EURALO Geo-Regions Call – 26 January 2011
Summary Notes
WL: We could try to introduce one new issue in the Geo-Regions report - that of self-determination. There are border countries that don't fit into a conventional scheme. For example, Armenia. 

YL: I support the idea of self-determination. That is the only feasible way since as we've seen the other classifictions are all different. 

OP: I think the UN classification is clear and reflects ideological differences and is democratic, but it doesn't allow countries. to make progress regarding....at the Western Europan level. So it would be better to use the Council of Europe classification (check against transcript). 

WL: Does EURALO agree to make reference to the Council of Europe Classification scheme in the Geo-Regions comments? 

YL: I support that we would use the Council of Europe classification and then add the self-determination point. 

CW: I support the Council of Europe
SV: I’d like to echo my colleagues in that the Council of Europe classification. 

WL: we will suggest: 1) CE classification and 2) self determination

OCL:  I’d like to raise issues that should NOT be included. One is that EURALO should not be divided into more regions. Does everyone agree? If so, we should include that in our report.  Second, there are specific points in the report. Were we going to answer them specifically, or answer in a general manner? 

WL: I was going in that same direction. I’ve read on the Workspace. I agree with OCL that no new EURALO regions should be added. 

All on call agreed. 

SV: Was on APRALO call earlier today. There was some discussion of separate islands/countries to be included. 

WL: And there was no support from APRALO to support new regions? 

SV: Yes, they discussed the point. It was observed that Middle East is another region, but not supported in motion. 

OCL:  Was also on call. The APRALO statement will be sent to Geo-regions workspace later today. There was a counter-offer re more regions – that would make more RALOs and whether there would be enough to sustain these separate regions. Also the issue of the NomCom – if  7 regions, then there would  need to have 7 NomCom reps on ALAC. This might trigger a can of worms. There is opposition to this. 
WL:  Notes: 1) Council of Europe classification; 2) Whois standards; 3) self-determination

CW: Agree with summary. 

OCL: Are we giving the choice to At-Large? Also, what happens if one regions wants to belong to another region? 

WL: I’d suggest that we simply ask for consideration for the principle of self-determination. I wouldn’t argue in a general way for this, ex. of Belgium. Need to look at a case-b y-case basis. 

SH: Did not capture. 
OCL: agree on one point of SH and disagree with another. North and South America have there differences as well re languages. There are other models, ITU, that consider the North and South America one region. That is there issue, though. We need to deal with Asia. One thing that I liked is that 

WL: Organizing a joint meeting with APRALO/EURALO – in SF.
SV: Culturally, Armenia is closer to the Christian countries. I’m not sure if there will be anyone from Armenia in SF
OP: The question is of self-determination – who decides At-Large regions? At-Large or ICANN? 

WL: My spontaneous response would be that if you only allowed governments to decide, it would not allow any civil society approach. So, I’d proposed that this issue is to be reported in our report through the consultation process between the regions concerned. Then At-Large should approve and then we need to think about if the Board needs to approve. Also, could review it after an interim period. 
WL: We have heard a lot of excellent suggestions. The call 

1. 

2. Council of Europe classification

3. Self-determination, followed by consultation

4. Joint meeting with APRALO+EURALO in San Francisco

I will prepare the draft. The extension was given to 26 January at 14:00 UTC. I will prepare them and send them to you. 
Meeting adjourned. 

