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To whom it concerns,

UCC Guidelines on IXPs

I am a doctoral researcher working in the field of Internet eXchange Points (IXP) in East Africa. 
Please find attached my response to the recent document dated May 2019 soliciting feedback 
to the proposed Guidelines on Internet eXchange Points (IXP). 
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Diarmuid Ó Briain
Chartered Engineer,
Lecturer, Researcher
GameCORE Research Centre
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1) The definition of the “IXP Member here has two tests, (1) they own an AS 
and (2) they peer at an IXP. In the second of these tests the interpretation 
needs to be more detailed. “Peer at the IXP” could mean that it must peer 
with the Route Collector (RC) and the Route Servers (RS) or simply peer 
with specific other IXP members in line with the peering inclination of each 
individual IXP member. I would suggest that it be mandatory to peer with 
the IXP RC, as it typical, for statistics purposes; however, peering with the 
RS should be optional as per each IXP members peering inclination.   

2) While “Designated National Internet Exchange” or indeed “National 
Internet Exchange” are significant elements of these guidelines their 
definition are omitted from this section “interpretations”.



  

1) I find it bizarre to regulate a shared Ethernet switch connecting members 
who are already highly regulated via UCC, the National IT Authority (NITA-
U) and/or the Bank of Uganda (BOU).  It is completely out of line with any 
sort of regulations one might want to put in place to encourage a healthy 
market. A problem statement is markedly absent from the framework.

2) Regulation is best used to resolve market problems, prevent profiteering 
through cartels. However in Uganda the UIXP is working well and is a non 
for profit organisation therefore neither of these criteria apply. These 
proposed regulations are not resolving a problem but will create many 
new, unnecessary and rather serious problems. There is no way of fixing 
the problems other than to roll back the regulations at a future date.  

3) It is good practice for local traffic to remain local but this is best exercised 
through IXP members seeing business benefits rather than regulation. For 
example in Ireland the Internet eXchange Point (INEX) was established 
with funding from Irish Government via the Industrial Development 
Authority (IDA) with the aim of creating a conducive environment for 
business and the Internet to thrive but Government stopped at that. INEX 
is purposively not regulated by the Communications Regulator (COMREG) 
as such was seen as a potential barrier to the successful operation of the 
Internet eco-system. This approach can be observed right across the 
European Union (EU) where arguably the IXP models work best on the 
planet and are a model for many.    



  

1) I have no comment.    



  

1) I have no comment.    



  



  



  

1) (7.4d) There is obviously a need for IXPs to have a charge model that is 
equitable and fair; however, it is also necessary for the IXP to be free to define 
product sets based on the differing requirements of the various IXP members. 
For example, the current directive of UCC in relation to UIXP that prevents the 
withdrawal of service from networks who are not willing to pay for it. This is 
counter to business norms, a threat to the IXP funding stream and the IXPs 
ability to provide services. While UIXP is a non-for-profit it still requires 
funding to operate. 

2) (7.5b)  These appear to be excessive powers without oversight. These powers 
are more typically vested in the police with oversight by the courts and 
typically exercised via a court order. 

3) (7.5c)  Has the commission sufficient expertise in the running of IXPs to 
interfere in the running of an IXP business? If the IXP does not carry out is 
function it will go out of business. Does the commission issue such 
instructions to ISPs? and in such cases has the commissions instructions 
improved these businesses?



  

1) These responsibilities defined for the IXP (8.1) are an obvious aspirations for 
any IXP; however, the commission has more responsibility that those listed to 
define a regulatory environment (8.3). There must also be a responsibility to 
facilitate and promote business to develop with minimal interference and such 
inputs from UCC should only be in exceptional circumstances to prevent 
market failure. 

2) (8.2)  This is an example of unnecessary interference. It is a business decision 
for an ISP to connect to an IXP or not. It would be better for UCC to promote 
IXPs such that the business decision for ISPs to connect becomes obvious. 

In markets where ISP connection to IXPs is made mandatory typically has the 
opposite effect than that intended. For example Tanzania has gone down a 
similar route and despite the fact that ISPs are peering with the IXPs in 
Mwanza (MIXP), Zanzibar (ZIXP), Arusha (AIXP) and Dodoma (DIXP) they 
switch traffic measured in kb/s while the original Tanzania IXP (TIX), which 
was built before this framework, switches approximately 6 Gb/s.  



  

1) The concept of a national IXP is of the mindset from the era if the national 
Telecoms carrier as was the case with Uganda Telecom Limited (UTL). Market 
liberalisation has moved beyond this so why conceive a national IXP?, a 
return to the past of sorts. It is also worth considering that the financial outlay 
to build an IXP is a small fraction of that required to establish a ISP so if one is 
needed then it will happen without the need for regulations like this.

2) If a distributed IXP interconnects the peering substrate it becomes a direct 
competitor of the ISPs who are the IXPs most essential members. I call this 
the “IXP paradox”, compete with your members is the best way to push them 
away and an IXP without ISPs has no service to offer. IXPs are best served 
doing what they do best, offer a shared peering substrate to keep traffic local 
and leave transit functions to ISPs. 

  
3) The mandatory connection of ISPs to IXPs will also potentially discourage 

foreign ISPs from establishing operations in Uganda. Such operators increase 
the competition on the International transit market which serves to reduce 
costs which can, and are, passed on to Ugandan businesses and consumers.

 



  

1) The ultimate arbitrator in Uganda is the courts not UCC, I believe (b) needs 
rewording to reflect this.

 

1) I have no comment.    

Rather that defining retrograde regulations, the promotion of regional 
technology hubs in regional cities and towns with the Uganda Investment 
Authority (UIA) to make such locations attractive for technology business by 
supporting the establishment of local IXPs and working with ISPs to ensure 
connectivity exists for these businesses to start and thrive.
 

4)



  

General Comment

In the cases where there has been a regulatory intervention in IXP markets, 
it's either been a complete failure or else a regulatory attempt to fix other 
regulatory failures (e.g. trying to use IXPs to justify the perpetuation of 
incumbents). For example, a regulatory regime similar to this proposed 
framework was in India where there was an attempt to create a national IXP 
National Internet Exchange of India (NIXI) by diktat.  For many years, this was 
held up as the textbook example of why IXP-by-regulation is a terrible, 
terrible idea, and almost guarantees failure. For 10 years in the second most 
populous country on earth, during a time of the explosion in the size of the 
wider internet market, NIXI failed to gain any real market traction. Due to a 
weakness in Indian regulation, it turned out that other IXPs could operate 
without a license and the Mumbai IX was formed. In a few short years, it 
completely overshadows NIXI.

I suggest that the UCC solicit some global IXP industry opinion, e.g. from the 
African IXP Association (AfIX), Euro-IX or some of the friendly larger IXPs 
who have regulatory experts like the London Internet eXchange (LINX) or the 
Netnod Internet Exchange in Sweden before attempting to implement this 
framework.

I conclude with a quote from the Internet Society in their guide to policy, 
management, and technical Issues relating to IXPs:

"Governments should neither require IXPs to be licensed nor mandate 
peering and other policies concerning IXP operations. Governments can play 
a positive role to encourage networks to keep domestic traffic local. In 
particular, policies aimed at encouraging competitive access to leased lines 
and wireless connections will help lower costs associated with connecting to 
an IXP. Governments can also play a positive role by restraining 
anticompetitive behaviour of incumbents, including attempts by large 
carriers to block the development of IXPs." 

Mike Jensen (2012). Promoting the use of Internet Exchange Points: A Guide to Policy, 
Management, and Technical Issues [online]. The Internet Society. Available at:
 https://www.internetsociety.org/wp-content/uploads/2012/12/promote-ixp-guide.pdf. 
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