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(Captioner did not gain access to the Zoom until the meeting was well under way.)

>> EDMON CHUNG: Ah, okay. No problem. I guess, one of the challenges for this room, and especially the Parliamentary Track, is what are the balances between, you know, the technology side that, Paul, you mentioned that is the success factors, but how not to mess up the situation as we go forward. Because one of the things is that as we develop and as I think Bron mentioned, there are issues that needed to be potentially regulated or protection of certain consumers, but where do we draw that line and how do we ensure those success factors are not compromised by those, I guess, good efforts to put forward protections? 
>> PAUL WILSON: I think with a lot of diligence and care. And I did have a discussion this afternoon with someone who was, as a first newcomer here, commented to me that this whole process seems really slow. And I guess that we're kind of thinking that it might run at Internet speed, this mythical idea of things moving assumer fast. And I kind of said, well, yes, that's true, things can take years to change, but it's probably a good thing because it really is a process of giving everyone who can or might need to, want to, or actually not want to, but should have a say in what's actually happening, to have their say. And I do think we're dealing with really big and serious and potentially dire ‑‑ I don't want to be too, you know, dramatic about this, but sort of dire unintended consequences on something that has worked very well for the last 30 years. So, I think the time factor and the deliberation and consideration is just really, really important.  
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you. Do you want to say something? 
>> BRON GONDWANA: Yeah, a good analogy I found for a lot of things is office buildings, that the infrastructure is changed at different speeds in different parts of it. My office is inside an office building. We had our floor redecorated when we moved in, but the lifts are the same lifts that were there when the building was first created, and the foundations obviously are the same foundations that were put in when the building was created. Different parts are refreshed on different cycles. 
So, responding to the speed thing, there are some things that you will refresh quite fast. Obviously, you don't replace the fire systems on a whim. You have to make sure they're continuing to function throughout. But you can rearrange a meeting room or move the furniture around inside a particular office fairly trivially. So, looking at which level of the infrastructure you're operating within is a really important way of looking at that, i.e., changing something that's fundamental to a lot of things or i.e., changing something that has a fairly contained impact. 
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you, Bron. I have a question from the audience. Thank you.  
>> AUDIENCE: Thank you, Sylvia. I have a comment to make. My name is Omar, and I work with the APNIC Foundation, but I'm speaking for myself.  My previous job was with Afghanistan's regulatory authority. Before that, I was in business, but at the same time, I worked with many civil society organizations that were working on promoting technology in Internet in Afghanistan.  
In my last job, one of the biggest issues I had was with the Parliament. We were reporting more to the Parliament than doing the actual work. So, that was because of the endless tentacles that parliamentarians, you know, they advance technology, you know, concepts, and so much, and the new technologies that are coming up.  
Secondly, then, the standing on how regulation works, what's the difference between policy, regulation, and then, you know, the standards in what the industry needs? So, a huge gap. And that's why I welcome this track. I think this will help the regions, you know, in the region, the parliamentarians to understand and engage with it, with the technology. 
There are a few ‑‑ in addition, there are a few other things that I believe this session is very important ‑‑ can play a role there. Number one is Nigel's comment about the government being the consumer. I think the government is the biggest consumer, and that's why it's important for the government in parliament to engage with both civil society and industry. 
The digital infrastructure requires, you know, a good policy. For example, we did not have an open access policy in Afghanistan for decades, and that's how infrastructure building was pretty slow. The government could not (?) and the industry did not have the license, you know, to be able to invest in that area. 
And so, 2017, or '16, when we first had this Open Access Policy, and that's when the government started working on regulations on how to give licenses to the industry so they can invest on infrastructure.  So, a big need for all of us to work together, and I appreciate the fact that this track has been started, and great views. 
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you, Omar. I'm looking if anybody else has a hand up. Can you please say your name and affiliation? 
>> AUDIENCE: My name is ‑‑ (off microphone). There we go.  I think my question is mostly directed to you but if anyone wants to answer, that's okay. It's been a longstanding feature of the mainstream narrative that policymakers and lawmakers shouldn't develop legislation that stalls progress for innovation. In that sense, I have two questions. What are the time span that we should be working on? So, in 2016, it was said that the GPR would slow innovation. Nevertheless, in 2022, we had a boom of AI and generative AI. So, I just wonder, what are your takes on the time spans in this? Thank you.  
>> Your question is time span for how? 
>> AUDIENCE: How should we measure whether legislation stalls innovation, some time frame we should be looking at. I'm not looking for a year, but several years? Ten years? 
>> Oh, man, that is a very difficult question.  I can't even begin to answer it, really. It depends, right? This is the answer for anything like that. It depends what ‑‑ yeah, I ‑‑ I'm trying to look at specific examples and try to come up with a specific example. If your legislation's stalling innovation, mostly, it will be ‑‑ they claim that the Internet sees censorship and damaging routes around it. If people are not doing business in areas with your legislation, that's going to be a clear sign that it is stalling them from wanting to do it. Whether that's a good or a bad thing obviously depends on whether what they're doing is good or bad for your people. But largely, it's do you have the power to push things through as well? You can certainly disconnect yourself from the world, but if you're a small enough area that companies will just avoid you, then you can wind up in a situation where you're left behind.  
And the other question is, can people inside your country operate in the rest of the world? Because if your legislation makes it hard for your citizens to sell to the rest of the world, then you'll discover that they are not going to export. But time frames, I cannot answer that question, certainly not off the cuff. But thank you for the question. It's a really, really important question and good to think about. 
>> SYLVIA CADENA: I see Nigel has his hand up, so I guess he has a response as well? 
>> NIGEL HICKSON: Yes, thank you very much and two brief points. One, I think that's an excellent question, and you rightly mention, you know, the GDPR. And you know, sometimes regulation has to be innovative as well, and it has an effect on innovation. But you know, innovation, of course, is crucially important but has to be balanced against other public policy interests. And so, I think, you know, governments have a responsibility there. 
And also, of course, parliamentarians. And you know, I wanted to just make the point that, you know, it's so good that we have this session with parliamentarians, because you know, it's parliamentarians that, you know, hold the reins here to an extent in keeping governments to an account, you know. And what I said about digital standards and Internet governance ‑‑ you know, parliamentarians have a role in questioning where governments are going and ensuring that the direction reflects the benefits of all the society. So, it's so good to have you here.  Thank you. 
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you, Nigel. I would like to spin that question a little bit and go to Save to see if those time frames are, I don't know, expected in Silicon Valley at a specific pace, in the briefings from technology companies are coming to the U.S. Government or, you know, OECD economies. What will the pace for Pacific Island nations to actually catch up with those briefings that are happening? When Pacific Island countries can get into that next change that already happened when it's coming this way? 
>> SAVE VOCEA: Very difficult to answer as well, because in the Pacific, they have varying levels of participation. Some countries in the region are quite advanced than others, so can't lump them all together.  So, I think one of the things we found out early when we did some capacity development in the region, to talk about ICANN and the way they could participate in ICANN, was that, you know, they want to track what's going on, but maybe they will not participate, but they want to find a champion in the region that could follow the discussions and then alert them that if they need to come in and it really mattered, that they would come in and provide some feedback and also participating at that level. So, in terms of openly participating in discussing and being active, they might be holding back, because of, again, the challenge of the resources that they have, you know. And this one person could be doing multiple tasks within a government ministry, so I really don't ‑‑ and there's not only one agency, but many agencies that they have to deal with, and that's a reality.  
>> SYLVIA CADENA: And back to you, Paul, with ‑‑ yes ‑‑ with the, you know, innovations around routing, automization, to assist small governments or small companies to catch up with the next thing that they need to be doing. What have you seen in that space that can be giving another bit of context to parliamentarians how they need to prepare? 
>> PAUL WILSON: That's difficult. That's a difficult question.  So, look, I think ‑‑ I won't answer that one, because I don't quite understand.  On the timing, I thought ‑‑ it's a very interesting question because innovation is absolutely linked to timing, and I've sort of said two different things this week. At the beginning of the week, there's a guy whose name I forget, who said that Atlassian started years ago and in the Internet of today, he didn't think it would be possible, which is kind of depressing. It's about competition. It's about the barrier to entry being higher and higher.  
But then I had a much happier conversation with Bron today, not a new company, but one that's much, much smaller, one that's providing services globally ‑‑ 50 staff, I think? Providing services globally, contributing to the standards process, which I think is incredibly impressive and something with real impact. And so, I kind of could see that there are different views, and I think Bron had some sort of clear asks for parliamentarians earlier. But I think really recognizing barrier to entry and time to market and time required and a stable environment that people need to be able to work in to innovate is really an important issue for us here. If that helps.  
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Always helps. One more question.  Sorry.  
>> RICHARD WINDEYER: An observation, I suppose. Reinforcing having spent the last couple days in Papua New Guinea with ministers from the Pacific, is first to keep in mind, in a sense, that 20 years ago, lots of countries were at the same, roughly the same starting point in terms of engagement with and understanding with, you know, in terms of the information society. But the speed with which we have moved since then has been different for different countries. So, their information society divide as it were, if I can sort of create a concept, has gotten much, much wider, and the danger or the, you know, the important thing for us to realize, you know, for a country like Australia, perhaps, to realize, is where we're at in the Internet society journey and the things we're going to talk about and even the sorts of things we might be worried about in terms of what the future looks like, are very different from a small country which is still grappling with the underlying connectivity piece. 
So, we've gotten over that hump of getting our society on the Internet, but we all started from the same starting point. We've gotten over that hump of getting basically, you know, very close to universal access. But a bunch of other countries are still grappling with that problem, and there's sort of a risk ‑‑ I suppose the question, one of the questions I'm thinking about in this context is how do we keep the global multi‑stakeholder conversation going in a world where there's greater divergence on some dimensions between the participants, greater divergence than there was when we started the conversation. 
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you, Richard. Would you mind to say your full name and association for the transcript? 
>> RICHARD WINDEYER: Sorry, Richard Windeyer from the Dispute Secretary, in the Department of the Commonwealth in Australia. 
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you. Sorry. We only have three minutes left of this panel, and unless I see hands going up, I'm just going to go back to one of the slides that Paul presented, where he talked about the design principles of layering and then guiding ideals around openness and dimensions of success. And I guess if we apply those to the actual dialogues that are able to, you know, happen when people from private sector, technical community, the civil society and governments come together ‑‑ if we apply at least one of those principles into the conversations that we are doing, then I think we are in a good run for the next 30 years of Internet development, but we need to recognize the good and work on improving -- understanding the things that are not working ‑‑ I'm not going to say that they're bad; we just don't understand them yet ‑‑ and then try to figure out together what it means to move over the next hump.  
>> BRON GONDWANA: I've got one specific thing to say, something that didn't make it onto my slides but I think is valuable. Something that's been seen in the U.S. is that cities that have open data have more innovation. If you can get government data and build on top of it, a lot of innovation comes from that. So, providing more ‑‑ as much as you can consumable data about opening up your government data to your citizens to build on top of is really valuable. 
There's a question in the chat, with vast usage of AI, what happens to career‑holders in the ICT industry? Is their future stable? No one's future is ever stable, unfortunately. If you're the buggy with manufacturers when the car replaced the horse, your future's not stable. So, we're certainly in a time of change, but I think the open data is probably a thing that's going to be really useful to let your people build on top of things, so just wanted to add that one in. 
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you, Bron. And just to close the panel, I will ‑‑ well, you give your final remarks and I'll pass it on to Save. Any final messages for the parliamentarians in the track to reflect? 
>> SAVE VOCEA: I think we need to continue to advocate for the multi‑stakeholder model, try to replicate some of the discussions that are going on at the global, regional, the national level as well, and really support that movement.  
>> SYLVIA CADENA: Start with Edmon. Any final comments from the panel? 
>> EDMON CHUNG: Actually, I'm going to be on the next panel, so I'll talk about that. But I think one of the things I'm ‑‑ as Paul was presenting, I think that framework is really useful for when we think about even policies, you know, different levels of policies, not to mention legislature and regulations by government.  I think that is really at the core of what we need to protect. So, I'm going to use that. This is the second time I see this presentation, but this is the first time I can tick it down, actually, and I will be using that quite a bit into the future, I think.  
>> RICHARD WINDEYER: So, two quick comments. One is, I think, the education of parliamentarians remains important. If the people making the laws and making the regulations don't understand the thing about they're making those laws does run the risk of ending up with not brilliant laws, so that, obviously, is a thing. I mean, that actually goes for policymakers as well, to be honest. 
The other thing I would say is I think the other question that faces policymakers and parliamentarians is understanding in an economy that is increasingly digitized that it's no longer about thinking about what laws or regulations you are making for the Internet. It's understanding that, in a sense, laws you might make in all sorts of dimensions may, in some way or another, touch upon a service that is delivered using the Internet, and therein, may have some link to technical characteristics of the Internet. So, you know, there's a lot of law that touches the Internet in many economies now without possibly knowing.  
>> PAUL WILSON: Well, I hope this has been useful in terms of information or education, if you like. I don't quite like to use the term, but it's a two‑way communication. I hope this has been useful.  
Different parts of the tech community more or less are spending as much time as we can on this effort. And I just want to put Raj Singh on the spot here. We heard before that IETF is going to be held in Brisbane. The Internet Society has run a Policymakers track inside IETF, which is actually to bring more and more depth of content. Is it happening in Brisbane, Raj, in March? 
>> RAJNESH SINGH: (Off microphone) Okay. Press this one. Couldn't figure out which one to press. My apologies.  Yes, we, since in‑person meetings have come back, we have done that indeed and this year you have that and of course up in Yokohama. And so, next year for Brisbane, we are also intending to do the same thing, and I'm hoping that we could also put a bit more focus on our Pacific colleagues in particular as well as in Australia and New Zealand. But I think we may find the same issues as we did with APrIGF this year with people coming from, let's say South Asia, Southeast Asia, people, distance, time, travel, distance, et cetera. But hopefully we can focus on the Pacific part of the Asia‑Pacific region. Thanks for flagging that. 
	>> SYLVIA CADENA: Thank you very much. And I think with that, we can close the panel. Thank you very much, everyone, for your participation and thank you all for your great comments.  

(Session concluded at 5:00 p.m. AEST) 
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