholder forum for public policy dialogue on
issues of Internet Governance in Zimbabwe. It brings
together all stakeholders in the Internet governance
debate, on an equal basis and through an open and
inclusive process.

October 2018
Dakar, Seneg

October 2018,
East London,
South Africa

March 2019
Juba, South
Sudan

November 20
Khartoum,
Sudan

July 2018,
Dar es Salaar
Tanzania

December 20
Lome, Togo

October 2018,
Tunis, Tunisia

October 2018,
Kampala,
Uganda

December 20
Harare,
Zimbabwe


http://isoc-senegal.org/
https://www.zaigf.org.za/index.html
http://southsudanigf.net/
http://igf.sd/igf/
https://www.digitalgrassroots.org/p/tanzania-internet-governance-forum-tzigf.html
http://www.fgi-togo.tg/
http://www.fgi-togo.tg/
http://www.igf.tn/
http://www.igf.tn/
http://www.eaigf.org/
http://www.eaigf.org/
http://www.zigf.org.zw/
http://www.zigf.org.zw/

Core Principles of a National IGF

28. Every National Internet Governance Forum is grounded on the multistakeholder model
and must comply with the five core IGF principles which are:

e Open and transparent — A level playing field is put in place to give everyone the right
to participate as an equal member. Rules and conditions apply to all stakeholder
groups and individuals. Participants can work without fear of being blamed or
marginalized.

e Inclusive — Diversity of needs is taken into account and the contributions of all
stakeholders, including disenfranchised groups are valued and fully considered.
Inclusiveness promotes transparency and accountability while at the same time
enhancing the results achieved through collaborative work.

e Bottom-up — In contrast to top-down, nothing is imposed to stakeholders from top
management, member States or lobbying groups. Ideas and input are sought at the
lowest level of the pyramid, with the majority of stakeholders contributing in equal
footing with other categories, before decisions are taken or consensus reached.
774641118

¢ Multistakeholder — This brings together all stakeholders to cooperate and participate
in a dialogue to find solutions to common problems and goals. All stakeholders have
the ability to contribute meaningfully towards common results.

e Non-commercial — A National IGF cannot be seen as a profit making mechanism or
structure. Also its processes do not have a commercial objective and participation is
free of charge for all stakeholders.

Steps in convening a National IGF

29. Organizing a national internet governance forum for the first time in a country could be a
daunting task. It should be noted that there is one National IGF per country, which is
recognized by the IGF secretariat and the African IGF. There are steps to be followed,
which would not only bring clarity but empower the potential convener to organize the first
national IGF.

e Be the Internet Governance Champion of your country with the enthusiasm and
commitment to raise awareness of the benefits of Internet governance and explain to
your office and all stakeholders the need to be part of the process.

e As itis impossible to gather all the stakeholders in the beginning, ensure that you put
together interested individuals to initiate the process.

e Consult the “Manual for the Development of National and Regional IGFs in Africa” and
the “NRIs toolkit”: Both documents were developed to assist stakeholders put in place
appropriate IGF initiatives The toolkit was developed in 2017 by the worldwide IGF
initiatives, including the African IGF secretariat while the Manual was developed at the
African level with a solid anchor on the toolkit, at the same time providing detailed
examples and steps on how to move forward taking into account specificity and needs
of African stakeholder groups and initiatives.

o Contact the African IGF Secretariat to provide you with up to date information and
guidelines: As there is constant evolution of the IGF process, in addition to consulting
the Manual, there is need to liaise with the Secretariat focal points who will provide you
with detailed up to date advice on how to improve and speed up the formation process
and the convening of the first meeting.

30. If you are from Government
o Secure the approval of your supervisors by informing them through a
memorandum about the actions you would like to take in relation with setting
up the national IGF process

o Prepare a clear and concise briefing on paper and orally about the IGF process
and why stakeholders need to getinvolved



@)

Prepare a list with a short description of the potential or actual leaders from
Civil Society, Private Sector, Academia, Technical Community

Using your briefing, take your phone and call the above stakeholders and
inform them about the IGF process and the need to organize a national IGF

Book individual appointments, to discuss with each of the stakeholders listed
above, at their respective offices or other venues of their choice

Follow the phone call with an email message, thanking them of the time spent
with you on the phone and providing them with more information on the issues
discussed and what you expect to deal with at the meeting
At the first face to face meeting, you should
= show that you are knowledgeable of the IGF issues by introducing them
concisely but not forgetting any important element without taking too
much of the time of your counterpart
= be decisive and at the same time show humility
= not show power-hunger
= be ready to relinquish your potential convener role to others as long as
this would facilitate establishing the National IGF
= secure from your host additional names, including from youth, of
potential members of the multistakeholder mechanism to be setup
= request kindly your host to contact additional members of the network
to which she/he belongs
= discuss and agree on a time span and place to hold the first
multistakeholder meeting, preferably in your office or another
government venue
Upon return from the first face to face meetings
= Inform your supervisor of the outcome and secure a date and
room/venue with coffee, tea and water for the first multistakeholder
meeting
= Call on phone the stakeholders you had met earlier to agree on a fixed
date
= Prepare an email message and consult with a wider community of
various groups, including youth, women caucus and international
organizations, with information on the steps already taken towards the
National IGF and inform them about a possible all-inclusive
multistakeholder consultation meeting
= When you receive positive or negative feedback by email from
stakeholders, reply to them politely and firmly to be followed by
individual phone calls to reassure them of your availability, openness
and willingness to cooperate with everyone

31.If you are from any other stakeholder group, including Civil Society, Private Sector,
Academia, Technical Community, Youth, women caucus or others, you should:

O
@)
O

Follow all the above steps, and in addition you are strongly encouraged to:
Consult further and closely with Government representatives

Organize the first face to face multistakeholder consultation meeting, preferably
in a Government office in order to secure high level political support and
commitment of the political leadership at the beginning of the process.
Government plays an essential role in the national IGF process and its
presence and support are mandatory if the national initiative has to succeed on
the African continent.

32. First multistakeholder consultation meeting — It should:



O

Be convened to start not earlier than 09HO00 and later than 10HOO local time in
order to enable participants to be on time and leave around mid-day, taking into
account distances, traffic and time allocated for lunch break

Start with coffee, tea and soft drinks to put participants at ease and facilitate
peaceful interactions at a later stage

Have an agenda of no more than two hours to cover:
= introduction of participants to know each other
= brief presentation of the global, regional and sub-regional IGF process
= presentation of the national IGF process with:
e draft timelines
e potential participants with contact information
e possible objectives
e expected outcome
discussion on the creation of a provisional Multistakeholder
Advisory Group (MAG) composed of a maximum of two persons
per stakeholder group
e draft Charter of the MAG, which will be the ground rules for the
process
e draft roadmap with:
o timeline
o stakeholders involved at various stages
o key milestones of actions and tasks, etc.

» debate

= distribution of documents, preferably through electronic means
= discussion of the draft agenda of the first meeting of the MAG
= conclusion & closing

Have a draft report, the latest three days after the meeting, to be circulated
electronically to participants for review, amendment and approval

33. First meeting of the Multistakeholder Advisory Group — A provisional Advisory
Committee was established during the multistakeholder consultation meeting. Its
members will meet and brainstorm on all activities related to the convening of the first
national IGF. Once the meeting date is known, the MAG should meet as often as needed
and at least every two weeks to start the preparatory process. Preparatory in the context
of internet governance forum consists of the various activities that precede the actual
meeting. Bulk of the work of national IGF meetings is done at the preparatory stage. The
MAG is therefore advised to place a high priority on their IGF preparatory process as that
would set the tone for the outcome. During this process, the MAG meets to define and
plan for the success of the National IGF based on the community interest and input. The
MAG is expected to:

O O O O

o

Come up with a date
Establish a comprehensive list of all stakeholders
Discuss logistic issues such as venue, catering, etc.

Discuss substantive issues such as current ICT issues at stake in the country,
regional and global issues, how to organize the sessions, etc.

Propose a main theme and sub-themes
Set up various Committees, which should elect their respective chairpersons,
to report to the MAG, including the following:

= A Scientific Committee, to:

e consult publicly with the wider community and receive their
contribution on the theme and sub-themes. A bottom up
approach is essential in the IGF process

e deal with the program, meeting logo, meeting duration, sessions
format



e define criteria, review and select workshop, side-events and
session proposals
e coordinate selection of resource persons, moderators, speakers
and rapporteurs
e prepare outcome and reports
e contribute to relevant speeches and statements, etc.
A Logistics Committee, to deal with:
e preparation of a budget
e acquisition of stationery and other needed material
e coordination of logistics issues such as venue, room setup,
identification, badging and seating of participants
e distribution of in-meeting documents
e coordination of catering
e payment of stipends, etc.
An Outreach Committee, to:
e engage the media before, during and after the meeting (radio,
TV, print, online, etc.)
e collect summaries of presentations
e arrange photo sessions
e prepare and display posters and banderoles of the meetingand
sponsors
e update the website, etc.
A Sponsorship and Marketing Committee, to:
e raise contributions, which can be monetary, in-kind and goods
¢ solicit sponsorship from Government, the regulator, national and
international private sector, regional and international
organizations, foundations, NGOs, etc.

o Make sure that the Committees take into account issues such as:

Holding regular committee meetings, as often as needed and at least
once a week

The meeting date does not coincide with a holiday or an event which
would prevent its visibility

Securing a suitable venue, which is accessible to all

The list, number and rank of High Officials to speak at the openingand
closing sessions

Sending the invitation letters and emails on time, followed by reminders
through email and phone when the meeting date is close

Having a Youth pre-event and having Youth represented in the panels
Ensuring women representation and aiming at gender balance

Setting up a discussion list

Developing a website

Sharing all the background documents and presentations electronically,
before, during and after the meeting

34. Election of the Multistakeholder Advisory Group — The MAG is composed of a
maximum of two persons per stakeholder group, including Youth, taking into account
gender balance. In addition to regular national IGF activities and outputs such as panel
and group discussions on IG issues and the related recommendations geared to the
national, regional and global levels, the first National IGF will:

o adopt a Charter that will guide its operations over the years. A draft charter was
earlier discussed by the first multistakeholder consultation meeting, which was
convened by the Champion



o electa MAG, which will coordinate the national IGF process. A provisional MAG
was established by the first multistakeholder consultation meeting. Current
members can stand for election to get official endorsement by the National IGF

NB: Once your National IGF is recognized after holding its first meeting, you should open an
official bank account in the name of the National IGF. This will facilitate fund raising, financial
sustainability and enable transparency and accountability in funds management, while
avoiding ad hoc financial management. Opening of the account should follow the rules and
regulations of the country.

35. Strengthening your National IGF
A national Internet Governance Forum bond is derived from inclusion and participation of all
the stakeholder groups. In the absence of these elements, a national IGF may not have the
desired outcome, its recommendations may be biased and its impact in the respective
communities will be limited. Strengthening an operating National IGF can be done by following
steps provided above in the chapter “Steps in Convening a national IGF”. In addition you
should consider the following elements:
o The National IGF must be in-line and in compliance with the principles of the IGF
described above in the chapter “Core Principles of a National IGF”
o Make sure to involve all stakeholder groups, be inclusive and promote gender balance
e An operational Multistakeholder Advisory Group should be created if it does not exist
e The meeting agenda should be set using bottom up approach involving all
stakeholders
o Make sure to organize your meeting on an annual basis and start preparations ahead
of time
o Ensure that the meeting is a safe haven for public policy discussions on internet issues
and development
e Ensure that decisions are the result of public consultation and is based on consensus
¢ Ensure adequate reporting of the meeting outcome to the respective stakeholders and
also to the African and global IGF secretariats
e Be surrounded by diverse Internet Governance experts who can support and engage
in constructive discussions on key internet related matters within the respective
communities
o Participate in the various Internet Governance Forum network calls, meetings,
consultations and effectively contribute to the regional, continental and global Internet
Governance Forums

36. National IGF outreach processes

Outreach is a very important element of the internet governance forum as this ensures balance
in stakeholder groups and reach a wider audience to ensure rich national IGF discussions.
Several national IGFs have adopted different outreach strategies to reach wider audience and
enlist additional stakeholders and experts. It is important to avoid some stakeholder groups
dominating the others in participation and in debate. Accordingly there may be need for
capacity building or other incentive to bring on board under represented groups. Whatever
outreach strategy that the national IGF adopts, it should be measurable and clearly
communicated to the various stakeholder groups.

37. Organizing an exhibition at the National IGF

Are you seeking to showcase your initiative to a wider audience and receive a candid advice
from experts from different background and stakeholder groups? If your answer is yes, then
the National Internet Governance Forum is the right medium. A step further is to reach out to
your national internet governance contact where you will be put through the stakeholders in
charge of exhibition sub-committee.



38. How does a National IGF contribute to the regional and the continental IGF

The national IGF feeds into the regional and continental internet governance forum when the
prevalent internet issues at the national level are brought to the table for discussion at the
regional and continental IGF. Moreover, this promotes sharing of best practices from the
national level, strengthening of discussions at the regional and continental levels and ensuring
learning for all stakeholders from different geographic set ups and professions.

39. Reporting and Distribution of National IGF Outcome
Reporting and distributing the outcome of the national internet governance meeting is a key

element in the internet governance forum process and should be treated as such. Quality
reporting of stakeholder’s concerns and discussions on internet governance issues strengthen
the existence of the National IGF while its timely distribution informs and ensures public policy
deliberation and corporation. The national internet governance Forum outcome should be
adequately reported to stakeholders within and outside the region including the Africa and IGF
secretariats. The National IGF should ensure outcome of the meetings is published on the
website supporting the principle of ease of public access and replication, allowing debrief at
the regional and continental IGF meetings. The outcome should also be disseminated to
partner organizations and other relevant institutions as well as news agencies for wider
audience coverage.

40. Youth Internet Governance Initiatives

Youth are increasingly showing interest in the internet governance discussions. Youth are
usually students of different backgrounds or self-employed or junior professionals and can be
considered as individual stakeholder groups. Youth Internet Governance Initiatives are
created with a goal of encouraging and involving young people in the debate and discussion
on internet governance.

41. Youth as part of National IGF

Young people are the heavy users of the internet in Africa. They use it to try and find answers
to most challenged questions in the society while building their internet dream, but yet there
voices in the internet policy discussions are limited. It is with this reality that National IGFs
continue to strengthen the participation of youth. In fact, the growth of National IGFs in Africa
has seen a substantive involvement of the youth leading to an increase in participation and
development of different youth initiatives across the continent. There is an increasing
recognition by the IGF community of the importance of engaging young people in its working
processes — from understanding key issues, to planning events and actively participating.
National Internet Governance forums would be a good ground to nurture and accommodate
youth. In this regard, a variety of approaches have been undertaken to include the views and
voices of youth in Internet policy discussions in the national IGF annual conferences and
during the preparatory process. Youth should work in synergy with the national IGF to get an
anchor then move to the other geographic levels of Internet Governance. Youth initiatives are
included in the preparatory process and provided with space to participate and organize
sessions.

42. Independent Youth led Internet Governance Forums

They are organized as a separate initiative for the youth and coordinated by the youth. These
initiatives are recognized when following the IGF principles of being open, inclusive, non-
commercial with a multistakeholder participation during the whole preparatory phase and in
the event itself. They can run as standalone process, but it is advised that they do not operate
in silos. Indeed, National IGFs have created ample space for the youth to participate in the
internet governance related discussions both separately and mainstreamed. They can
participate in the National IGF running a parallel event or/and mainstreamed in the main forum.






SECTION IV: THE AFRICAN INTERNET GOVERNANCE FORUM

Introduction
43. The African Internet Governance Forum (AfIGF) was created by the United Nations

Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA), the African Union Commission (AUC), the
New Partnership for African Development (NEPAD) and the African Regional Economic
Communities (RECs) during the 6" global Internet Governance Forum held in Nairobi,
Kenya, from 27 to 30 September 2011. The paragraphs below describe the African IGF
process and modalities to facilitate the participation of stakeholders.

Does the African Internet Governance Forum have a secretariat?
44. The Secretariat is hosted by the African Union Commission (AUC) and supported by the

45.

United Nations Economic Commission for Africa (UNECA), in accordance with the Joint
AUC and ECA Communiqué on the Secretariat of the African IGF, dated 3 September
2014. 1t is physically located at the AUC Headquarters in Addis Ababa, Ethiopia. The
Forum's website is on http://afigf.africa/.

Some of the responsibilities of the secretariat include:

provision of administrative, logistical and organizational support
sourcing of funds

promotion of AfIGF activities

development of strategies on sustaining the AfIGF process
maintaining active e-mail lists, website

acting as a knowledge management hub
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Which Rules govern the African IGF?

24.

25.

26.

The African IGF is a space for an inclusive multilateral, multi-stakeholder and multilingual
discussion on issues pertinent to the Internet in Africa in general and Internet Governance
issues in particular.

Up to 2018, the African IGF was governed by Terms of Reference (TORS) adopted by its
first conference held in September 2012 in Cairo, Egypt. Its main objective was to support
and promote the consolidation of the on-going sub-regional initiatives, reach out to
continental and global stakeholders and guide in their engagement in continental, sub-
regional and national initiatives. The African IGF specific objectives are outlined in the
TORs.

Starting from 2019, the activities of the African IGF are governed by the African IGF
Charter superseding the TORs which were valid up to 2018. The Charter was adopted by
the 7™ African Internet Governance Forum held in December 2017 in Sharm EI-Sheikh,
Egypt. It provides the background information on IGF in general and AfIGF in particular,
and prescribes the actions and steps to be taken by the African Internet Governance
Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG) to organize the annual conference.

How to join the African IGF?

24,

Membership to AfIGF is open to all stakeholder groups and individuals on the continent.
Members shall be conveners from the Sub-Regional IGFs of the five African sub-regions,
individuals from Relevant African Government Institutions, African Civil Society, academic
and technical communities, African Private Sector, and African based Regional and
international organizations. Members serve in their personal capacity, but are expected to


http://afigf.africa/

have extensive linkages with their respective stakeholder groups. There are no registration
or/and participation fees to AfIGF.

How to become a MAG member?

25. The African IGF secretariat prepares an “Application for membership to the African IGF
Mulstistakeholder Advisory Group (AfIGF-MAG)” form to be completed by candidates
willing to serve as MAG members according to paragraph 4.3.1 (a) of the Charter.
Individuals representing relevant African Government Institutions, Civil Society, Academia
and Technical community, Private Sector and Youth send their application forms to the
secretariat which forwards them to the Nominating Committee (NOMCOM).

Who are MAG members?

26. Membership of the AfIGF-MAG is drawn from individuals representing relevant African
Government Institutions, Civil Society, Academia and Technical community, Private
Sector and Youth. A nominating Committee appoint the seventeen MAG members who
after each election are composed of: (i) The conveners of the five African sub-regional
IGFs; (i) Ten (10) members elected among candidates from (all) African countries, by the
Nominating Committee for a mandate of two years. (iii) One (1) member designated by the
Africa Union Commission ; and (iv) One (1) member designated by an African Regional
Intergovernmental Organization. It should also be noted that regional African organizations
and Africa based international organizations may participate in the activities of AfIGF-
MAG. MAG members serve in their personal capacity but are expected to have extensive
linkages with their respective stakeholder groups. MAG members serve on a voluntary and
pro-bono basis. The duration of the MAG mandate is meant normally for two years.

How does the MAG operate?

27. The MAG meets physically in face to face gatherings and virtually through video
conferences and other on-line tools as well as via exchange of emails to organize the
annual AfIGF conference. To facilitate the annual AfIGF preparation, the MAG will put in
place the following four (4) specialized committees:

g. Program Committee

h. Fellowship & Sponsorship Committee

i. Communication and Outreach Committee
j-  Exhibition Committee

The MAG may create other committees and working groups led by AfIGF-MAG
members and may co-opt volunteers from the community. Committees and working
groups would further be established based on needs in accordance with the
requirements of the annual AfIGF preparatory process. Such Committees and Working
Groups are setup on ad-hoc basis.

What are the procedures for hosting the African IGF?

28. It is important to note that the African IGF takes place each year usually between end of
June and end of November for three (3) days, and in any case the latest one month prior
to the global IGF. The process is as follows:

a. The Secretariat prepares mid-January of each year a bid to host the African IGF of
the current year.

b. The bid, which is in Arabic, English and French is sent by email to all stakeholders
and uploaded at www.afigf.africa/.

c. Any African country, which meets the criteria listed in the bid can host the African
IGF.

d. Only African Governments or their institutions are allowed to submit a bid.


http://www.afigf.africa/

e. When a country is ready to be a host, a Government institution will submit its bid
by email to the Commissioner for Infrastructure and Energy of the African Union
and designate a focal point with whom the African Union Commission willliaise.

f. Inreturn, a list of precise criteria will be prepared by the African IGF Secretariat
and sent to the country.

g. Once a country is selected, an agreement will be signed between the government
institution in charge of organizing the event and the African Union.

Has my country hosted the African Internet Governance Forum?

29.

30.

Any African country can be a host. Only seven African countries have hosted the African
IGF so far. If your country is not in the list below, it has not been yet the host of an
African IGF. The list is below on chronological order:

a) Cairo, Egypt, from 2 - 4 October 2012;

b) Nairobi, Kenya, from 24 - 26 September 2013;

c) Abuja, Nigeria, from 10-12 July 2014;

d) Addis Ababa, Ethiopia, from 6-8 September 2015;

e) Durban, South Africa, from 16 — 18 October 2016;

f) Sharm EI-Sheikh, Egypt, from 4 — 6 December 2017; and
g) Khartoum, Sudan, from 4-6 November 2018.

In principle, the African IGF rotates taking into account geographic and language diversity.
However, from the list above, it transpires that:

a. Egypt has been the host twice

b. Arabophone countries have hosted twice

c. Francophone countries did not host

d. No country from Central African region has been the host

Are there guidelines for the African IGF report?

31

32.

At the beginning of each conference, a Rapporteur General and Session Rapporteurs
are designated by the secretariat based on competencies and experience. In order to
have a harmonious and homogenous report, guidelines for rapporteurs are put in place
by the secretariat in the form of a template to be followed and completed by all the
rapporteurs. The template includes:

Session hame

Date and time of session

Name of moderator

Name of rapporteur

Summary of all presentations

Key issues raised

Recommended actions (with implementers and timeframe)

Other discussion points

Any other relevant Remarks
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At the last but one session of the conference, a summary of recommendations and
conclusions are extracted from the report to form an outcome document to be presented
and distributed to participants. The Rapporteur General continues to liaise with session
rapporteurs and the secretariat to work on the report finalization. The report is finalized
between February and March of the next year, uploaded on www.afigf.africa and sent to
the IGF secretariat in Geneva for uploading on the NRIs web page.
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Who sponsors the African Internet Governance Forum?
33. During the first three conferences, UNECA and the host countries have been the main

sponsors of the African Internet Governance Forum. Starting from the fourth conference,
the main sponsors are the African Union and the host countries. Once a host country is
identified and conference dates set and in order to attract additional funding for organizing
the African IGF, the secretariat prepares a list of potential sponsors and sends out by email
letters signed by the Head of the Information Society Division of the AU. Sponsors are
usually private companies, intergovernmental organizations, Development and aid
institutions, and NGOs active in the field of Information and Communication Technologies.
Once you become a sponsor, you can transfer sponsorship funds to any institution
appointed by the African IGF secretariat for managing the funds. Alternatively the sponsor
can execute directly the expenses such as purchasing tickets for participants and resource
persons, paying hotel rooms, local transportation, gala-diner, meals, coffee break, cocktalil,
Knowledge Management platforms, etc. Up to now the most regular sponsors of the
African IGF are below:

a. The Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers (ICANN)

https://www.icann.org/

The Internet Society (ISOC) https://www.internetsociety.org/

The Association for Progressive Communication (APC) https://www.apc.org/
The Internet Governance Forum Support Association (IGFSA) https://igfsa.org/
The African Network Information Centre (AFRINIC) https://www.afrinic.net/
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African IGF SWOT Analysis
34. After holding the African IGF for 07 years, it was necessary to carry out a SWOT
analysis to better guide continuation of the African IGF process as below.

Strengths — What does the African Internet Governance Forum possess or has done that
ensure its continuity

Weaknesses — What are the deficiencies that limit the growth of the African IGF?

Opportunities — What are the potential factors that can contribute to the growth of the
African IGF?

Threats — What are the external factors that can potential stifle the growth of the African
IGF?

Established Secretariat Short term partnership
Strong Network Low Representation
Availability of Knowledge Multistakeholder nature
Skilled personnel Knowledge and skill Gap
Stakeholder Inclusiveness Access to Finance
Awareness and strong Influence Low visibility of outcome
Access to support and finance Remote participation

Trusted outcome
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THREATS

Growing IG Interest Political Impact

Digital economy trend Low priority of IGF

;Aé:_lt_:es&?lhty and digital d”ght I Structure and representation
s policy concern and development - -
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African Union program priorities Inancing

35. In Africa, the Internet governance forum is well established at the continental level. The
same can be said in some countries with strong influence, awareness and skilled
manpower, but other countries are still limited due to knowledge gap, and capacity to
convene the relevant stakeholders and to annually host the national IGF. Some regions
do not have the political commitment necessary to support the IGF process. The growing
interest, representation and participation of stakeholders account for few governments,
technical and business sectors. This poses a significant risk to the sustainability of internet
governance in Africa. The growth and relevance of IGF in Africa has been linked to the
fast development of the ICT industry, the digital economy, accessibility, awareness as
regards digital rights and concerns for digital policy development. In addition, the growing
interest for dialogue on digital policy and implementation is a positive outlook for the
African IGF. Civil Society has played a major role in the IGF process on the continent
through its awareness raising and promotional activities towards other stakeholder groups.
It is considered that African IGF constraints may stem from politics, influence, finance and
insecurity, all linked to countries hesitating to be the annual host, political instability and
lack of funding for participants. Moreover, the fragile nature of the multistakeholder
approach at the country level still is questioned by some African states as an effective
model to deal with internet governance issues.



SECTION V: SUB-REGIONAL INTERNET GOVERNANCE FORUMS IN AFRICA

Structure of Sub-regional IGFs

36. Africa is a large continent with 54 countries grouped into five regions: Central Africa, East
Africa, North Africa, Southern Africa and West Africa. These regions have put in place IG
forums in order to consolidate national initiatives and to create a unique space of unified
voice where technical and policy internet issues of the region can be discussed. Each of
the regions has a multistakeholder organizing team that facilitates the regional internet
governance forum process. This multistakeholder organizing team reflects the values that
underpin the IGF and diversity of national initiatives. Each sub-regional African IGF has its
own history summarized below.

Central Africa Internet Governance (CAIGF)

37. The Central African IGF known as « Forum sur la Gouvernance de I'Internet en Afrique
Centrale » inaugurated its first meeting in 2010 in Brazzaville, Republic of Congo. It is
intended to be a sub-regional continuum of the African IGF as a multilateral and
multistakeholder platform for discussion of relevant issues related to the Internet in Central
Africa in general, and Internet governance in particular to build capacity on Internet
governance for users and ensure that all stakeholders are well prepared for better
contributions and interactions. It covers all countries of the Economic Community of
Central African States (ECCAS) space as follows: Angola, Burundi, Cameroun, Central
African Republic, Chad, Congo, Democratic Republic of Congo, Equatorial Guinea,
Gabon, Rwanda, Tomé and Principe. CAIGF was held respectively in:

Congo-Brazzaville (2010)
Congo-Brazzaville (2011)
Cameroun, (2012)
Equatorial Guinea (2015)
Congo-Brazzaville (2016)
Gabon (2017)
Congo-Brazzaville (2018)

The East African Internet Governance Forum (EAIGF)

38. It was established in 2008 with the objectives of creating a community of practice that will
in the long term, become a sustaining foundation for meaningful participation of East
African stakeholders in the internet public policy debate at the national, regional and
international level. The East African Internet Governance Forum allows for the informed
participation, contribution and engagement of community members through research,
sharing of experience, skills sharing, problem solving and addressing common challenges
and the creation of new knowledge. The forum follows a bottom up multistakehoklder
approach which begins at the national level through mailing list discussions in all the East
African countries, followed by national face to face IGFs, which continue the discussions
and debate and go further to validate the issue identified through mailing list discussions
and explore recommendations and solutions. The national IGFs, stemming from Kenya,
Uganda, Tanzania, Rwanda, Burundi and South Sudan form the building block for the
regional East African IGF. EAIGF was held respectively in:

o Kenya (2008)



Kenya (2009)
Uganda (2010)
Rwanda (2011)
Kenya (2012)
Uganda (2015)

It should be noted that the East African IGF did not hold its annual conference for the past 04

years.

The North Africa Internet Governance Forum (NAIGF)

39.

40.

It was established in Hammamet, Tunisia on 17 September 2012. Its objective is to
enhance users awareness and capacities in the area of Internet governance to ensure
good preparation for stakeholders to contribute, hence ensuring that North African
concerns are taken into account in the work of the Internet Governance Forum at the
African level and internationally, and to develop a coordinated regional action plan,
facilitate international exchanges and participation in specialized regional Internet
governance forums. NAIGF is a space for multilateral political dialogue aimed at further
promoting sustainable development, security and stability. In accordance with the Tunis
Agenda, the North Africa Internet Governance Forum adheres to the principles of
openness, pluralism and transparency. The NAIGF activities were launched in April 2016
in Marrakech, Morocco, where the NAIGF charter was adopted, with participants from
Egypt, Mauritania, Morocco, Sudan and Tunisia.

The North Africa Internet Governance Forum is organized through a plenary and
committees that are tasked with the responsibilities of defining the content of the annual
forum, its structure, format and activities; and communicate with the North African Internet
governance community and with the Internet Governance community worldwide. The
following countries are members of NAIGF: Algeria, Egypt, Libya, Mauritania, Morocco,
Sudan and Tunisia. The North African IGF was held twice, respectively in:

e Egypt (2017)

e Tunisia (2018

The Southern African Internet Governance Forum (SAIGF)

41.

42.

It was launched in Sandton, Johnnesburg, South Africa in 2011 with endorsement of the
SADC Secretariat; and support of the Southern African NGO Network (SANGONeT), the
Association for Progressive Communications (APC) and New Partnership for Africa's
Development (NEPAD). The objectives of the Southern African Internet Governance
Forum is to increase awareness and build capacity on Internet Governance issues in the
SADC Region so as to ensure informed dialogue on policy and related matters between
all stakeholders, ensure the views of the SADC Region are represented in the African IGF
(AfIGF) and Global IGF, establish a coordinated and coherent framework for dealing with
Internet Governance issues in the SADC Region and facilitate the participation of a broad
range of SADC stakeholders in SAIGF. In addition, SAIGF aims at ensuring that SADC
Member States establish their National IGF and form part of the AfIGF and Global IGF
processes.

The Southern Internet governance forum is composed of civil society, government,
intergovernmental organizations, technical communities, private sector and academia with
deliberate inclusion of the youth. The region’s fifteen countries (Angola, Botswana,
Comoros, Democratic republic of congo, Eswatini, Lesotho, Madagascar, Malawi,
Mauritius, Mozambique Namibia, Seychelles, South Africa, united republic of Tanzania,
Zambia and zimbabwe ) takes full part in the internet governance discussions. Since its



inception, the Southern African Internet Governance Forum was held five times,
successively in:

e South Africa (2011)

Angola (2013)

Malawi (2014)

Zimbabwe (2015)

South Africa (2018)

The West African Internet Governance Forum (WAIGF)

43. It was established in Accra, Ghana in 2008 with the objective to contribute towards
educating and informing the stakeholders within the internet ecosystem on Internet
Governance. The specific objectives are to educate West African stakeholders on the
essence of IG, encourage them to participate effectively in the public policy issues that the
Internet Governance focusses on and groom the next generation of internet governance
experts for West Africa. The WAIGF is composed of the following stakeholders:
government, academia, media, technical community, internet activists, civil society, private
sector, inter-governmental and non-governmental organizations. As a regional
mechanism for the fifteen countries of the Economic Community of West African States
(ECOWAS), the member states, which are Benin, Burkina Faso, Cabo Verde, Cote
d’'lvoire, The Gambia, Ghana, Guinea, Guinea Bissau, Liberia, Mali, Niger, Nigeria,
Senegal, Sierra Leone and Togo, have automatically the privilege to fully participate in this
forum and they have been doing so since its inception. Since its creation, the West African
IGF has been held in the following countries:

Ghana (2008)
Ghana (2009)
Sénégal (2010)
Nigeria (2011)
Sierra Leone (2012)
Cote d’lvoire (2013)
Nigeria (2015)

Niger (2016)

Benin (2017)
Burkina Faso (2018)
The Gambia (2019)
It should be noted that Sierra Leone has planned to be the host for WAIGF 2020.

How are Sub-Regional IGFs coordinated?

44. Aside the multistakeholder organizing committee, which bears a different name in each
region, there is either a permanent secretariat or a rotating secretariat depending on the
involvement of the Regional Economic Community in Internet Governance issues. There
is in addition, usually a dedicated point of contact, in most cases the initiative’s champion
who acts as a liaison between the initiative and other relevant groups. The list of points of
contact for the African region are available on the African IGF website. The coordination
modalities for some of the sub regions are below. Most of the champions are from the Civil
Society stakeholder group.

a) Central Africa:

o Fromitsinceptionto 2018, coordination was done through an ad hoc organizing
committee in which the civil society and host government played a major role



o The 2018 conference held in Brazzaville elected a MAG of 10 members and an
Executive Secretary to coordinate the sub-regional activities

b) East Africa: Coordination is done through a MAG coordinated by a Chairperson
o A MAG consisting of a team of 5 members
o Coordinator: The chairperson appointed by the MAG

¢) North Africa:

o A MAG composed of a maximum of 23 members for 2 years term renewable,
appointed by a NomCom

o Coordinator: The Chairperson who is selected among MAG members by
consensus

d) Southern Africa: Multistakeholder Coordinating team composed of:
o SADC secretariat as ex-officio and Chairperson

NEPAD

Civil Society

Private Sector

Technical Community

Academia

Host and immediate past host Governments

The host Government is Vice-Chairperson

O O OO0 O OO0

e) West Africa: Coordination is done through a mechanism involving all national IGFs
through an advisory committee composed of:
o WAIGF secretariat, hosted by the ECOWAS Commission
Coordination
Planning Committee
Resource Mobilization Committee

O O O

Has my country hosted a sub-regional African IGF? If not, why?

45. To know if your country has hosted a sub-regional IGF, the first step would be to contact
your region’s focal point to assist with necessary information. The list of focal points of sub
regional IGFs are available on the African IGF website. To host a sub-regional meeting,
there are processes and procedures that must be followed and criteria that should be met.
These are core IGF principles and specific conditions set by the regional
multistakeholder organizing committee. If your country is not in the list, may be it has never
shown interest towards the internet governance debate as there are many African
countries that do not have a national initiative, or your country was not able to meet the
defined criteria. Any country willing to organize a sub-regional meeting should send a letter
of intent to the secretariat of the regional IGF or to the African IGF secretariat, the later
has been facilitating negotiations for the convening of the Central African IGF over the
years. Accordingly, any group of stakeholders may request the African IGF secretariat to
send a written request to countries which are potentially ready to host a sub-regional IGF.

Process and procedures for hosting sub-regional African IGF

46. At this stage, you either have been convinced of the need to bring the sub-regional meeting
in your country or has developed the interest and wants to know the process to host a sub-
regional IGF. Below are the steps that could get you started:

o Contact either the African IGF Secretariat or the sub regional focal point which would
assist you with information on how to get started
e Secure the buy-in of one or more conveners/secretariats of National IGFs



e Discuss with Government officials in your country and secure their support in terms of
politics, logistics and financing

e Put together the maximum number of stakeholder groups within your country to
support the process

e Lobby the Regulator for its substantive and financial support

Guidelines for hosting a successful sub-regional African IGF

47. Hosting a successful sub regional internet governance forum could be tasking and
overwhelming as it involves lot of planning, negotiation and partnership arrangements.
Remember that it is an annual gathering and takes place usually prior to the African IGF
and the global IGF. The Sub Regional IGF must adhere to the IGF principles and ground
its activities on collaborative efforts. The Sub Regional IGF should be committed to the
IGF principles. A set of minimum criteria are below to guide potential candidates:

a. Existence of a Multistakeholder Steering Committee that would
o engage all stakeholders
o coordinate resource mobilization
o plan for follow up activities
b. Availability of a coordinator who:
o acts as a Champion
o serves as a liaison with other stakeholder groups
o becomes the entry point of external IG communities
c. Development of a dedicated website were the process is highlighted and meeting
information is published
d. Establishment of an email lists for information exchange, planning, evaluation
purposes, etc.

Sponsoring and partnering with Sub-Regional IGFs

48. The sub regional IGFs look for sponsors to run their initiatives. Generally, sponsoring these
forums is a joint effort complemented by the host country. It is important to note that
the partnership is a viable means for sustaining the sub regional initiative. It is therefore
advisable that the sub regional IGFs partner with relevant stakeholders such as the
Regional Economic Communities that would enable the continuity of the regional IGF.
Relevant partnership should cut across all the IG stakeholders. Each of the sub regional
initiatives has their sponsors listed on their website. At the Southern African and West
African regions, the two RECs, namely SADC and ECOWAS provide substantial financial
resources for the annual meetings of SAIGF and WAIGF respectively. Following the model
of the African IGF which is hosted by the African Union, the regional IGFs should be
anchored to the RECs for viability, sustainability and political support. In addition, for each
annual conference, the host country provides free of charge, meeting venue, coffee break,
lunch, etc. Some of the private sector companies, IGOs and NGOs provide some type of
support; however they are urged to step up their support on a continuous and more
substantive manner as they are among the direct beneficiaries of the output stemming
from the conferences.



SECTION VI: CONCLUSION AND REFERENCES

CONCIUSIOT

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

Evolution of the Internet Governance Forum process in Africa is taking a good shape and
at the same time fast changing. The Internet Governance space has introduced new lines
of interaction and participation that are contrary to traditional mode of engagement in
ensuring stakeholders provide input towards solving the current Internet and technological
issues through a consensus driven approach. However, despite African involvement in the
Internet Governance Forum process, there are still unfiled needs such as sufficient,
concrete knowledge, and skills that are required to successfully navigate through the
multistakeholder model of Internet Governance and strengthening it. As this is relatively
new on our continent, many stakeholders and countries are struggling to understand the
interplay of the Internet Governance Forum, its structure and how to establish one. The
complexity of the process and its sustainability seem to be daunting.

The manual explains to the stakeholders, issues and mechanisms that should be mastered
in order to participate successfully in the Internet Governance Forum process. The manual
is written in a way to enable constructive participation of stakeholders in the three
geographic contexts of the Internet Governance Forum in Africa at the national, regional
and continental levels.

Emphasis is put in key common principles and concepts at the early part of the manual to
make sure that the reader understands properly the ideas underpinning the Internet
Governance Forum process.

The IGF process at the national level being the most challenging part and the one which
involves more stakeholders, the Manual deals with it with details and recipe type
guidelines, which if followed will enable all African countries to be successful in setting up
and operationalizing their National Internet Governance Forum.

While aiming at improving and enhancing the Internet Governance Forum process in Africa
and inclusion of various stakeholders groups, it is essential to adhere to appropriate
behavioral norms; therefore, the manual presents guidelines that look at the
communication and ethical standards that are expected to guide stakeholder participation
in the IGF in Africa regardless of the background. It further highlights process and
procedures that should be followed in reporting abuse or complaints during Internet
Governance conferences in Africa

Moving the Internet Governance Forum process forward in the five regions of Africa
addresses several challenges and provides best practices that would be good examples.



55.

56.

57.

The assessment concerns have been neglected in the national and regional initiatives in
Africa; hence in order to help strengthening each national or regional initiative, the manual
looks at set of processes that could be followed.

The Manual would be valuable to further research and development of national and
regional initiatives in Africa, and should be used as a living document to be updated
regularly taking into account evolution of the Internet Governance process in Africa and
worldwide.

Finally, the Manual is complemented with reading references to be used, when different
issues arise, as means to further secure useful advices in moving forward successfully in
the Internet Governance Forum process at national, regional, continental and global levels.
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https://au.int/sites/default/files/documents/30938-doc-african_internet_governance_forum_rev1_0.pdf
http://content.netmundial.br/files/265.pdf
https://iccwbo.org/publication/improving-the-igf-how-can-we-get-the-most-out-of-igf-improvements-processes/
https://iccwbo.org/publication/improving-the-igf-how-can-we-get-the-most-out-of-igf-improvements-processes/
https://iccwbo.org/publication/improving-the-igf-how-can-we-get-the-most-out-of-igf-improvements-processes/
https://igf2018.fr/
https://www.intgovforum.org/multilingual/
https://knowledge.afigf.africa/

23. http://nasig2018.northamericansig.org/images/nasig/2018/presentations/Internet%20Gov
ernance%20by%20Judith%20Hellerstein.pdf

24. http://unidep.org/

25. https://www.uneca.org/

26. http://www.waigf.org/

27. https://www.wgig.org/docs/WGIGREPORT.pdf
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Background and Context

1. The African Internet Governance space has been active since the WSIS proves with regional
meetings held from 2002 to 2005 in Bamako, Accra, Addis Ababa, Cairo, Johannesburg, Douala
and Tunis. Within the IGF global initiative, Africa has also hosted the global IGF in Egypt (2009)
and in Kenya (2011). During the 2011 IGF in Nairobi, the African Internet Governance Forum
(AfIGF) was launched with the aim of being a platform for an inclusive multilateral, multi-stakeholder
and multilingual discussion on issues pertinent to the Internet in Africa in general and Internet
Governance issues in particular. The first AfIGF was held in Cairo, Egypt from 2 to 4 October hosted
by the Government of Egypt attended physically by over 229 participants from 31 countries and
remotely attended by 52 individuals from 21 countries. The subsequent annual meetings, i.e. the
2nd 3rd 4t 5th - gth and 7t AfIGF were held in Nairobi, Abuja, Addis Ababa, Durban, Cairo and
Khartoum respectively from 2013 to 2018. These regional IGFs events addressed a wide range of
not only issues addressed during the same year’s annual global IGFs but also issues pertinent to
the continent.

2. Besides the regional IGF, there are also five sub-regional IGFs in Africa as follows: West Africa
Internet Governance Forum (WAIGF), — East Africa Internet Governance Forum (EAIGF), — Forum
de Gouvernance de l'Internet en Afrigue Centrale (FGI-CA), — North Africa Internet Governance
Forum (NAIGF) — Southern Africa Internet Governance Forum (SAIGF). Similar to the AfIGF, the
sub-regional IGFs have also been addressing a wide range of issues in addition to the ones
addressed at the AfIGF level and the global IGF level but also those issues pertinent to the sub-
regions.

3. Furthermore, the African IG space involves National IGFs in twenty seven countries including
Benin, Burkina Faso, Burundi, Cameroon, Chad, Democratic Republic of Congo, Egypt, Gambia,
Ghana, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Mauritius, Mozambique, Namibia, and Niger. Nigeria, Rwanda,
Senegal, South Africa, South Sudan, Sudan, Tanzania, Togo, Tunisia, Uganda and Zimbabwe.

4. In this context, an analysis of the IG issues addressed in the last over seven years at national,
regional and continental level since the launch of the African IGF was carried out.

Analysis of African IG issues and priorities

5. An Analysis of the issues addressed at the regional level through the African IGF (AfIGF) shows
growing evolvement in the manner the global IG space evolves. Furthermore, the African IG space
has evolved with increasing momentum in structuring the |G at the regional level through the African
Union such as the African Charter on Internet Governance and the increased attention towards
strengthening the multistakeholder cooperation as shown in the table below of the last seven years
of IG debate at the continental level.

Table 1: Issues addressed at the annual African IGF event between 2012 and 2018

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018




Access and | Internet Connect WSIS Assess the Promoting National and
Diversity Governance Africa for issues, role of Digital Regional IGF
Principles and | improved including | Internet Africa: Initiative
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internet IGF and
governance | the AU
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Emerging Principles of Policy Public Bridging the | Enabling Unlock digital
issues Multi- facilitating Access gap on the the Digital development
Stakeholder access to digital Transforma | and
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The Africa IGF on & n in Africa Africa: The | technologies
Knowled Role of
ge in the Youth
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Managing Infrastructure The Connecti | Africa’s Empowerin | Promote
Critical development, Internet as ng the Digital g Global Digital Africa:
Internet Knowledge a driver of next Economy Cooperatio | Entrepreneur
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and African developme Rights on the | Cybersecur | Digital
Content nt Internet ity for Innovation
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Developme
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Internet Security: Legal | The Addressi | Connectthe | Emerging Africa's
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and Privacy | stakeholder Resources on the the Internet the Dralft cooperation
partnership at Internet African IGF | for better
regional and Charter digital trust
national IGF
levels
African Openness: Emerging IANA Inclusive National Emerging
Digital Human rights, | issues Steward | development | and Technologies
Representa | freedom of ship and digital Regional . Internet of
tion expression Transitio | transformatio | IGF Things and
Strategy and free flow n in Africa Big Data
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Moreover, a questionnaire-administered survey was undertaken and completed by 46 respondents
from 29 countries and the 5 regions of Africa. In addition, an online consultation webinar has been
organised and 23 participants have discussed the issues, priorities and stakeholder structures of
the African digital policy- and decision-making environment. The survey and the consultation have
identified the trends in the focus of the stakeholders along key priority issues considered at the
continental level as shown in Figure 1.

The respondents have identified the priority issues that they are interested in and focus on as well
as the priorities at regional level in order of importance of the priorities from among the key issues
that have been addressed both at local, national, regional and continental level. In this regard the
following figures show the key priority areas of focus of the stakeholders and the priorities in order




of importance to the continent. Detailed analysis of the identified needs and priorities can be found
in the report on “Mapping of multistakeholders in digital policies and decision-making in Africa”
published in parallel with the current Work Plan.

Figure 1: Stakeholders priority issues focus
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8. As indicated in the above figure, most stakeholders focus on internet for development (37) and
cybersecurity (37) issues followed by protection of human rights (33), access (32) and internet
content (32) and then surveillance/privacy (26), IP Address DNS ANS Policy (24) and Internet
neutrality (24) and lastly IP protection (22) as key priority areas that they are interested in
addressing at national, regional and continental level.

9. Moreover an earlier survey conducted by ResearchlCT Africa has come up with more or similar

results with some movements in the order of the position of issues in the graph below which
ResearchICT Africa found as the most relevant IG issues for Africa

Figure 2: Most relevant IG issues for Africa
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10. Furthermore, our survey also tries to investigate what stakeholders believe the major priority
concern of the continent. To this end, stakeholders were asked to put these issues in terms of
priority order of importance for the continent to address. In this regard, the following figure 3 shows
priority issues in terms of the order of importance for the continent to address.

Figure 3: Priority Issues identified by stakeholders in order of importance to the continent
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11. As highlighted above, respondents have identified the priority IG issues of the continent in order
importance, namely, access (24), internet for development (13), Internet content (13), cyber-
security (11), IP protection (8), protection of human rights (7), Surveillance/privacy (6), IP Address
DNS ANS policy (6), and Internet neutrality. This interestingly tallies with the earlier survey
undertaken by ResearchlICT Africa as shown in figure 2 above.

12. Based on all the above findings and previous desk research, the report provides a proposed work
plan for African priorities for further discussion in upcoming events, which have been identified at
the regional, continental and global level. In this regard, a list of upcoming events up to 2022 has
been prepared for use along this report.

Proposed Work Plan for African Priorities for Discussion



July 2019 to June 2020

No

Description of Activities

July

Aug

Sep
t

Nov

Dec

Ja

Fe

Mar

Apr

May

Jun

Reproduction of the
Manual for the
Development of the
National and Regional
IGFs in both English
and French

Training of trainers on
the use and
implementation of the
Manual

Creation of aregional
IG Academy
Development of
training programme
and undertaking a
training of trainers

Support Regional IGFs
work plan for the
recruitment and
creation of at least Ten
national IGFs (2 by
region)

Creation of an African
Internet development
and governance
Observatory and Digital
Clinic

IG knowledge
repository within the
PRIDA Digital Platform

Capacity Building for
African Common
Position on Internet
Governance and digital
policies

Establishing a
Commission or
Technical Advisory
Committee
Developing TORs and
Action Plan

Establishment of small
grant funding scheme
or prize for innovative
multistakeholder 1G
projects / practices




Establish selection
process of such
initiatives at national
and sub-regional level
through the national
and regional IGFs
and celebrate
successful
multistakeholder
initiatives and youth
at

the annual AfIGFs

Thematic priority

Cybersecurity

assist countries in the
formulation and
implementation of
cyber-security
legislation and the
establishment of
computer emergency
readiness teams;
Harmonize the national
and sub-regional
policies with the
regional African Union
Cybersecurity
Convention

8.2

Access

Develop a policy
framework to enhance
access and broadband
targets and for
ratification by AUC
member

States.

8.3

Internet (1G) for
Development

Support dissemination
and implementation of
the AUC Declaration
on Internet
Governance

To support
organisation of a multi-
sectoral and
multistakeholder
conference on digital
cooperation

8.4

Critical Internet
Resources and
Content

Support the
operationalization and




implementation of
Dotafrica (.AFRICA)
TLD to boost African
ccTLDs and to develop
the domain names
reseller market in
Africa

Support creation of
thematic (priorities)
Community of
Practices (CoPs) in at
least the three IG
functional areas —
resources, technical
standards and policy
Support intra-
stakeholder networks
and multistakeholder
models at national level




Annex 5

List of upcoming IGF Events June 2019 - Dec 2023

2019
Sponsoring Contact
Event Title Date Location Org Person Phone E-mail Website
July
Coordination
16 - 19 July Centre of ccTLD
APrIGF 2019 Vladivostok, Russia .RU https://www.rigf.asia/news/2018/aprigf-2019-in-vladivostok.html
Botswana
Communications
The 7th Africa Regulatory
Domain Name | 22 - 24 July Authority
System Forum | 2019 Gaborone, Botswana (BOCRA) http://dnsforum.africa/
IETF 105 20-26 July Montreal, Canada IETF https://www.ietf.org/how/meetings/105/
Digital
Transformation | 24-25 July i?:;?gnesburg, South
Congress https://www.digitaltransformationcongress.com/
European
Dialogue on
Internet
The Hague, Governance
EuroDig 19-20 July 2019 | Netherlands (EuroDIG) https://www.eurodig.org/index.php?id=76
West Africa 22 - 26 July
IGF 2019 Banjul, The Gambia WA-IGF http://www.waigf.org/
August

Asian Peering
Forum (APF)
2019

13 - 15 August

Surabaya, Indonesia

https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1663

African Peering
and

Interconnection
Forum (AFPIF)

20 - 22 August
2019

Balaclava, Mauritius

The African IXP
Association (Af-
IX) and Internet
Society (ISOC)

https://www.afpif.org/
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September

Al Expo Africa 04-05 Cape Town, South
Al EXpO Alrica ;
September Africa https://aiexpoafrica.com/
APNIC 48 5-12 September | Chiang Mai, Thailand https://conference.apnic.net/48/
African IGF 10-12 . The African
2019 September Ndjamena, Chad Union africanigf@gmail.com | www.afigf.africa
Mobile Growth
Summit ése-ti?nber Berlin, Germany
Europe P https://mobilegrowthsummit.com/
Forum on
Internet 26-28 )
Freedom in September To be Confirmed
Africa https://cipesa.org/fifafrica/
September 2019 .
Arab IGF (TBC) Beirut, Lebanon http://igfarab.org/En/index.jsp
October
LACNIC 32 7-11 October Panama City, Panama
API World San Jose, California,
2019 8 - 10 October USA https://www.eventbrite.com/e/api-world-2019
HackConf 11 - 13 October | Sofia, Bulgaria https://www.hackconf.ba/en/
AFRICATEK 15-16 October Dakar, Senegal https://africatek.org/
Africa
Geospatial
Data & Internet | 21-25 October Accra, Ghana
Conference https://www.godan.info/events/africa-geospatial-data-and-internet-
2019 conference-2019
International
Conference &
Exhibition on
ICT for_ 23-25 October Abidjan, Cote D'ivoire
Education,
Training &
Skills

Development

https://www.elearning-africa.com/
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World Crypto

The Cosmopolitan Las

Conference 29 - 31 October | Vegas, NV, USA https://worldcryptocon.com/
31 October-01
ARIN 44 November Austin, TX
November
13-14
Big Data LDN November London, UK https://bigdataldn.com/
13-14
MobileOne November Paris, France https://www.mobile.one/
Al World &
Cyber Security | 14 - 15
2019 November London, UK www.hilarisconferences.com/ai-world
Division
VIA5,
The 14th IGF Secretariat/ | Internt
Annual Federal Ministry | Governance
Meeting of the of Economic and
Internet Affairs and International
Governance 25t0 29 Energy of Digital
Forum November 2019 | Berlin, Germanty Germany Dialogue igf@igf2019.berlin https://www.igf2019.berlin/IGF/Navigation/DE/Home/home.html
International
Conference on
Cyber Law,
Cyber Crime & | 20- 22 CyberLaws.Net https://10times.com/international-conference-on-cyber-law-cyber-
Cybersecurity November 2019 | New Delhi, India India crime
02-08
ICANN 66 November Montreal, Canada https://meetings.icann.org/en/
12-14 .
AfricaComm November CTICC, South Africa https:/itmt.knect365.com/africacom/
16-22 .
IETF 106 November Singapore https://www.ietf.org/how/meetings/106/
December
2 - 6 December ||, -nda, Angola
AFRINIC - 31 2019 » ANg AfrNIC https://meeting.afrinic.net/
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2020

Sponsoring | Contact
Event Title Date Location Org Person Phone E-mail Website
January
February
March
ICANNG67 |
Community Cancun,
Forum 7-12 Mar 2020 Mexico LAC https://meetings.icann.org/en/
Vancouver,
IETF 107th 21 -17 March BC, Canda https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1374
April
Lousville,
ARIN 45 20 - 21 April KY, USA https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1667
May
Berlin,
RIPE 80 11 - 15 May Germany https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1223
Boston, MA,
NANOG 79 31 May - 3 June | USA https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1665
June
ICANNGS | Kuala
Policy Forum 22-25 Jun 2020 | Lumpur AP https://meetings.icann.org/en/



https://meetings.icann.org/en/
https://meetings.icann.org/en/

July

Madrid,
IETF 108th 25 - 31 July Spain https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1375
August
September
APNIC 50: 3-10
South Asia September TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1208
RIPE 81 28 Sept - Oct 2 Milan, Italy https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1224
October

Seattle, WA,
NANOG 80 18 - 21 October | USA https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1666
ICANNG9 Hamburg,
(22nd AGM) 17-22 October Germany EUR https://meetings.icann.org/en/

Seattle, WA,
ARIN 46 22 - 23 October | USA https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1598
November

15-20

IETF 109th November TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1376

December



https://meetings.icann.org/en/

2021

Contac
Sponsorin t
Event Title Date Location g Org Person Phone E-mail Website
Atlata, GA, https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=17
NANOG 81 8 - 10 February | USA 15
ICANN7O |
Community . .
Forum 20-25 Mar 2021 | Cancun LAC https://meetings.icann.org/en/
https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=13
IETF 110th 7 - 12 March TBD 77
https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=15
RIPE 82 17 - 21 May TBD 68



https://meetings.icann.org/en/

ICANNT71 |

Policy Forum | 14-17 Jun 2021 | The Hague EUR https://meetings.icann.org/en/
Minneapolis, https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=17
NANOG 82 14 - 16 June MN, USA 16
ﬁﬂncisco, https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=13
IETF 111th 25 - 30 July USA 70
Toronto, ON, https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=17
NANOG 83 4 - 6 October USA 17
Toronto, https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=16
ARIN 48 7-80ctober | Canada 37
https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=15
RIPE 83 11 - 15 October | TBD 70
ICANN72
(23rd AGM) 23-28 Oct 2021 | Seattle NA https://meetings.icann.org/en/
7-12 https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=13
IETF 112th November TBD 78



https://meetings.icann.org/en/
https://meetings.icann.org/en/

2022

Sponsoring Contact
Event Title Date Location Org Person Phone E-mail Website
January
February
13-16
NANOG 84 February Austin, Tx, USA https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1680
March
ICANNT73 |
Community 5-10 Mar
Forum 2022 TBD TBD https://meetings.icann.org/en/
20-25
IETF 113th March TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1379
April
May
RIPE 84 16 - 20 May | TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1682
June
ICANNT74 | 13-16 Jun
Policy Forum 2022 TBD TBD https://meetings.icann.org/en/
Montreal, QC,
NANOG 85 5-8June USA https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1714



https://meetings.icann.org/en/
https://meetings.icann.org/en/

July

IETF 114th 24 -29 July | TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1380
August
September
ICANN75 17-22 Sep
(24th AGM) 2022 TBD TBD https://meetings.icann.org/en/
October
16 - 19 Hollywood, CA,
NANOG 86 October USA https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1681
24 - 28
RIPE 85 October TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1683
November
6-11
IETF 115th November TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1381

December



https://meetings.icann.org/en/

2023

Event Title

Date

Location

Sponsoring
Org

Contact Person

Phone

E-mail

Website

January

February

March

ICANNT6 |
Community
Forum

11-16 Mar
2023

TBD

TBD

https://meetings.icann.org/en/

April

May

June

ICANNT7 |
Policy Forum

12-15 Jun
2023

TBD

TBD

https://meetings.icann.org/en/

July

10
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https://meetings.icann.org/en/

August

September
October
ICANN78 21-26 Oct
(25th AGM) 2023 TBD TBD https://meetings.icann.org/en/
9-13
RIPE 87 October TBD https://nsrc.org/calendar/helpfiles/workshop_info_main.php?id=1689
November
December

11
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