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1.
Background

1.1
There have been several contributions to ITU-T Study Group 2 (SG2) regarding IP address allocation, and several discussions, including in particular a discussion where developing countries expressed certain questions and concerns (see TD 14 (PLEN/2) of the 3-11 May 2006 meeting of SG2).  There also been an ITU-T workshop
 in June 2005 on the topic.
1.2
In October 2007, France presented a contribution to SG2 (COM 2 – C 76) containing a set of questions for further discussion on the topic of migration to IPV6.  This contribution was discussed and there were essentially two divergent points of view expressed (see TD 115 (PLEN/2)):
a) Some members stated that discussions on these topics are taking place in the Regional Internet Registries (RIRs) and other bodies.  The ITU membership can follow the work of the RIRs and contribute directly to that work.  

b) Other members stated that the topics in question are not purely national matters and should be treated in ITU.  Although the questions posed in contributions to SG2 are not new and are indeed being discussed in the RIRs and other bodies, it was not always easy for all countries to follow the work of the RIRs, so it would be appropriate to consolidate the questions and answers via the ITU, in order to facilitate access by all countries.

1.3
In SG2, it was agreed to create a mailing list to further continue discussing the topic.
1.4
It is an undeniable fact that IPv4 addresses were originally allocated in an unbalanced manner, favouring early-adopters of the IP protocol, mostly private-sector organizations based in the US and a few other OECD countries.  Subsequently, allocation procedures were changed and subsequent allocations became less unbalanced from a geographical point of view.
1.5
Nevertheless, we believe that the historical imbalance has not been fully corrected and that it continues to affect the development of Internet, in particular with respect to the costs of Internet for developing countries.

1.6
It is an undeniable fact that IPv4 addresses are becoming scarce, and that there is a need to facilitate a smooth and equitable transition to IPv6 addresses.
1.7
SG2 agreed that it would be helpful to continue discussions in ITU, with a view:

a) to developing a clear understanding of the issues (recognizing that there is a diversity of opinions);

b) to developing and discussing questions of interest to the ITU membership;

c) to determining whether or not to submit any questions to other bodies as appropriate; and
d) to developing material (information, open questions, status of discussions, etc.) that could be of interest to the ITU membership—in particular to assist Member States in formulating questions of interest to them.
1.9
During the discussions in SG2, four OECD countries suggested that the questions raised in COM 2 – C 76 are already being addressed in appropriate forums.

2.
Proposal

2.1
Syria invites the ITU membership, in particular those members who participate in discussions in the RIRs concerning IP address allocation and the migration from IPv4 to IPv6, to provide to Study Group 3 information related to the following questions, which are within the scope of SG3 (the questions are in part based on the questions contained in COM 2 – C 76):
a) What economic or tariff incentives could be put in place in order to make sure that IPv4 addresses allocated by the RIRs are used efficiently, when they are not any longer used; that they are given back to the global community; and are not hoarded?
b) What are the direct and indirect costs related to fraud, spam, etc. that is facilitated because of NATing and other techniques currently used to conserve IPv4 addresses, because those techniques make it more difficult to trace the origin of particular packets or E-Mail messages?
c) What are the costs of migration to IPv6, in particular for developing countries, for example for:
i) Capacity building

ii) New equipment (routers, etc.)

iii) Configuration (e.g. maintenance of dual-stacks, tunnelling, etc.)

d) What, if any, are the network externalities involved in migration from IPv4 to IPv6?

e) What would be the economic or tariff effects if a secondary market is created for IPv4 addresses (that is, allowing current holders of IPv4 addresses to sell them to other organizations)? 
f) What would be the impact—in particular for developing countries, taking into account that tariffs should be cost-oriented—of the growing scarcity of IPv4 addresses and of a), b) and c) above on:
i) Settlement rates for voice traffic that is carried over IP networks at the wholesale (backbone) level

ii) International Internet Connectivity (ITU-T Recommendation D.50)
iii) Termination rates for IP telephony

iv) Next Generation Networks

2.2
Based on the information provided by the members—in particular those members who participate in discussions in the RIRs concerning IP address allocation and the migration from IPv4 to IPv6—SG3 members could then decide whether or not to discuss the topic further.
2.3
In particular, Syria could revisit its position, which, at present, is that—contrary to statements made by OECD operators and countries—the current IP address allocation mechanisms are not working well: 

a) they favour historical early-adopters (all OECD-based);

b) Member States do not participate as such (that is, as sovereigns), and this despite the fact that IP addresses are critical resources (in the sense of competition law) that should properly be administered in the public interest by them;

c) they are dominated by operators from OECD countries;

d) they impede migration to IPv6, because operators see only costs in the migration and no revenues;

e) they result in excessively high costs for International Internet Connectivity for developing countries;

f) they deprive developing countries of revenues needed to expand their telecommunications infrastructure;

g) they hinder the further growth of Internet in developing countries. 
2.4
Syria looks forward to discussing these issues at the SG3 meeting in order to take the necessary actions at WTSA (probably through a Resolution) for further studies.  It would be helpful if those members who participate in discussions in the RIRs and other forums could provide the requested information and clarifications to SG3, in the form of contributions prior to the meeting.
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