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• Aim is to establish the best possible comprehensive 
view of: 

– present IPv6 penetration, 

– perceived bottlenecks, and 

– current future plans of IPv6 deployment

• Best way to establish this is to ask the Internet 
providers and users, basically: the RIR communities 
around the world 

• By asking annually – shift in mindsets and business 
plans can be measured

The Global IPv6 Deployment 
Monitoring Survey



Sponsored by the European 
Commission

European Action Plan to prevent IPv4 
shortages to lead to:

• Slow down of Internet development

• Distortion of the market

• Negative effect on innovation



This presentation is the summary 
report on 2010 results

For RIPE NCC, it includes a comparison 
with 2009 survey results



RIPE NCC Respondents

• In 2010, the RIPE NCC community generated 
769 respondents. This is 159 more than 2009 
(610 respondents). 

• Participation is largely comparable to last year 
for most counts (and is therefore not explicitly 
presented)
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More customers use IPv6 connectivity 
in 2010 (ISPs only)
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More ISPs consider promoting IPv6 
uptake to their customers in 2010
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More organization have/considers having an 
IPv6 allocation and/or assignment
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More organizations with IPv6 in 
production, yet still mostly insignificant
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More have IPv6 implementation (plans) 
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Attitude, perception and 
experience with IPv6

GNKS/TNO surveys in collaboration 
with RIPE NCC  2009 and 2010



Why doesn’t your organization consider having 
an IPv6 allocation cq assignment? 
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Cannot meet the requirements

Lack of available config mgt tools

Communications service provider doesn't support …

Cannot afford expense

Cannot afford risk of transition 

ISP doesn't support IPv6

Our infrastructure doesn't support it
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Main motivations to consider having IPv6 
allocation cq assignment
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Other 

Customer demand

Availability of IPv4 address space

Want to benefit from advantages asap

Make sure IPv6 is supported in our 
products

Want to be "ahead of the game" 
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The biggest hurdles, compared
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Interviews confirm vendor as 
major bottleneck in practice

• Vendors need operational testing to mature their products
– still, product-specific bugs are regularly encountered

• IPv6 capability of RG’s, Load Balancers, in-house built 
applications, DSLAM’s (IPoE), mobile terminals, …

• Need more BCP´s for selecting migration techniques (e.g. CGN 
and v4-v6 translation)

• Business focus mainly on internet services: no priority for 
triple play over IPv6

• For some services/products/content/networks organizations 
depend on other departments or companies

• Large part of installed base is IPv4 legacy  replacement

• Lack of content available over IPv6



The biggest problems with IPv6 in 
production? 
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Implementation of IPv6

GNKS/TNO surveys in collaboration 
with RIPE NCC  2009 and 2010
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Does your organization have an IPv6 
presence ?
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Q18. Please indicate whether your 
organization’s IPv6 setup uses:
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Q19. Describe the nature of your 
organization’s IPv6 production services. 
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Use measurements

TNO measurements supported by 
RIPE NCC  2010
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• Weighted results using internet penetration per country

• 0.6% increase in IPv6 deployment

• Intermediate data set also analyzed with RIPE’s tools 

IPv6 deployment for the EU
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Number of websites of ALEXA top 500 per country reachable on IPv6 

(total of 13500 websites analyzed)



Headline conclusions

GNKS/TNO surveys in collaboration 
with RIPE NCC  2009 and 2010

v1



IPv6 experience has grown



More ISPs take IPv6 seriously in 2010



IPv6 or not

• For those who are still waiting before acting, lack of 
business need went down as reason from 68% in 
2009 to 61% in 2010

• For those who started to act, future shortage of IPv4 
addresses has become a much more important 
driver (35% in 2009 to 52% in 2010)

• Lack of vendor support is considered more of a 
hurdle in 2010 than in 2009

• The problems related to getting the budget has 
grown (17% to 29%). Lack of experience with IPv6 
has become clearly less important (52% to 40%)



Setup of IPv6

Even more ...

• ... on both internal and external networks

– 16% in 2009 to 40% in 2010

• ... dual stack

– 88% in 2009 to 94% in 2010

• ... native

– 78% in 2009 to 84% in 2010



Overall Conclusion:

1 - in the RIPE NCC region, 
experience with IPv6 has grown a lot 

over the last year, yet real use has 
not grown that much, yet.

2 - Vendors, gear up! ISPs are ready 
to go and need good equipment.



We thank all respondents for 
their contributions !

• Globally, 69% indicated their willingness to 
collaborate to further follow up questions

• Globally, 95% indicated their willingness to 
respond again, next year

http://www.ipv6monitoring.eu/
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European Commission: next steps...

• Gather with interested stakeholders to 
follow up the piloting of IPv6 in relevant 
EU programmes. The objective will be to 
encourage and support the deployment of 
IPv6 in Member States, through activities 
that might include:

• Show cases

• Training

• Exchange of best practices

• Applications and services

• …
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« IPv6 The way forward » 
conference14 December in Ghent

The 14 December 2010 in Ghent Belgium (30 minutes 

from Brussels airport by train).

http://ipv6-ghent.fi-week.eu

http://ipv6-ghent.fi-week.eu/
http://ipv6-ghent.fi-week.eu/
http://ipv6-ghent.fi-week.eu/
http://ipv6-ghent.fi-week.eu/
http://ipv6-ghent.fi-week.eu/
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Questions regarding the survey and 
this summary presentation:

Maarten Botterman

maarten@gnksconsult.com
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