	
	
	


First Meeting of the Working Group on improvements to the Internet Governance Forum (IGF)

Montreux, Switzerland

25 February and 26 February 2011
Compilation by the Chair of contributions
from members and invited participants of the Working Group to the questionnaire of 18 January 2011
I. Format of the IGF meetings

1. Several contributors stressed that the IGF meetings should be open, transparent, collaborative and inclusive
, maintaining the greatest possible openness to all stakeholders to participate on an equal footing.
  It would therefore be important to find innovative and creative meeting formats and effective facilitation methods to involve remote participants in sessions and workshops.
 This includes remote participation facilities and other facilities that allow participation through non-real time, as well as access for people with disabilities.

2. A number of contributors were very satisfied with the way past meetings had been run and expressed their support for the current format.
 In their opinion, the current format already encourages open and interactive dialogue amongst all stakeholders, on an equal footing.
  For one contributor, the IGF in its current format has managed to identify a broad range of upcoming issues and tackle them from a number of different angles – a cross-cutting approach which could not be offered elsewhere.
 Another contributor added that the current discussion format had helped to trigger ideas that aimed to ensure that the growth of the Internet leads to sustainable social and economic development and the empowerment of people through increased access to knowledge.

3. It was also pointed out that any changes to the format should continue to be developed in an open, transparent and flexible way. The format of the meeting should not be fixed because the evolutionary development process for creating the meeting’s format each year strengthened the democratic and inclusive nature of the IGF.

4. Other contributions, however, considered that the IGF had so far not been able to fulfill its global policy related role and any discussions on its format should focus on how to make up for this shortcoming.
 The IGF should consider global internet governance its main area of work and devote a session in its meetings to that issue.

5. The length of the IGF meeting is another issue that contributors wished to address.
 One contributor suggested reducing the time for some of the main sessions and allowing for more emphasis on workshops.
 Another contribution considered that it was not possible to make general decisions about how long a meeting should be as this would depend on the number of issues to be discussed and might vary from one year to the next.

6. On the format of the main sessions at the IGF meetings, several contributors suggested that the reporting of workshops
 and national and regional IGFs into main sessions should be maintained.
 Another contributor believed, however, that the link between main sessions and the rest of the IGF activities could be improved.
 Several contributors underlined the role that workshops could play in preparing the discussions of the main sessions.
 This would allow the main sessions to concentrate specifically on areas where differences of opinion still exist.
 To this end, a format of two days workshops, followed by two days of main sessions, interspersed with round tables and best practice forums was proposed.
 The importance of posting the workshop reports within 24 hours so that can be used as a source of information for the main sessions was also underlined.

7. In addition, contributors proposed improvements to the format of the discussions at the main sessions. It was suggested that main session facilitators should be experts in the matters discussed and at least 50% of them should be from developing countries.
 It was also suggested that the dialogue at main sessions should be more discursive and interactive
 and that plenary sessions should have a clear focus on specific key issues concerning global Internet policy with an outcome oriented discussion
.

8. As regards the format of workshops, it was considered important that workshop organizing teams are multi-stakeholder
 and that workshops should include speakers who are real stakeholders (that is, have a real stake in and something to say on an issue).
 Workshops should be limited in number, focused and concise, too many workshop mergers should be avoided
 and workshops should encourage open discussions
.  A template, in which organizers would be asked to give detailed information about the workshops, was considered a useful way of ensuring that the planning process remains focused and it would provide participants with more information about what to expect from a workshop
. A detailed workshop template that clearly outlines what a workshops sets out to do, would also make it easier to evaluate the workshops later and draw lessons on how to improve the quality of future workshops.
   
9. One contributor underlined that a clear distinction should be made between those workshops where policy issues were discussed and those that aimed at building participants capacity.
 It was also suggested that adjacent skills enhancing sessions, could possibly be organized before the actual IGF meetings as pre-events.

10. Contributors suggested a number of new formats that could be organized in addition to the annual IGF meetings. One contribution stressed that the IGF should continue to try out new formats, for example, formats that concentrate on good practices or special meetings for Internet governance (IG) related institution to hold exchanges with IGF participants.
 Another contributor suggested that the IGF provides special space (for example during lunch and coffee breaks) for informal, free discussions.

11. Another idea was to change the IGF from an annual event to a year-round process that allows multi-stakeholder dialogue to inform policy-makers and facilitates interaction with other IG related forums and institutions.
 A similar proposal recommended introducing separate round tables and/or smaller multi-stakeholder committee meetings to try to continue closing the gaps on key policy questions and look at possible outcome documents carrying IGF recommendations to policy making bodies (listing areas of consensus or listing several policy alternatives).
 
12. A special format for fostering the relationship of the IGF with national and regional IGF initiatives was also proposed by some contributors.
 The IGF secretariat should help facilitate meetings for IGF representatives of national and regional IGF initiatives to prepare inputs to discussions on the format and content of upcoming IGF meetings and help to ensure that the national and regional perspectives and priorities are sufficiently taken into account during IGF preparations.

II. Shaping the outcome of IGF meetings

13. Several contributors expressed their support for the current neutral, non-duplicative and non-binding process, without negotiated outcomes
, as established by the Tunis Agenda
. Participation on an equal footing during open discussions allows all participants to raise freely any number of issues or solutions without feeling compelled to defend their positions in discussions over concrete decisions.

14. The dialogue at the meetings as such (well documented by the audio-visual archives and transcripts) and whatever participants take from these discussions should be considered as the real outcome of the meetings.
 Rather than a specific outcome format, one contribution supported a flexible number of outputs but underlined that these outputs should be consistent.

15. It was repeatedly suggested that reporting should become more effective to ensure that outcomes are more consistent. One contributor considered that solutions to more effective reporting and analysis mechanisms should be sought amongst those who participate in the IGF process.
 Several contributions suggested that the chairperson’s reports and summaries as well as workshop summaries should be published on a much enhanced IGF website.
 For one contributor, the chairperson’s report would reflect the level of consensus that exists on some of the topics discussed during the meeting, or identify more clearly, in which areas disagreements remain, or which areas would merit further debate.
 
16. Similar proposals suggested that the organizing group of each session could make policy observations and recommendations in their summaries
 or that a compendium is published summarizing the views expressed by stakeholders at an IGF meeting.
 Improving the templates for workshops and plenary sessions might also help making the impact document more effective.

17. One contribution proposed the publication of clear accounts of the dialogue held at IGF meetings (without them being negotiated agreements) in a way that makes it easy for actors involved in Internet governance and development to take them up.
 Outcomes and conclusions of workshops and main sessions could also be published in the form of “IGF messages”, or suggestions for further discussion or concrete advice. This would benefit those not present at the meeting and also facilitate follow-up and further action.
 It was also suggested that dynamic coalitions could be tasked to provide their recommendations at the end of each IGF meeting.

18. Others underlined that there should be more reporting on the capacity building outcomes of the IGF to help to continually improve this feature of the meetings.
 
19. One contribution proposed that a specific timeline for the development of a strategy for the democratization of the Internet should be presented to the IGF and that the importance of the development of such a strategy for the continuation of the IGF should be emphasized.

20. For others, the meeting should strive for clear outcomes which should serve in particular in shaping global Internet policy
 because the Tunis agenda mentions global policy dialogue as the key objective of the IGF and the UN General Assembly Resolution “Information and communications technologies for development” (November 2010) is seeking improvements to the IGF ‘with a view to linking it to the broader dialogue on global Internet governance’.
 The Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG) and other actors would have to prepare the themes for discussion in order to ensure clear outcomes. Before the IGF meeting, thematic MAG sub-committees would need to develop unbiased background material on chosen issues informed only by the highest public interest. Inter-sessional thematic meetings might be held to work on concrete outcomes on the specific policy issues. The MAG sub-committee should develop the format of the plenary discussions in order to ensure a focused discussion. These sub-committees should then continue their work after the annual IGF meeting on the basis of the plenary discussions with a view to exploring possible recommendations on the policy issues discussed.

21. Another contribution also stressed that it would be important to improve the mechanisms for global internet governance and that this may to some extent decrease frustration that current structures seem to generate.

22. Other proposals concentrated on information that could be gathered in advance of the IGF meetings including a compilation of the different experiences and practices in different regions
, such as reports by national and regional IGF initiatives
 or a repository for best practices on the IGF website.

III. Working methods of the IGF, in particular improving the preparation process modalities

23. For several contributors, the IGF working methods should be open, transparent and become even more effective and inclusive for remote participants.
 One contribution underlined that it was important that the bottom up, multi-stakeholder preparatory process which has been able to self-improve over time should be maintained.

24. Another contributor considered that openness, diversity and participation could still be increased. This could be achieved by creating more continuity to the debate throughout the year.
 It was also underlined that the IGF should continue to be open to all participants and no accreditation or restriction should be imposed on participation.

25. Other contributors considered it important to improve the communication of the IGF. The IGF should put in place a more coherent strategy for communication and improve in particular its website.
 In addition, the schedules of workshops, open forums and main sessions should be available a minimum of one month before the IGF meeting.
 Translation into UN languages should continue to be supported to enable as wide a range of input as possible.

26. A number of suggestions concerned improvements to the IGF preparatory process. Several contributors proposed that the IGF should take advantage of discussions on IG issues held elsewhere which could then be fed into the IGF preparations. One contribution proposed that a better link between the global IGF and other forums, in which similar topics are addressed, could be established, for example through a network of networks of dialogues with the global IGF. Discussions started in the IGF could be continued elsewhere and vice versa.
 
27. Another proposal was to introduce thematic IGFs to allow expert individuals from different stakeholder groups to engage in greater depth with a single topic and then forward the outcomes to the MAG.
 One contribution also suggested that the IGF secretariat approaches other regional conferences which already receive financial support, and proposes that they include Internet governance as one of the themes on their agenda.
 

28. Some contributions highlighted the role of national and regional IGF initiatives in the preparatory process. It was suggested that the links between the IGF and the national and regional IGF initiatives should be strengthened and that they should be encouraged by the MAG to contribute to the open consultations.
 The IGF secretariat should also facilitate meetings between national and regional IGF initiatives to allow them to exchange information.
 Periodical (online) meetings should be held for organizers of national and regional IGF initiatives to this end.
 It was also pointed out that to ensure that these regional and national initiatives function properly and serve as a source for IGF discussions, financial support would need to be identified.

29. Contributions stressed that the open consultations should be maintained and the interactive and inclusive way in which dialogue takes place at the consultations should be encouraged.
 It might be useful to explore how the documentation of these consultations, the remote participation or any other elements of these meetings might be further enhanced.
 As regards remote participation, it was proposed that at least one of the open consultation meetings should be organized online.

30. Several proposals were made as to how the functioning of the Multistakeholder Advisory Group (MAG) could be improved. For one contributor, this concerned in particular questions related to the MAG's competences, legitimacy and efficiency.

31. As regards the MAG’s efficiency, it was proposed that the MAG should develop a work plan to distribute its work more evenly throughout the year.
 An annual work plan and strategy of implementation could be developed at the beginning of each year.
 The IGF secretariat should assign a coordinator to work with the MAG.

32. Several contributions suggested that the MAG should create sub-committees. The MAG could elect a small coordinating group from among its members to help facilitate administrative tasks (with roles including coordinators for fund raising, for regional meetings, for remote participation etc.).
 Sub-groups could also work on substantive issues, for example preparing plenary themes.

33. Contributions also addressed the rotation of MAG membership.
 It was suggested that in order to ensure representational parity between different stakeholders, the membership rotation and mandate should be renewed annually or bi-annually.
 Another suggestion was to have an annual turnover of at least a third of all MAG members.

34. Membership should continue to be balanced with representatives from different stakeholder groups interacting on an equal footing
 and more representatives of youth and women should be involved in the MAG (as well as the open consultations)
.
35. Another contributor proposed to make the selection of non-government representatives to the MAG more transparent and democratic/representative, ensuring that all aspects of the public interests at stake are represented. The stakeholder selection process of the Brazilian Internet Steering Committee was considered as a good example for such a transparent and representative selection procedure.
 Another contributor believed that the selection process should continue to allow each stakeholder group to define its appropriate nomination method as the MAG proposed in its summary report of 23 November 2010.

36. It was also proposed, that terms of reference are created for the MAG
, defining in particular the position of the chair.
 It was also suggested to have two chairs (or chair and vice-chair) with one chosen by the UN and the other by the MAG itself.

37. On the issue of openness and communication, one contribution recommended that the MAG makes use of online platforms for meetings in between the face-to-face meetings and in addition to the use of mailing list.
 Another contributor proposed that MAG meetings should be open for observers.
 

38. Several suggestions were also made on the substantive themes that are prepared during the IGF preparatory processes. One contributor considered that the MAG should focus on what the IGF could achieve in a given year to uphold the public interest in the global Internet space, for example, meaningful contribution on key Internet policy issues to relevant policy making forums.
  Others were of the opinion that the MAG should be more pro-active in identifying emerging issues and finding ways of making recommendations for follow up on some of those emerging issues.

39. Another contribution also pointed out that programs should continue to reflect new and emerging issues while also devoting about half of the meeting to changes to topics discussed in previous years.
 One contributor supported the idea of maintaining ‘development’ as a strong cross-cutting theme
, whereas another underlined the importance of topics such as protecting Internet users from fraudulent information and defamation, freedom of expression and restrictions to internet accessibility and questions of jurisdiction of crimes committed on the Internet
.
IV. Financing the Forum (exploring further voluntary options for financing)

40. It was suggested that a fact-based report on the funding provided to the IGF to date would be a useful way of starting a discussion on the financing of the Forum. It would be important to have a better understanding of past contributions by asking, for example: Who has provided which funding? Which participants received funding?  In particular the contribution of the host countries should be documented and acknowledged.

41. It was repeatedly stressed that the IGF funding structures should be transparent
 and independent.
 The secretariat should also publish regular funding reports.
  

42. Several proposals were made as to who should contribute to the funding of the IGF. It was suggested that sponsors from the private sector could be encouraged to contribute to the travel fund for developing country speakers and that this fund should be transparently managed by a multi-stakeholder group.
 Both governments and business entities should also explore ways and means to enhance their financial support to the IGF.
 It could also be explored whether ICANN (the Internet Corporation for Assigned Names and Numbers) commits a certain percentage from the money it collects for every domain registration towards the IGF budget.

43. For some contributors, it was important that funding for the IGF secretariat should continue to be voluntary and multi-stakeholder
 and that the IGF should not be financed as part of the UN budget.
 UN funding should be limited to support to the costs of logistics and facilities when the IGF host is a developing country or support for a fellowship program, which would allow the participation of new stakeholders from developing countries and least developed countries (LDC).

44. Others, however, considered that the IGF could only remain independent if its core funding was from the UN. While voluntary contributions should be allowed, the IGF should not rely solely on short-term contributions by private actors.
 

45. On the practical aspects of the funding process, it was suggested that the IGF secretariat should be encouraged to engage in fund raising and organize donor meetings and special host country meetings.
  It was also pointed out that the funding process should be as simple as possible, and it should be made as easy as possible to make (even small) donations.
  A simple funding process should also make it possible to acknowledge in-kind contributions.
 It was also pointed out that a formal funding process through which ongoing contributions could be made to the IGF would provide a measure of stability for the IGF’s financial security in the future.

V. Functioning of the IGF secretariat

46. Most contributors underlined that the IGF secretariat needs to stay independent and flexible. For some contributors, this means that the IGF secretariat remains under a UN umbrella
 while maintaining its independence from any other UN agency.
 The secretariat should also be open, innovative
 and professional
.
47. Funding would have to be sufficient to ensure the good functioning and independence of the secretariat
 although contributors had different ideas about whether, to remain independent, the secretariat should only be funded by voluntary contributions paid into a centralized funding repository
 or by public UN funding
. 

48. One contribution also considered that the secretariat should be accountable to a multi-stakeholder body or an intergovernmental body, as the MAG had not been effective enough in assuring accountability.
 Terms of reference for the secretariat could help to ensure their independence.

49. Contributions also commented on the need to increase the secretariat’s financial and human resources. Some contributors considered that the number of staff should be increased
; while others considered that the secretariat should remain relatively small
 and maybe be allocated two or three more staff members
. It was also pointed out that additional funding should be provided to ensure an efficient and effective website portal.

50. A number of contributions mentioned that the secretariat should be located in Geneva.
 

VI. Outreach to and cooperation with other organizations and fora dealing with IG issues

51. Contributors suggested a number of different stakeholders with whom the IGF should interact. Some contributions proposed that the MAG should create an overview of organizations that have an impact on Internet governance and inform the IGF community about the issues these organizations are discussing.
 
52. It was also suggested that the IGF explores ways and means for greater collaboration with other relevant organizations that have WSIS (World Summit on the Information Society) action lines in order to increase the role of the IGF in Internet governance and ensure maximum benefits to the international community.
 The current IGF format had already allowed the participation of and cooperation with organizations such as ICANN, RIRs (Regional Internet Registries), IETF (Internet Engineering Task Force), OECD, UNESCO, ITU or the Council of Europe, which had enabled not only mutual learning but had also provided an innovation framework enabling social, political and economic growth worldwide.

53. Thematic IGFs could help to engage representatives from specific stakeholder groups; the outcomes of these meetings could then be communicated to the MAG, specific institutions and the internet community at large.
 
54. Other contributors suggested linking the IGF to international decision-making by strengthening its connections with the Commission on Science and Technology for Development (CSTD).
 This would allow the UN system to acquire a better understanding of the multi-stakeholderism and its importance for social, political and economic growth, which would directly reply to the texts adopted by the Heads of State at the World Summit on the Information Society.
 Another suggestion was to include reports of IGF meetings in the CSTD agenda as a basis of reflection and background to preparing draft ECOSOC resolutions.
 

55. For some contributors, it was important that the IGF has a specific mandate to reach out to other organizations and processes dealing with Internet governance and be heard by them. It was suggested that the IGF should have a clear liaison role with regard to international processes and institutions dealing with policy and regulation that impacts on internet access to which it would convey – for example, through the MAG
 –  a summary of outcomes and suggestions from discussions at the IGF.
 The IGF should therefore aim to produce clear outcomes from its proceedings.

56. Another contributor suggested that a clear and effective protocol on the outcomes of discussions and other information should be conveyed to all concerned Internet related bodies with a request for response. It should be ensured that the views of the IGF are routed into their policy making processes.
 All relevant policy making organization should also be invited to take part in the IGF where they could engage with other stakeholders scrutinizing their work.

57. For others, the role of the IGF would not necessarily have to be re-defined, because the IGF was already very successful in its outreach activities and a unique meeting place for the open exchange of ideas and information.
 This could be seen, for example, by the fact that other organizations include IG issues in their agenda and participate in the IGF as well as the partnerships and cooperation between different groups that emerged out of the IGF meetings. The good use of open consultations, national or regional IGF initiatives and the inclusion of organizations in the coordination of workshops were some of the reasons for this success.
 The IGF should therefore continue to be a facilitating arena that both accepts input from other organizations and events as well as distributing outcomes of discussions back to these organizations.

VII. Inclusiveness of the IGF process and of participation at the IGF meetings (in particular with regard to stakeholders from developing countries)

58. Contributions stressed how important it was that all stakeholders could engage in the IGF process
, that it should be acknowledged that the IGF had already managed very well to include many stakeholders and that it should continue to build on this success
. Other contributors found that more funds should be made available to allow the participation of representatives from developing countries
 (especially LDCs
) in particular their governments
 and policy makers
.  
59. It was also underlined that developing countries at the IGF are often only represented by businesses or business-sponsored organizations. The IGF should address this issue and devise a strategy to encourage the participation of civil society from developing countries that represent the less privileged groups in their countries.
 Other contributors also suggested that funding should expressly target representatives of marginalized groups
 as well as women and youth representatives
.
60. Civil society groups, businesses, development organizations, Internet governance organizations and other stakeholders could offer scholarships for participation in the IGF
 and other organizations could provide funding to allow the participation of all stakeholders
.  It was also suggested that more experienced stakeholders should help to build capacity in developing countries
 or that each country should explain to potential donors and stakeholders in their country how the IGF would benefit their country's economic and social development goals
. Existing funds, like the ITU scholarship, should be made more accessible and information about the fund should be more open and transparent.
 

61. Some contributors pointed to the important role that national and regional IGF initiatives play in increasing the IGF’s outreach because these initiatives not only support the IGF at the global level but they also broaden the influence and participation of developing countries. It was therefore important to foster these initiatives
 and get new participants interested by raising their awareness of IG issues.

62. A number of contributions considered that the IGF should actively reach out to include new groups of stakeholders. According to one contributor, communication should be established with groups not yet involved in the IGF in order to understand what keeps them from participating in the IGF.

63. It was suggested that a broader set of stakeholders from other policy communities (for example, those involved in development or environmental policy, trade, access to knowledge, science and technology, human rights, democratization and governance) should be involved in the IGF.
 To this end, the IGF should have a clear liaison role and inform relevant international processes and institutions of IGF messages and outcomes
 and the MAG should develop an outreach strategy to this end.
 It was also considered important to reach out to more economic sectors that are influenced by the Internet such as healthcare and education.

64. For some contributors, reaching out should also mean involving those groups, which are not yet present in the IGF, in the IGF agenda setting, by including them in the MAG
, other committees and on panels and workshops
 and by putting issues that are of particular concern to them on the IGF agenda.
 
65. Another contribution underlined that the IGF should be aware of the cultural differences that exist between developing countries and developed countries as well as amongst different developing countries and how these cultural differences affect the nature of participation. Tools and processes should be provided so that all stakeholder and linguistic groups feel comfortable to participate and make their voice heard in the IGF.

66. The importance of holding the IGF both in developed and developing countries was also underlined.

67. Contributions also highlighted once again the importance of remote participation at the IGF.
 Some contributors pointed out that remote participation already allows a broad range of stakeholders to participate in the IGF process (the usefulness of transcripts and video/audio archives was also stressed in this context).
 For some, the quality and availability of remote participation at the IGF could however be improved even more.
 It should, for example, be possible to provide low bandwidth participation options.
 

68. Remote participation should be understood as enhanced participation
 and be available in the IGF process as a whole not just in the meeting as such.
 Persons who cannot be present physically at the MAG, open consultations and IGF meetings should be able to participate actively virtually (and even act as speakers and presenters) through remote participation.
 More structured formats, including a rapporteur consolidating possible messages emerging from workshops or main sessions, would make it easier for people to participate remotely.
 Remote participation should be recognized as an integral part of the IGF and specific technical, financial and human resources should be reserved to remote participation facilities.
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