GOVERNMENT OF AUSTRALIA

WSIS2 PC3, SUB-COMMITTEE A, 27 SEPTEMBER 2005

COMMENT ON PROPOSED PART 5, CHAPTER 3

________________________________________________________________________

· Thank you chair, and good afternoon, I think, to you and delegates.

· Australia wanted to respond to your first question concerning ‘evolutionary or incremental’ change.  And the proposition by some that there is a need for more radical change.  In doing so, however, Australia’s comments are pertinent to the second dot point you have asked for input on.

· In doing so we would indicate our support for many of the views put by ISOC, Japan, NZ, the US and Croatia.

· Australia considers the question is itself problematic because it is essentially directed at change to the overarching framework and ignores the possibility of change within the existing framework.

· Australia considers that the prime consideration in discussion of Internet governance arrangements is maintaining the stability, security and continuity of the Internet.  That is, for example, the Internet should continue to work reliably, resolving domain name inquiries, providing end-to-end interoperability and offering a platform that can be used with trust and confidence by the person in the street and other user groups.

· We agree with NZ’s comment last week that the question of IG arrangements should be viewed through this lens.

· To this, we would add that the governance arrangements should continue to foster innovation and provide opportunity – opportunities of the kind just mentioned by Singapore.

· Australia considers that the governance arrangements in place have been generally been successful in achieving these objectives.

· These governance arrangements are based on a very broad range of institutions, many of which were helpfully listed by India in its thoughtful contribution last week.

· There is broad acceptance that governance should be multistakeholder.  This is a key feature of the current arrangements and needs to be reinforced.

· Given the success of these governance arrangements Australia therefore finds it contradictory to suggest these arrangements should be traded for arrangements that are ill-defined at best and untried, and whose results cannot be predicted.

· [In particular, we consider the notion inherent in many models, both in the WGIG report and elsewhere, that unitary system can oversee all aspects of Internet governance is flawed.  The breadth of issues is so vast and diverse that no one body is likely to be able to confidently or competently undertake the task.  As such, we would run the risk of jeopardizing the very goals we are committed to acheiving.

· Australia therefore considers we should focus on evolution and enhancement of institutions within the current broad framework.

· In this regard, we would recommend focus be given to:

·  the effectiveness and efficiency of existing bodies, acting within their mandates and according to their competencies;

· improving the opportunities for and realities of multiple stakeholder participation; and

· collaboration between existing organizations – and I emphasise -  respecting each others’ mandates and competencies. 

· WSIS should be cautious of new institutions that divert valuable resources, both human and financial, from the other priority of WSIS, namely ICT4D and its contribution to achievement of the MDGs.

· Where there are issues that need to be discussed, we should seek to use existing institutions, enhanced as necessary.

· Australia is happy to give consideration to constructive proposals in this direction.

· Thank you.
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