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The IPv6 Group was convened by the Director of TSB, in close collaboration with the Director of BDT upon instruction from ITU Council 2009.  It held its first meeting in Geneva, Switzerland, 15-16 March 2010.  There were 92 delegates from 35 Member States, including invited experts from ARIN, LACNIC, RIPE-NCC, NAv6 (USM) and Syracuse University .  The list of participants can be found in TD 10 Rev.1.

1.
Introductory remarks by the Chairman
The Chairman briefly introduced the instruction part of WTSA-08 Resolution 64 ‘IP address allocation and encouraging the deployment of IPv6’ and related implementation activities, especially the two studies carried out by consultants of ITU-T as contained in TD3 and TD4. He further recalled the ITU Council 09 discussion and decision to setup this group, and reminded the meeting of the Terms of References (ToR) given to this group. 

2. 
Introductory remarks by the Director of TSB

The Director of TSB welcomed the participants and expressed appreciation to numerous contributions and delegates to this meeting.  He noticed there are different views and encouraged intensive discussion for dialogue and innovative cooperation. He explained that one reason he recommended to establish this group is that it may result in better understanding of some of the issues and concerns and break down some of these walls that exist between different communities.

In his speech he highlighted the two categories of this Group’s ToR: policies and structures of  IP resource management; and the needs and support for developing countries to migrate to IPv6. He further explained the rational for the 1st ToR item ‘to draft a (RIRs) global policy proposal to reserve an IPv6 block’ is to safeguard the right to access IPv6 address ‘equitably’ to all countries, and highlighted the importance of RIRs’ participation in the discussion of this proposal. 
He emphasized that the development and evolution of the Internet is of global interest and that no one wanted this compromised. He called for agreement on the following objectives for the Group in the spirit of international dialogue, compromise and cooperation: 

•
to promote the deployment of Ipv6 

•
to make the migration from Ipv4 a success

•
in particular to assist the developing countries to achieve this. 

•
and to recognise that the right to access IPv6 addresses equitably and economically by all nations must be safeguarded.

He also introduced that BDT has been working on a possible implementation framework, which would enable the establishment of projects to facilitate the promotion and deployment of IPV6 in Member States as called for in Resolution 64. 

3
Adoption of the Agenda
The Chairman invited Cisco Systems to introduce C16 ‘Request for Agenda to be reordered for 15th & 16th of March meeting’, which asks that: 

1) all contributions should be introduced before carrying out discussions according to the ToR of the Group. 
2) Agenda items ‘The IPv6 project to assisting developing countries’ and ‘Internet community participation’ should be moved ahead.
The Chairman’s proposal to adjust the draft meeting agenda accordingly was approved. Revised meeting agenda is contained in TD 1 Rev.1

4.
Introduction of meeting documents

4.1
Mr. Richard Hill from ITU-TSB introduced INF 2 ‘General Background of the IPv6 Study’, which provides background information on the history of telecommunication naming and numbering resource management and ITU’s role, the evolvement of IP resource policy and the IANA/RIR system,  current IP address distribution status worldwide and the IP resource policy process in place. This document was noted by the meeting.

4.2 
TSB counsellor introduced TD 2 WTPF Opinion 5 'Capacity Building in Support of the Adoption of IPv6’, which calls for close collaboration of ITU with relevant interested parties, including the technical Internet Community (e.g. IETF, Local Internet Registries (LIR), Internet society) to implement WTSA Res. 64. This document was noted and taken into consideration in the discussion on ‘Internet community participation’.

4.3
Prof. Sureswaran Ramadass introduced TD 3 ‘A Study on the IPv6 Address Allocation and Distribution Methods’. He emphasized that this study was requested by ITU to study an expansionary IPv6 address allocation model with benefits of competition. This study concluded that an expanded RIR/CIR model would not impact or threaten the global Internet stability and routability. Prof. Ramadass proposed for further study on CIR vs. NIR.
4.4
Prof. Milton Mueller
introduced TD 4 ‘Economic factors in the allocation of IP addresses’. 

This study reviewed the economic rationale for IP allocation policies and argues that
conservation is still a valid concern for IPv6 due to the large basic unit of IPv6 allocation.
The study proposes a Transferable Address Block Lease (TABL) model where blocks of IPv6 (size ranging from /48 to /32) could be made transferable at an annual recurring fee as provider-independent blocks, without need assessment from RIRs. He explained that advantages of TABL is that it increases end users’ control over choices of their ISPs as well as explores economical factors to provide effective incentive to IP resource conservation. The study suggests that ITU could contribute with its experience and expertise in international legal and regulatory frameworks. 

4.5
The meeting agreed to skip the introduction of TD 5 and TD 6 as they are covered by the Syrian Contribution C6. 

4.6
ARIN introduced TD 7 ‘Hierarchical needs-based allocation principles ensure stable and scalable operation of the Internet’. The paper assesses the risks and perceived benefits of two suggested changes (the CIR model and the TABL model) to the IPv6 allocation framework, and concludes that these changes proposed do not offer substantial benefits that would offset the substantial risk. It emphasizes that fundamental changes to the address allocation framework as such could easily become a disruptive element threatening the stability of the Internet and its operation. It supports the allocation of the IPv6 address space continue to be managed by the respective RIRs by the current proven needs-based and hierarchical allocation principles, and requires that suggested changes should undergo a similar open discussion in the community of their potential impacts. 

4.7
Mr. Chae-sub Lee, ITU-T SG13 Chairman, introduced TD 8 ‘ITU-T SG13 IPv6 related work (in terms of NGN and NGUN)’. He mentioned numerous driver applications for IPv6 such as  ubiquitous networking, grid networking and peer-to-peer applications. He highlighted that ITU standardization work will open a gateway to use IPv6 technology/systems within the NGN framework. 

4.8
TSB counsellor introduced C1 on behalf of Pakistan, which shares Pakistan experience of promoting IPv6 deployment and requests ITU assistance to Pakistan on training and information sharing. 

4.9
BDT counsellor introduced TD9 ‘Promote IPv6 infrastructure deployment project’ which proposes an implementation framework toward the establishment of a project at the national and/or regional level aimed at promoting IPv6 infrastructure deployment.

4.10
Internet Society (ISOC) introduced C2 ‘A Fine Balance: Internet number resource distribution and de-centralisation’. ISOC believes that resource distribution is essentially an operational engineering function that requires careful co-ordination and consensus building. Network operators will partner with operationally knowledgeable organisations when obtaining numbering resources and will choose not to interconnect with networks that disregard this reality. It suggests that proposals either to further centralise or de-centralise the processes should be given very careful consideration.

4.11
APNIC didn’t introduce contribution C3 ‘IPv6 - What is it, why is it important, and who is in charge?’ due to the absence of the author.

4.12
Malaysia introduced C4 ‘Malaysia Views on Country Internet Registry (CIR)’. This document introduced the IPv6 status and action plan of Malaysia, and highlighted that Malaysia would focus on progressive and orderly migration of IPv6. Malaysia doesn’t have any position for the proposal to establish CIR, but suggests further evaluation in terms of policy, technical, economic, social and timing for the implementation of CIR.

4.13
APNIC introduced C5 ‘Report on the APNIC 29 Community Consultation: IPv6 Address Management and ITU: Is an "additional parallel structure" required’. APNIC community emphasizes the importance of an open, transparent, bottom up process for the development of Internet’s protocols and management policies. Introduction of "competing" address management systems is not desired by network operators as it carries strong risk of fragmenting address management policies, of fragmenting the Internet itself, and of compromising the Internet’s security and stability. Equitable distribution of IPv6 addresses is already in place as each RIR already has the same sized block for their region. There are no exhaustion issues associated with IPv6. Specifically, APNIC suggests that the NAv6 paper cannot be considered as a substantial basis for discussion, and this group should make its documents and records publically available. 

4.14
Syria introduced C6 ‘Contribution to the work of the IPv6 Group’ on behalf of Arab States, which requests to immediately activate the ITU IPv6 project, proposes to the IPv6 Group to send liaisons to ITU-T SG17 (to study security aspects of IPv6), ITU-T SG2 and ITU-D SG2 (to study the CIR model proposal), and ITU-T SG3 (to study various economic factors related to IPv6). These countries wish to have sovereign control over IPv6 resource, cannot accept the RIR model, and insist on a Country Internet Registry (CIR) model. They request that the Director of TSB should further study the possibility for ITU to become another Internet Registry and manage a reserved IPv6 block which would be used to implement the CIR model for those countries who would request national allocations. 

4.15
Saudi Arabia introduced C7 ‘IPv6 Status in Saudi Arabia’ which shares information of IPv6 status and experience of IPv6 deployment in Saudi Arabia. 

4.16
Sudan introduced C8 ‘IPv6 Allocation and Registration Model’. The National Telecommunications Corporation (NTC) of Sudan thinks that: IP allocation and registration is not a market for competition but a regulatory function. Although the current IP resource management model and procedures work fine, there is a global view to involve ITU and the administration in countries.   ITU must be inserted in the model so as to involve ICANN, IANA, RIRs as well as ITU and countries on all phases of IPv6 deployment. 

4.17 
Sudan introduced C9 ‘IPv6 Deployment Obstacles in Sudan’ which reviews the IPv4 and IPv6 development status and process in Sudan, and asks for  ITU and countries be involved in IPv6 allocate and registration, and corporation of ITU with IANA and RIRs in capacity building.

4.18
The USA introduced C10 ‘US views on IPv6 Group Process, views on current IPv6 allocation process, and update on experience with IPv6 activities in the United States’. USA requested that invited experts should be able to participate fully in this meeting, and the rules/procedures for this Group should be clarified. USA shared their experience in IPv6 deployment and emphasized that government should work closely in collaboration with private sector. USA supports the current RIR model and structure, need based IPv6 address allocation policy, and welcomes a dialogue to discuss how to facilitate those concerns/views of some ITU membership being communicated to the RIRs so that the current system is availed of this input. USA recommends that future training and human capacity development exercises (workshops, etc.) be undertaken jointly by the Internet technical community (e.g., the five RIRs, IAB, IETF, ISOC, various NOGs as appropriate) and the ITU.  

4.19
AfriNIC introduced C11 ‘IPv6 Around The World” with information on global IPv6 deployment status, roles and activities of different stake holders (ISPs, governments, DNS servers, and RIRs). AfriNIC emphasized that all stake holders should be aware of the issue surrounding IPv6 and work together.

4.20
The UK introduced C12 ‘Contribution to the first Working Group on IPv6’. UK supports the ITU having a role in Internet-related public policy issues that is consistent with the core competencies of the Union as agreed by the membership. The current management and allocation of IPv6 addresses, via the Regional Internet Registry process, provides services in a fair and equitable way based on need. Studies should be done at Study Group level (ITU-T SG 2 &3 for example) to clarify what are the issues or failures of the current allocation mechanisms before discussing whether the ITU should have a role or not in the allocation of IPv6 addresses. UK warned the risk of ‘forum shopping’ introduced by the proposed changes will lead to fragmentation of the IP address space and suggested the primary role for the ITU should be to work in close collaboration with the relevant interested partners including the technical community (e.g. ICANN, IETF, NRO, RIRs) to encourage the deployment of IPv6 by raising awareness and by capacity building.

4.21
United Arab Emirates introduced C13 ‘United Arab Emirates Domain Administration (aeDA) Ipv6 Experience’, which shares their experience of IPv6 deployment for .ae ccTLD. 

4.22
Australia introduced C15 ‘Contribution to the first Working Group on IPv6’. Australia appreciated that ITU provides remote participation facilities for this meeting. Australia supports UK proposal asking for a clear problem statement. Australia also asks for clarification on whether the proposed ITU IR will also distribute AS numbers, and for study on cost implications to ITU. 

4.23
Cisco introduced C17 ‘The IPv6 Opportunity for ITU’. IPv6 may provide more opportunities for developing countries than for developed world. The ITU can play a constructive role in IPv6 migration through capacity building, supporting existing IPv6 address allocation mechanisms and working with the Internet community to assist the network migration to IPv6. 

4.24
On behalf of ETNO, France Telecom Orange introduced C14 ‘ETNO's contribution to the ITU IPv6 Group’. ETNO supports the current management in place as the best option to serve economies with IPv6 addresses in a fair and equitable way. ETNO does not support to establish an Internet Registry nor to introduce the CIR model.

4.25
With the agreement of the meeting, Czech Republic introduced their contribution to this Group meeting which missed the contribution deadline. Czech’s views include: Government should set an example by migrating to IPv6 as soon as possible; The current RIR system has not to be changed;  Internet technical experts from RIRs and IETF should be able to participate fully in the ITU IPv6 discussion; support the UK request for a proper definition of problems to be addressed; Any possibly detected problems should be addressed first within the existing IPv6 address allocation structure; Only after the current systems has been proven unable to deal with these problems, another arrangement, such as involvement of ITU in the IP address allocation, should be considered.

4.26
With the agreement of the meeting, Canada introduced a CITEL Assembly Resolution on IPv6 for information, which asks the CITEL Member States to call on the RIRs, local technical communities, national education and research networks and the industry to expand and enrich their cooperation and exchanges of information.

5.
Discussions
5.1
Director of ITU-TSB, Mr. Malcolm Johnson clarified in response to USA query that this IPv6 group is not a Council working group but a joint ITU-T and ITU-D Group. TSB and BDT have agreed that working methods specified in WTSA-08 Resolution 1 should apply. According to Resolution 1, invited experts can participate fully in the meeting. It is important that they do –especially RIRs. The Directors with agreement of the Chairman would invite all relevant experts that can assist the work of the group (e.g. ICANN, IAB, IETF, ISOC and RIRs etc.) Mr. Johnson can provide Council 10 with an information document on this meeting in collaboration with the Director of BDT.

5.2
Agenda item 4: The IPv6 project to assisting developing countries
The meeting appreciated that the high level framework document proposed by BDT in TD9 is useful, however it should be reviewed and further elaborated, including at WTDC in June 2010. The meeting agreed to setup a correspondence group (CG) to extend this framework document into a more detailed project plan. ITU would collaborate with experts from other relevant organisations to avoid duplication and achieve synergy to help developing countries. The ToR of this CG is contained in Annex 1. 

5.3 
Agenda item 5: Internet community participation
5.3.1
It was emphasized that many stake holders have made effort and contribution to the global IPv6 migration. Technical community wishes to work together with Governments to promote IPv6. The more bridges could be setup to connect these two camps, the more success could be achieved together. During the discussion, it was suggested to have participation from ICANN, IAB, IETF, ISOC, RIRs, LIRs in the ITU IPv6 discussion. Clarification was made that IETF/IAB participation is not an issue as they are organizationally parts of ISOC which is an ITU member. The meeting agreed to leave the decision to invite experts from the relevant Internet organizations to the Chairman of this Group and the ITU Directors in accordance with WTSA Resolution 1.

5.3.2
Responding to the requirement to make documents of this group available to public, it was agreed that this would be with agreement with the author to make the document public. 

5.4 
Agenda item 6: Global policy proposal 

Agenda item 7: Possibility for ITU to become another Internet Registry
5.4.1
Syria reiterated that their reasons for requesting ITU to become IR as specified in C6. Syria mentioned the following issues: IPv4 addresses mainly allocated to the US; International internet circuits are paid by developing countries; ISPs in developing countries cannot see any benefit to move to IPv6. Syria is of the view that: spam, fraud and other security issues of Internet are caused by the current economic arrangement of international Internet connectivity (IIC) which forces users from developing countries to pay developed countries; ‘equitable access’ is not just about the right access to the resource equitable in quantity, but also equitable economically. Syria calls for ITU to correct the current situation and safeguard the future.

5.4.2
Several others recognised the concerns of Syria on these complex and important issues of Internet security and international connectivity, but did not agree that these concerns/issues on commercial arrangement of Internet are related to the IP resource policy. They were of the opinion that IP address is not linked to peering agreement. 

5.4.3
In response to the request to provide further explanation of their concerns and possible solutions, Syria mentioned they will submit a contribution to PP 10 (on Res 21, 22).

5.4.4
The meeting discussion was refocused to agenda item 6 on whether a draft global policy developed through the RIRs policy conference process to set aside a block of IPv6 address for developing countries which can not demonstrate an immediate need, would be useful. Some members asked for a problem definition to prove the current system does not work before discussing any proposal to change current IP address management system/policy. Also some requested clarification on the names of countries that had this concern. Some members were of the opinion that an RIR global policy might not be needed to address an issue if it only persists for a few countries.
5.4.5
A possible problem statement mentioned in the meeting is the fear among developing countries that IPv6 might repeat IPv4 experience: over generous IPv6 allocation made at the initial stage might cause IPv6 policy to tighten up after 40-50 years. Policy based on ‘First come first served’ and ‘need based assessment’ will allocate more resource in the developed world. Thus, the issue is a political issue of sovereignty control.
5.4.6
RIRs argued that imbalanced IPv4 distribution was largely caused by historical reasons. Last 5 /8 of IPv4 in the central pool will be given equally to all RIRs. Developing countries in AfriNIC and LACNIC regions will have more resource/timing for IPv6 migration. IPv4 depletion will not be a problem as everybody has to migrate to IPv6. The RIR system has been in place to guarantee equitable access to IPv6 resource to all. Every RIR has got the same initial allocation of a /12 IPv6 block. Community based RIR policy processes will ensure IP policy adjusted according to the future evolvement.

5.4.7
Some Arab states emphasized on having sovereign control over IPv6 resource and believe ITU should get a block of IPv6 as it is routable as proven by NAv6 study.  

5.4.8
Some challenged the assumption that a block given to ITU will not disturb global routing table as it depends on a lot of factors and therefore needs further study and discussion in an open, bottom-up process.
5.4.9
In response to the question of whether ISPs have a choice among other RIRs, RIR re-emphasized that aggregation of IP addresses requires that ISPs get IP resource hierarchically from only one RIR. Allowing resource shopping would lead to fragmentation and routing scalability issue.
5.4.10
The Chairman summarized the discussion on this agenda item and suggested future steps should be taken 1) to identify more clearly what the concerns/issues are, and 2) to first seek solution to these concerns/issues within the current RIR system. Syria expressed reservation to the second part of the Chairman suggestion.
5.5 
Agenda item 8: Feasibility and advisability of implementing the CIR model in countries
5.5.1
APNIC stated there was once negative experience in their region that NIRs had inconsistent IP policies; That problem was solved by requirement that NIRs policy to be developed through the RIR policy process so as to ensure the policy consistency of RIR and NIRs. It was also mentioned that NIR needs financial subsidy to its operation cost. 
5.5.2
Some developing countries mentioned that they do not have a position yet on this issue. This issue should be raised by TSB Director to ITU Council 10.
5.5.3
Some expressed concern that the ToR of the IPv6 group presupposes outputs before clear identification of what existing issues are meant to be solved. It was emphasized that further study must be conducted to assess fully the potential risks that the proposed CIR model might cause to the current system which is critical to the stability and integrity of the global Internet and which is proven to work well.
5.5.4
During the discussion, it was emphasized again that IP resource is not linked to pricing of IIC. The proposed CIR model on IP resource policy could not solve the IIC issue. Some are of the view that IIC and other political issues of Internet is out of the scope of this group. 
5.5.5
The meeting agreed to setup another correspondence group to conduct further study and identify issues related to concerns with the current IP address management system, in particular those highlighted by developing countries, first seeking to identify solutions within the current system, and consider technical and policy issues related to the proposed CIR model and related issues. The ToR of this CG is contained in Annex 2.
5.6 
Outgoing liaisons
The meeting agreed to send three liaisons to ITU-T SG17, ITU-D SG2 and ITU-T SG2, and ITU-T SG3. The liaison statements are attached in Annex 3, 4 and 5. 
6.
Next meeting

The next meeting of the IPv6 Group will be held on xx-xx 2010, in xxx.

Annexes (5)

Annex 1
Terms of Reference of Correspondence Group 1
1. To identify mechanisms to collect regional needs related to IPv6 development 
2. To further elaborate the implementation framework described in Document TD 9 of the 1st ITU IPv6 group meeting (15-16 March 2010) into a more detailed project plan, specifically on:
i. Timelines
ii. Deliverables
iii. Financing mechanisms
3. To submit this further elaboration to WTDC-10 for comment.
4. To submit a progress report at least three weeks prior to the next ITU IPv6 group meeting taking into account the relevant outcome of ITU meetings/conferences,  and:
i. Status of the activities undertaken by BDT in collecting the national/regional needs,  raising awareness and build capacity on IPv6 
ii. Updated version of the project document, including detailed information as of the item 1) and 2) 
The Correspondence Group 1 will use the email list <xxx@itu.int >. 

The Correspondence Group 1 chair will be <xxxx> . 
Annex 2
Terms of Reference of Correspondence Group 2
1.
to identify concerns and issues with the current IP address management system, in particular those highlighted by developing countries

2.
to study the extent of impact of the identified concerns/issues on the developing countries.

3.
to seek and identify solutions within the current IP address management system

4.
to study, if necessary, whether a possible RIR global policy or ITU to become an Internet Registry could satisfy these concerns/issues 

5.
to further study the proposed CIR model on the following aspects:

a.
to compare it in detail the difference from the NIR model 

b.
to analyze its impact on the current IP address management system from the technical and policy perspectives

c.
to identify its possible benefits

6.
to study any other proposals for other models if submitted to the CG2

7.
to identify the resource impact on ITU for any of the above scenarios

8.
to submit a progress report at least three weeks prior to the next meeting of the IPv6 Group

The Correspondence Group 2 will use the email list <xxx@itu.int >.  

The Correspondence Group 2 chair will be <xxxx> .
Annex 3
Liaison to ITU-T SG17 on IPv6 Security Aspects
The IPv6 Group was convened by the Director of TSB, in close collaboration with the Director of BDT upon instruction from ITU Council 2009.  It held its first meeting in Geneva, Switzerland, 15-16 March 2010.  During the discussion in this meeting, concerns on issues related to security aspects of IPv6 were raised. 
In its Terms of Reference, the IPv6 Group was requested to ‘liaise as appropriate with ITU-D and ITU-T Study Groups, as well as the Internet community’. 
The IPv6 Group would like ITU-T SG 17 to:

1. study whether Internet security problems such as fraud, spam, etc. is facilitated because of NATing and other practices currently used to conserve IPv4 addresses, because those practices make it more difficult to trace the origin of particular packets or E-Mail messages, and 
2. provide information on security provisions in IPv6 compared with those of IPv4.
Annex 4
Liaison to ITU-D SG2 and ITU-T SG2 on CIR model
The IPv6 Group was convened by the Director of TSB, in close collaboration with the Director of BDT upon instruction from ITU Council 2009.  It held its first meeting in Geneva, Switzerland, 15-16 March 2010.  During the discussion in this meeting, some ITU Member States expressed view to have sovereign control over IPv6 addresses and support a Country Internet Registry (CIR) model as proposed in TD 3.
In its Terms of Reference, the IPv6 Group was requested to ‘liaise as appropriate with ITU-D and ITU-T Study Groups, as well as the Internet community’. 
The IPv6 Group would like ITU-D SG 2 and ITU-T SG 2 to study the proposals contained in TD 3 and report back as appropriate, as called for in WTSA Resolution 64.
Attachment: TD3
Annex 5
Liaison to ITU-T SG3 on Economical Aspects of IPv6
The IPv6 Group was convened by the Director of TSB, in close collaboration with the Director of BDT upon instruction from ITU Council 2009.  It held its first meeting in Geneva, Switzerland, 15-16 March 2010.  During the discussion in this meeting, concerns on economical aspects of IPv6 were raised. 

In its Terms of Reference, the IPv6 Group was requested to ‘liaise as appropriate with ITU-D and ITU-T Study Groups, as well as the Internet community’. 

The IPv6 Group would like ITU-T SG 3 to study the proposals contained in TD 4 ‘economic factors in the allocation of IPv6 addresses’ and report back as appropriate, as called for in WTSA Resolution 64.  The study should include the issues mentioned in TD 5, namely:
· 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?
· What are the direct and indirect costs related to fraud, spam, etc. that is facilitated because of NATing and other practices currently used to conserve IPv4 addresses, because those practices make it more difficult to trace the origin of particular packets or E-Mail messages?
· What are the costs of migration to IPv6, in particular for developing countries, for example for
· Capacity building 
· New equipment (routers, etc.) 
· Configuration (e.g. maintenance of dual-stacks, tunneling, etc.)
· What, if any, are the network externalities involved in the migration from IPv4 to IPv6?
· 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)?
· 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 the above on: 
· Settlement rates for voice traffic that is carried over IP networks at the wholesale (backbone) level. 
· International Internet connectivity (IIC) (ITU-T Recommendation D.50), whose costs are at present not fairly allocated, since developing countries have to pay 100% of the costs, thus allowing developed countries to use the connections free of charge.
· Termination rates for IP telephony. 
· Next generation networks (NGN). 
Attachements (2) : TD4, TD5
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