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1. Introduction

The Internet Service Providers’ Association (ISPA) welcomes the opportunity to comment on the Convergence Bill (B9-2005).

1.1. About ISPA

The Internet Service Providers’ Association is a South African Internet industry body not for gain. ISPA currently has more than 80 members, comprised of large, medium and small Internet service and access providers in South Africa. Formed in 1996, ISPA has historically served as an active industry body, facilitating exchange between the different independent Internet service providers, the Department of Communications, the Independent Communications Authority of South Africa (ICASA), the Film and Publication Board, operators and other service providers in South Africa.

ISPA has previously provided input to Parliament on the Telecommunications Amendment Act (No. 64 of 2001), the Electronic Communications and Transactions Act (No. 25 of 2002) and the Regulation Of Interception Of Communications And Provision Of Communication-Related Information Act (No. 70 of 2002) as well as participating in the Portfolio Committee on Communications’ ICT Industry workshop in February 2005. We have also made submissions to the Department of Communications on previous drafts of the Convergence Bill, and ISPA participated in the Convergence Colloquium held in mid-2004.

1.2. Structure of this submission

The next section of this submission reviews the seven main issues ISPA has identified in the draft Convergence Bill. For each of these issues, we have summarised the concerns raised by our members and attempted to suggest modifications that could be made to the text, to address those concerns.

Section three of this document covers various other, more minor, suggestions and comments on sections of the Bill, presented in the same order as the chapters of the Convergence Bill.

2. Key issues

2.1. Application services

Application services should not be included in the bill. As written, the definition of “application” seems to include any piece of software used to access or present information stored on the Internet, including e-mail, web browsing and web site hosting, as well as data storage and security services.

There is currently no requirement for any licensing of applications. Requiring applications to be licensed will be extremely problematic, and could significantly chill development of applications and software in South Africa. Many applications for adding value to the Internet (including most applications for browsing the web, sending email and instant messaging) originate outside of South Africa, and are downloaded by end-users via the web. There is no meaningful way to control the use or supply of such applications.

Further we note that the general prohibition in section 7:

7. Subject to the provisions of this Act and of the related legislation, and such exemptions as may be prescribed by the Authority, no person may provide any service referred to in sections 5(2) and (3) except under and in accordance with the terms and conditions of an individual or class licence.

The implication of this blanket prohibition is that as new Internet applications are developed throughout the world, nobody in South Africa will be permitted to provide them, until after ICASA has determined licence terms and conditions for those applications. Given that the process of determining the final terms and conditions for Value-Added Network Service licences has literally taken years, it seems highly unlikely that ICASA will be able to make determinations or set licence conditions quickly enough to ever keep pace with the development of new Internet applications.

A requirement for application services to be licensed runs a serious risk of being unfeasible and/or unenforceable and should be avoided.

Suggestion

ISPA strongly suggests that all references to application services and application service licences be removed from the Convergence Bill. The Bill should be limited to licensing communications and broadcasting only.

Alternative suggestion

If, for some reason, it is critical to enable ICASA to licence some sorts of application services, then we suggest that by default, anyone may provide application services without a licence unless ICASA has determined terms and conditions for the provision of that particular application service.

Accordingly, we suggest the following modification to section 7:

         7. (1) Subject to the provisions of this Act and of the related legislation, and such exemptions as may be prescribed by the Authority, no person may provide any service referred to in sections 5(2) and (3) except under and in accordance with the terms and conditions of an individual or class licence.
(2) Notwithstanding (1), any person may provide an application service unless the Authority has published terms and conditions for obtaining a licence for that particular application service.
2.2. Content

As far as ISPA can tell, the terms “content” and “content service” are defined in the Convergence Bill for the specific purpose of excluding those terms from other definitions, such as the definition of “communications”. ISPA fully supports the exclusion of content services in general from the licensing framework.

However, for absolute clarity, we recommend that the main text of the Bill include a specific provision noting that the provision of content services does not require a licence.

Suggestion

ISPA suggests the addition of a further sentence to section 6:

         6. (1) The Authority may prescribe the type of communications service that may be provided without a licence.
(2) No licence shall be required to provide a content service.
2.3. Resellers

In the draft Bill, section 5(3) makes provision for the licensing of resellers:

5. (3) The Authority may, upon application in the prescribed manner, grant class licences for the following:
(a) Communications services, which must include resellers; […]

In ISPA’s opinion, resellers can be better regulated by the inclusion of resale conditions in the terms and conditions ICASA sets for communications service licensees, rather than by licensing resellers directly.

To illustrate this, consider the hundreds of Internet Cafés in South Africa. It seems plausible that since they resell Internet access to their customers, they would be considered “resellers” in terms of the proposed Convergence Bill. Similarly, the many “virtual” ISPs who operate none of their own communications infrastructure, but who sell access to other ISPs’ networks, would also likely be considered “resellers”.

With the current draft of the Convergence Bill, ICASA would need to undertake a licensing process for all of these entities, possibly with different class licences and different terms and conditions for each category. This would be a significant administrative burden for those companies, and ever more so for ICASA.

Instead, ICASA should be empowered to include requirements for the provision of services to resellers in the terms and conditions for existing licensees. For example, ICASA might decide that any licensed Internet service provider can only permit “virtual” ISPs to resell access to their network if those VISPs have committed to ICASA’s customer service charter (envisaged in Chapter 10 of the Bill). Placing such requirements in the licence of the main ISP effectively allows ICASA to regulate resellers without additional licensing overheads.

Suggestion

We suggest that section 5(3) be modified as follows:

         5. (3) The Authority may, upon application in the prescribed manner, grant class licences for the following:
(a) Communications services, which must include resellers; […]

And that the section on terms and conditions for licences be extended to cover resellers:


8. (1) The Authority must prescribe standard terms and conditions applicable to each category of individual and class licence.
(2) Such standard terms and conditions may take into account – 
[…]


(p) any conditions governing the appointment of resellers.

2.4. ICASA’s independence and powers

There are several sections of the proposed Convergence Bill where the Minister is accorded certain powers, rather than ICASA. ISPA would like to see ICASA’s authority over licensing and similar issues strengthened. In ISPA’s view, the Minister’s role should be to set overall communications policy for the country and not to micro-manage any aspects of the licensing process.

Suggestions

In section 3. (1) (d) and (e), the Minister is granted the right to make policies in relation to new technologies and licence fees. In ISPA’s view these are aspects of the regulatory framework that would be better determined by ICASA. We therefore suggest deleting these sections from 3. (1), and moving them to 4. (1):


3. (1) […] (d) the application of new technologies pertaining to communications services and communications network services;
(e) guidelines for the determination by the Authority of licence fees associated with the award of the licences contemplated in Chapter 3, including incentives that may apply to individual licences where the applicant makes binding commitments to construct communications networks and provide communications services in rural and under-serviced areas of the Republic;

4. (1) […]
(e) the application of new technologies pertaining to communications services and communications network services;
(f) licence fees associated with the award of the licences contemplated in Chapter 3, including incentives that may apply to individual licences where the applicant makes binding commitments to construct communications networks and provide communications services in rural and under-serviced areas of the Republic;
In subsection 3. (4) (a), we suggest that “may” should be replaced by “must”:


3. (4) When issuing a policy direction under subsection (2) the Minister –
(a) may must consult the Authority […] 

We note that some important restrictions on the Minister’s policy directions have not been carried over from section 13A of the Independent Broadcasting Authority Act (153 of 1993). We therefore recommend the addition of these points at the end of section 3:


3. (8) No direction may be issued by the Minister –
(a) regarding the granting of a licence or regarding the amendment, suspension or revocation of a licence; or
(b) which interferes with the independence of the Authority or which affects the powers and functions of the Authority.
We also suggest that the powers given to the Minister in 5. (4) and (5) should rather belong to ICASA. Correspondingly, we suggest these changes:


5. (4) The Authority may only accept and consider applications for communications network services licences as from a date to by fixed by the Minister Authority by notice in the Gazette.
(5) The Minister Authority may determine the date when and the geographical area within which communications network services licences may be granted.

Alternatively, a fixed date needs to be set, after which ICASA may accept and consider licence applications even if the Minister has not specified a date in the Gazette. Hence, as an alternatively, we suggest (using “1 February 2006” as an example):


5. (4) The Authority may only accept and consider applications for communications network services licences as from a date to by fixed by the Minister by notice in the Gazette, or after 1 February 2006.
(5) The Minister may determine the date when and the geographical area within which communications network services licences may be granted, provided that that date is no later than 1 February 2006.

Also in the licensing process, section 9. (2) (e) provides that the Authority must seek the Minister’s approval for individual licence conditions. However, there is no provision made to cover a situation where the Minister refuses to approve the licence conditions. Is ICASA obliged to modify them, possibly repeatedly, until the Minister approves them? This seems to make ICASA’s role in determining the licence conditions wholly subservient to any changes the Minister might wish to make.

ISPA therefore strongly endorses the removal of that requirement:


9. (2) In the case of an application for an individual licence the Authority must – 
[…]
(e) submit to the Minister the proposed licence conditions for approval.

2.5. Class licence process

As set out in sections 16 through 19, the processes used for the administration of class licences seems slightly flawed. The requirement to provide ICASA with advanced notice of any material change to the communication service provided, or the cessation of provision of services is unnecessary and unmanageable. Internet service providers make changes to their communications services on a daily basis, and a requirement to report every change to ICASA would be impossible to fulfil. 

Suggestions

The current section 19 requires that class licensees report material changes to their services to the Authority. ISPA believes that this requirement is too onerous and that the entirety of section 19 should be removed.


Advanced notice to the Authority

19. (1) A person who has submitted an application in terms of section 17 must, before –
(a) providing or making any material change to the communications service to be provided; or
(b) ceasing to provide the communications service,
notify the Authority, in writing, of the reasons for the modification or of the person’s intention to cease provision of the communications service.
(2) A notice must, for the purposes of this section, be sent to the Authority in such a manner and contain such information as the Authority may prescribe.

Instead, the same conditions for suspension or cancellation should apply to class licensees as to individual licensees. Indeed, ISPA notes that the text of section 14 already applies to both individual licences and to class licences, despite the heading of that section. We therefore suggest that the heading be modified for clarity, as shown below:

           Suspension or cancellation of individual and class licences

14. (1) The Authority may suspend or cancel a licence granted in terms of this Act
(a) where the licensee agrees in writing to such suspension or cancellation;
(b) in accordance with an order issued by the Authority in terms of section 17M of the ICASA Act;
(c) where the licensee is placed in liquidation, whether voluntary or compulsory or is placed under judicial management, either provisionally or finally.
(2) The suspension or cancellation of a licence takes effect on the expiration of 14 days from the date on which a written notice of suspension or cancellation is served on the licensee by the Authority.
(3) Once the suspension or cancellation of a licence has taken effect, the Authority must, as soon as practicable, publish the suspension or cancellation in the Gazette.
(4) A delay or failure to publish the notice of suspension or cancellation in the Gazette does not in any manner affect the validity of the suspension or cancellation.

2.6. Competition and dominant operators

Currently, there is a low level of competition in the telecommunications market, at least on the level of services that would be considered communications network services in the Convergence Bill. There is a higher level of competition in the provision of some higher-level communications services, and it is critical that some protections be built into the Bill to protect other types of licensee (for example, communications service licensees) from anti-competitive behaviour by dominant players operating in both the communications network services, and the communications services markets.

First, the Authority should be specifically permitted to include appropriate licence terms and conditions in individual licences to deal with competition concerns, in section 9.

Then, ISPA would like to see the obligation to interconnect in section 37 extended to communications services providers and other persons licensed to provide services, in the same manner as section 42 (obligation to lease communications facilities).

Further, we are concerned that section 85 does not explicitly give ICASA the right to apply the standard terms and conditions set out in section 8 to converted licences. In order to ensure fair and equitable licence conditions, ICASA should be given that right.

Suggestions

In order to ensure that ICASA can impose special terms and conditions on dominant operators (as provided for in section 8(3) through 8(7)); we suggest a small addition to section 9. (6)(b):


9. (6)(b) may impose such additional terms and conditions as may be prescribed in terms of section 8(3) that the Authority considers—
(i) appropriate to such licence, taking into account other licences held by the licensee, relevant legislation and market conditions;
(ii) consistent with the objects of the Act and of the related legislation; and
(iii) similar to any additional terms and conditions of other licences of the same category; and
(iv) necessary in order to deal with competition concerns.

ISPA suggests that section 37. (1) be amended to match section 41. (2):

            37. (1) A communications network service licensee must, on request, interconnect to any—
(a) other communications network service licensee;
(b) communications service licensee; or
(c) other person authorised to provide services in terms of this Act or the related legislation, in accordance with the terms and conditions of an interconnection agreement entered into between the parties for the purposes of delivery of any service authorised in terms of this Act or the related legislation, unless the Authority considers such request to be unreasonable.

In addition, we suggest the following addition to section 85:

           85. (9) As part of the conversion process, the Authority may apply any or all of the terms and conditions described in section 8 of this Act to a new licence.

2.7. Transitional provisions

A few concerns have been raised by ISPA members concerning the transitional provisions of Chapter 13. Specifically:

· Holders of existing licences should be deemed to have submitted a notice to the Authority offering to surrender its licence upon conversion and granting of one or more new licences in terms of section 85, rather than have to apply within 90 days. There should not be an onus on existing licensees to reapply for licences if they can be automatically accommodated in the revised legislation.

· In the licence conversion section, the classification of some services licensed in terms of the current telecommunications legislation contradicts the definitions of communications services and communications network services in the Convergence Bill.

For example, subsection 85 (3) (e) states:

(e) The following are communications services

(i) Value-added network services;

(ii) a multi-channel distribution;

(iii) a carrier of carriers;

(iv) common carrier services;

(v) international telecommunication services;

(vi) local access telecommunication services;

(vii) mobile cellular telecommunication services;

(viii) multimedia services;

(ix) national long distance telecommunication services;

(x) public switched telecommunication services; and

(xi) any other services designated in the related legislation, any regulation or licence as a telecommunication service.

Yet many (most) of these services, as defined in the existing Telecommunications Act, consist of both communications services and communications network services, and should therefore not automatically be classified as only communications services.

In ISPA’s view, the above section is actually unnecessary. ICASA already has clear guidance on how to convert all of the licences listed in 85.(3)(e) in section (3)(a):

85. (3) To the extent that existing licensees comply with section 84(5), the following framework must be used by the Authority for converting existing licences and re-issuing new licences:
(a) Where an existing licence authorises the holder of such licence to both provide services and operate facilities or networks, the Authority must re-issue to that licence holder –
(i) one or more licences relating to the communications services or applications services; and
(ii) separate licences relating to the radio frequency spectrum and communications network services,
consistent with the licence categories set out in Chapter 3. 

Suggestions

We suggest that section 84(5) be reworded as follows:

           84. (5) The holder of an existing licence is deemed, upon must, within 90 days of the commencement date of this Act, to have submitted a written notice to the Authority offering to surrender its licence upon conversion and to be granted one or more new licences in terms of section 85.

Given that section 85. (3)(a)-(c) allows ICASA to convert each old licence into multiple new licences, sections (e) and (f) seem unnecessary, and even contradictory. ISPA suggests that both of these sections be deleted:


(e) The following are communications services

(i) Value-added network services;

(ii) a multi-channel distribution;

(iii) a carrier of carriers;

(iv) common carrier services;

(v) international telecommunication services;

(vi) local access telecommunication services;

(vii) mobile cellular telecommunication services;

(viii) multimedia services;

(ix) national long distance telecommunication services;

(x) public switched telecommunication services; and

           (xi) any other services designated in the related legislation, any regulation or licence as a telecommunication service.

           (f) The following are communications network services or communications facilities, regardless of whether the authority to provide such facility, system, network, apparatus, station or other similar service was authorised in connection with any service or whether such authorisation was contained in one or more licences:

           (i) Broadcasting signal distribution;
(ii) a telecommunication facility;
(iii) a local exchange facility;
(iv) a telecommunication system;
(v) a mobile cellular telecommunication network;
(vi) a public switched telecommunication network;
(vii) a radio apparatus;
(viii) a radio station;
(ix) any other similar facility identified in the related legislation, any regulation or licence as a telecommunication facility.
We do not see why it is necessary to place a twelve month limitation on ICASA’s ability to repeal or amend regulations made under current legislation. ICASA should be entitled to repeal or amend these regulations indefinitely. Therefore, we suggest this change:

           87. (1) Within twelve months of Subsequent to the coming into force of this Act, the Authority may repeal or amend the regulations made under—
(a) section 119A of the Post Office Act, 1958 (Act. No. 44 of 1958);
(b) the Telecommunications Act;
(c) the Broadcasting Act;
(d) the IBA Act;
(e) the Radio Act; and
(f) the Sentech Act,
which were in force immediately prior to the commencement of this Act, in accordance with the provisions of this Act.

3. Other suggestions and comments

This section of our submission provides additional suggestions and comments on the text of the Convergence Bill, presented in the same order as the Bill. Rather than simply criticise the current wording, we have tried to suggest alternative wording where appropriate.

3.1. Definitions

3.1.1. Removal of “application”, “application services” and “application service licences”

In accordance with our comments in section 2.1, above, we strongly suggest the deletion of “application”, “application services”, “application service licenses” throughout the Convergence Bill.

3.1.2. Circular definitions

It seems that in Chapter 3: Licensing Framework that Bill intends for there to be four broad categories of licensed services:

· Communications network services

· Broadcasting services

· Communications services

· Applications services

If this is the intended approach, then the definitions for each of these four categories should not reference each other, but should each be distinctly and clear defined. While broadcasting service doesn’t reference the other types of services, both application service and communications network services are defined as types of “communication services”. This means that any reference to the licensing of communications services in the bill also incorporates all application services and all communication network services as well. It does not seem as if this is the Bill’s intention.

We suggest that the two definitions be revised so that they don’t contain a reference to “communication services”, but are instead self-contained, thus (notwithstanding our above suggestion to delete the first definition):

“application service” means a communication service provided by means of applications;

“communications network service” means a communication service whereby a communication network service licensee makes available […]

3.1.3. Broadcasting services

The definition of “broadcasting service” seems to include television or sound broadcasting via the Internet, or more specifically, the World Wide Web (WWW). Is it the intention of the Convergence Bill to attempt to bring international Internet broadcasters under the ambit of the Act?

If so, the chapter on broadcasting (Chapter 9) needs to be substantially modified to take such broadcasters into account. If not, then the definition should be amended to exclude broadcasts via the Internet.

3.1.4. Scope of communications network services

The definition of “communications network services” currently includes making available: “a communications network or communications facilities, whether by sale, lease or otherwise”. 

Noting that communications facilities include: wires, cables, antennas, switches and routers, we strongly recommend the deletion of the words “by sale” from this description. Otherwise, any electrical company selling wires and cables, and every supplier of switches and routers, such as Cisco, would be providing a “communications network services” and need an appropriate licence.

3.1.5. Historically disadvantaged individuals and groups

The terms “historically disadvantaged persons” and “historically disadvantaged groups” need to be defined. These terms are used in sections 2. (g), 5. (8)(b), 9. (2)(b), 13. (3)(b) and 75. (3)(a) of the Convergence Bill.

3.1.6. Interconnection

The definition of “interconnection” should be extended as follows:

“interconnection” means the physical or logical linking of communications networks of two communications network service licensees and the transmission of signals between the two networks;

Otherwise, two networks that have some sort of physical connection could be deemed to be interconnected even if no signals are passing between them.

3.1.7. Number portability

ISPA is troubled by the extension of number portability from telephone numbers to “any other number allocated to that subscriber” in this definition (our emphasis):

“number portability” means a capability whereby a subscriber to a communications service who so requests can retain –
(a) his or her telephone number; or

(b) any other number allocated to that subscriber,
when changing service from one communications service licensee to another communications service licensee;

In the case of Internet access subscribers, different Internet protocol (IP) numbers may be allocated to a subscriber each time that subscriber connects. Even when fixed IP addresses are assigned to customers, the nature of the global Internet routing system is such that ISPs simply cannot transfer ownership of those numbers to the customer. ICANN, as well as the regional Internet registries – RIPE NCC, ARIN, APNIC and specifically AfriNIC in Africa – assign numbers to ISPs networks, and not to the customers of ISPs. Those numbers will not be correctly routed on the global Internet if the customer attempts to reuse the same numbers with another service provider and ISPs should not be required to operate in contravention of global Internet standards.

We suggest that (b) be reworded as:

“(b) any other number ICASA determines can feasibly be made portable,”

To allow ICASA to make determinations about the feasibility of extending number portability beyond telephone numbers.

3.1.8. Definition of SMS

The term “SMS” has a meaning specific to the GSM mobile telephony standard. The definition in the Convergence Bill does not match this meaning, but defines it more generally, so that instant messaging services on PCs would also qualify as a SMS.

This term only has an impact on the ICT Museum and the 112 Emergency Centres, which are required to have SMS contact facilities.

3.2. Policy and Regulations

3.2.1. Earlier comments

ISPA’s comments on sections 3 and 4 of the Convergence Bill are covered in section 2.4 of this submission, above.

3.2.2. ICASA’s ability to conduct enquiries

We notice that the Convergence Bill repeals the whole of the Telecommunications Act including sections 26 and 27, which deal with ICASA’s ability to appoint experts and conduct enquiries. These powers do not seem to be included in the Convergence Bill, which means that the Bill will significantly reduce ICASA’s powers. ISPA would prefer to see sections 26 and 27 of the Telecommunications Act maintained in some form in the Convergence Bill.

3.3. Licensing Framework

3.1.1. Earlier comments

Comments on sections 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 14 and 19 of the Convergence Bill appear in sections 2.1 through 2.5 of this submission, above.

3.1.2. Terms and Conditions

In ISPA’s opinion, the example provided in section 8(2)(a) is confusing and does not add to the meaning of that clause. We suggest deleting it:

8. (2) Such standard terms and conditions may take into account—
(a) whether the service is intended for the public generally or a limited group such as the provision of –
(i) application services;
(ii) communications services; or
(iii) communications network services,
to broadcasting service licensees or providers or content services;    

And in section 8. (6)(e)(ii), the text says:

8. (6)(e)(ii) the provision of communications network services and communications services which may take the form of a reference offer;

But the term “reference offer” does not appear to be defined in the Convergence Bill.

3.1.3. Publication of amended licences

We suggest that ICASA should have an obligation to publish any amendments made to licences, in section 10:

10. (1) The Authority may amend an individual licence in consultation with the licensee—
[…]
(2) The Authority must publish the amended licence or details of amendments made in the Gazette and on the Authority’s web site.

3.1.4. Publication of class licence information by ICASA

ICASA is required to publish a list of all approved class licences in the Gazette after receiving any application for a class licence. But because an application for a class licence may be submitted “at any time”, ICASA would therefore be nonsensically obliged to publish lists of licensees every sixty days.

In ISPA’s opinion, sections 16 and 17 need to be edited for clarity. We suggest that the last point in 17. (4) should be added to section 16:

           16.(6) The Authority must at least once annually update and publish the list of class licensees and the general licence conditions applicable to each class in the Gazette and on the Authority’s web site.

And these modifications to 17.  (4):


17. (4) The Authority must, not less than 60 days after receipt of an application for a class licence, publish in the Gazette and on the Authority’s web site, for any approved licence –
(a) the name of all approved class the licensees; and
(b) the nature of the service provided by the licensee; and
(c) the general licence conditions applicable to the class.

We also suggest that there should also be some provision added in section 17 for the acknowledgement of receipt of the application by ICASA. Perhaps an addition to 17. (2):
17. (1) A person who intends to operate under a class licence must, in the manner prescribed under subsection (3), submit an application in writing to the Authority. The Authority must acknowledge the receipt of an application received.

3.4. Universal service fund

3.4.1. Turnover vs. licence-related income

In the current draft, the base maximum contribution to the Universal Service Fund is linked to the licensee’s annual turnover when it seems more appropriate to link this maximum to the licensee’s annual licence-related turnover. Otherwise, an enterprise operating primarily in area of business unrelated to telecommunications (e.g. banking) that extends its business by providing some communications services will suddenly be liable for contributing a share of its entire turnover – rather than a portion of the revenues derived from licensed telecommunications services.

Thus we suggest the following change:

81. (2) The Authority must prescribe—
(a) the basis and manner of determination of such contribution, which must not exceed 1 per cent of the licensee’s annual licence-related turnover or such other percentage of the licensee’s annual licence-related turnover as may be determined by the Minister by notice in the Gazette; 

4. Conclusion

ISPA thanks the Portfolio Committee on Communications for the opportunity to make comment on this important piece of legislation. We have attempted to raise a number of critical concerns in this submission and we remain at the Committee’s disposal to provide further input as needed.

4.1. Oral hearings

ISPA requests an opportunity to address the Committee at the planned oral hearings on the Bill. We believe that there remain a substantial number of critical issues to be resolved in the draft Convergence Bill, and look forward to the public debate of the key issues.

4.2. Contact information

Should ICASA require any further input from ISPA, please contact us using any of the details listed below.

Elaine Zinn

ISPA Secretariat

info@ispa.org.za

+27 11 314 7751

Ant Brooks

Chair: ISPA Regulatory Committee

ant@ispa.org.za

+27 83 326 3933
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