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My name is Paul Wilson, Director General of APNIC, the Regional Internet Address Registry (RIR) for the Asia pacific region.

I have comments on what is Internet Governance, and on the process of defining it. 

If we look at the issues proposed so far, I think we can conclude that Internet Governance is being defined through a largely negative process.  The developing definition seems to include any aspect of the Internet which has a negative or destructive effect, or which is perceived as being inadequately managed or addressed.  Effectively, it is a list of the “problem areas” of the Internet, and it is a long list, of over 40 distinct topics according to some.

But in creating a list of genuine issues for the consideration of this Working Group, I suggest that it is not sufficient to simply name general problem areas for inclusion.  Rather it is important to identify the specific problems and impacts which are of concern.  This is a necessary exercise for the establishment of a meaningful understanding and consensus, and also for the setting of priorities of the Working Group.

For the Internet addressing community, the question of specific problems is close to home.  We hear that IP address management is an area of Internet Governance, and we do not disagree.  But address management is a complex area, with numerous areas of potential concern, and in order for this inclusion to be meaningful the specific concerns should be clarified.  

· We hear for instance that some countries have a shortage of IP addresses, yet we know that addresses are being deployed in response to every request, and from a common global pool which precludes a national shortage.  

· We hear that China has fewer IP addresses than single US universities, but we know that this has not been true since some time in 2000.  Indeed, China is receiving IPv4 addresses today at a faster rate than any other country.

· We hear that governments do not have access to IP address management policy, yet we know that some governments are involved in RIR open policy processes, and also in national IP address registries where they exist (primarily in the APNIC region at present).

· We hear that IPv6 addressing is an issue yet we know that large IPv6 address blocks are exceptionally easy to obtain at present, and that the industry is free and able to implement IPv6 as soon as a business case exists.

So I suggest that another important reason for clarity is to allow perceptions and misconceptions to be tested and corrected as necessary, and for the WGIG process not to be unduly distracted by them.

In addition to this point, I would like to question whether the “negative” definition of Internet Governance is sufficient or prudent.

There are many, many critical aspects of the Internet that actually work very well at present. As aspects of the network, they seem to be good candidates for inclusion in the definition, but they are not suggested, simply because they present no visible problem right now.  Examples may be:

· Stability and efficiency of the Internet’s global routing system;

· Interoperability between national or regional subsets of the Internet;

· Resolution of conflicts between competing root name servers, at national or international level.

All of these are undeniably aspects of the Internet, but presenting no problems, they are largely invisible to this process and therefore not proposed for inclusion in the work of the WGIG.

However I suggest that these and other aspects of the Internet should not be taken for granted, and the famous principle of “do no harm” should be borne strongly in mind.  I am suggesting therefore that rather than seeing Internet Governance as a list of complaints, WGIG should consider positive aspects of the Internet which are to be appreciated and preserved, and include these in the scope of its work.  The risk of overlooking them is to “do harm” to the Internet, and potentially therefore, to leave a longer list of problems for some future Working Group to solve.

Thank you.
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