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Thank you Chairman. 
IGTF is a joint group by the Japanese Internet Community and Internet Industry to help achieve safe and trusted global framework of Internet operation and application through maintaining and developing private sector-led management of Internet.
We like to congratulate the WGIG members for their dedicated work to produce very concise, well-balanced documents in order to find our mutual solutions and consensus.
We would like to welcome the papers on the assessment of current governance practices, in particular those in the Cluster 1 B; on logical resources of the Internet, which we consider very well balanced and objectively written.
We would like to state however, that the time allocated for us to prepare our comment is far less than one can reasonably afford. We understand that the WGIG members devoted a lot of time within a short period, sacrificing your day-to-day works. But in order to reach a global consensus, especially for multi-lingual actors, we like to request to have minimum of three to four weeks from the publications of the papers for the comment period.

Today, we have picked up only the three papers of our highest interest, on IP Address, Domain Names, and Root servers, which does not mean that we have little interest in other areas. 

* * *

We would like to support the overall direction, which includes reasonable reassessment of historical trails and current framework, good recognition of proper functioning of today’s Internet resource management, and constructive thinking to improve areas where consensus exists.
Having said that, there are some specific points we like to share with you. It is largely prepared by the technical and operational community of Internet logical infrastructures, domain names and IP address, so that the points we  raise here may sound a little bit too technical, or detailed, but we believe that making clear distinction between what really constitutes public policy issues and what can be identified as technical matters will benefit the whole debate we are tasked.

The details are already made in our comment papers, so I will read only the highlights. 

First, on the IP numbers paper, in Section 7, Overall assessment, the paper discuss about the “Full use of the IPv4 space”. We would like to point out the fact that RIRs have already been in action to reclaim unused historical address space to achieve this goal. 
In the same section, the paper discusses about the “Sustainable transformation of the IP addressing and numbering system to IPv6”.  We do understand that we certainly need a discussion on “transition from IPv4 to IPv6”, however we do not think it is the direct subject of Internet Governance here.

On page 3, the paper states, "only ‘suppliers’ of addresses can be members, and only members can influence the policies of the RIR's” The fact is that the Open Policy Forum hosted by RIRs are all open to anyone interested in the policy development for IP address management. WE support the comment made by the NRO.

On page 4, the paper says “if written policies developed by RIRs would be available in the local languages.” APNIC is making translation of major documents already into 7 languages: Chinese, in both traditional and simplified, Bahasa Indonesia, Japanese, Korean, Thai and Vietnamese. LACNIC also provides their services in English, Spanish, and Portuguese.

On Domain Names
Overall, again we think it is well written with sufficient balance. We thank for your efforts.

On Page 5, Section 5.1, the paper states “there are no legally binding international arrangements for the delegation and redelegation of ccTLDs” as the problem, but the issue of delegation/redelegation is a national matter, and therefore we think “legally binding international arrangements” are not necessary. Accordingly, “This includes also the missing legal basis for the so-called IANA service” does not seem to make sense.
On page 8, the first bullet says “three stakeholder groups”, but we should deal the service providing side and user side as separate stakeholders clearly when making such analysis.

On Root Servers
We commend such an excellent, well written work done by the working group. Overall achievement of the paper is rather high, especially the Section 7 (Overall assessment) is well balanced and satisfactory.  In the following, we will comment on some details.

In Section 6, “Coordination”, there is no explanation or analysis about what kind of coordination is desirable or needed. We think it is difficult to find any meaning in pointing out merely the absence of coordination without such explanation or analysis.

About IDNs, in section 5.3, There is no technical difficulty in introducing IDN TLDs. It is merely an administrative matter. In this regard, we think this whole paragraph should be rewritten as the following: (but in the interest of time I will skip to read the paragraph and ask you to read the written submission)

“According to relevant RFCs, there is no obstacle to introducing IDN TLDs in the root zone. They may be created by just as the same way as Ascii TLD creation. From this point of view, the root server system is neutral to multilingualism and it is not appropriate to use mulitingualism as a measure to evaluate the root server system.”
In Section 4a, concerning the “13 root server limitation”, it says “No effort has been made to remove this limitation”, but as far as we use Anycast technology, there is no real need to make effort for removing the limitation. Hence, we think this statement should be deleted.

In Section 4b, we believe the operators of root servers should not be and are not involved in the policy making and data modifications in order to avoid a conflict of interest. We hope this point will be clearly stated in this paragraph.

We see a confusion between “zone files of TLDs” and “entries in the root zone file corresponding to TLDs” in several places.  (Again in the interest of time we refrain from reading the details, but please refer to our comment submitted.)

The topic of this paper is the “root server”, and hence the former have nothing to do with this paper.  For example, in Section 4.4, EDITING FUNCTION, it says about the former, so this is not appropriate for this paper.  And in Section 4.5 IANA FUNCTION, “TLD zone files” should be corrected to “entries corresponding to each TLD in the root zone file”.
As for the paper on Multilingualization of Internet, given limited time, we will only mention on the Section 7, Overall assessment.

Introducing IDNs as TLDs is also an important issue to be pursued and solved.

In the 3rd paragraph, we think cooperation should be made among ICANN, IETF, registries, and application vendors.
We also think that  Cooperation at the level of governments may propel the coordination of the definitions of IDNs that correspond to the cross-border languages.

Again thank you for your great effort.
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