CSTD Working Group on IGF

Questionnaire on improvements to the IGF
Responses from the Internet Society
1. What do you consider the most important achievements of the first five IGF meetings?

Over the past five years, the Internet Governance Forum has complied with the text of the Tunis Agenda for the Information and enhanced the multistakeholder model as developed by the WSIS.  Its major achievements have been:

a. An improved atmosphere of multistakeholder interactions – at the outset, the different stakeholders were cautious, did not know how to talk to each other in the format that had been established.  Those conditions have changed, with the result that there is now a much more open dialogue on Internet governance issues than in 2005.
b. A markedly improved understanding of the issues proposed in the Tunis Agenda and beyond.  This has in turn led to a much more informed discussion of those issues.
c. A concrete contribution to enhanced cooperation on Internet governance issues – the Internet Society (ISOC) notes in particular greater openness it our dealings with international organizations, as they increasingly recognize the contribution of stakeholders, involve them in decision making (e.g., OECD, APEC TEL, CITEL, ITU)

d. The expansion of discussions not only in the global IGF, but also at the regional and national level, through the expansion of locally sponsored and organized IGF events.  This includes the improved capacity for remote participation in the annual IGF by individuals and in remote hubs.

e. Increasingly, references to the importance of the open Internet and a recognition of the value of the Internet model by all stakeholders, governments, regional and international organizations.
2. How satisfied are you with the delivery of the results of discussions at the IGF and the impact they have had on developments in national, regional or international Internet governance? 

a. ISOC is satisfied that the discussions at the IGF have delivered results.  It took some time for the various stakeholders to learn how to work in the IGF context and to develop confidence.  One of the more significant impacts has been the ever-increasing interest to convene national and regional Internet Governance forums.  These allow a much more relevant and diverse dialogue, and input to the process of the overall global Internet Governance Forum deliberations.  But more importantly, they foster positive multistakeholder dialogue at the level where real decisions are made that will impact Internet governance.
3. Which, if any, new mechanisms would you propose to improve the impact of the IGF discussions, in particular as regards the interaction between the IGF and other stakeholders? Please specify the kind of mechanism (e.g. reporting, exchanges, recommendations, concrete advice, etc.)  and the stakeholders (e.g. intergovernmental bodies, other fora dealing with Internet Governance, etc.). 

a. All relevant stakeholders could be asked to contribute to an annual “state of Internet governance” report.  These reports should rely on contributions to catalogue significant developments, challenges and emerging issues.  All participants from all stakeholder groups, whether in person or via remote facilities, would benefit from understanding the state of play on relevant issues and shared good practices, open discussion of challenges and a breadth of views of new issues.  Reports of this type would be very valuable to the development of agenda for subsequent years as well.
b. Exchanges of views and information among the regional, national, local IGFs.  These elements have sprung up independently and are proving to be robust.  It is vital to recognize their work and draw their experiences into the global IGF.
c. However, consistent with the Tunis Agenda, stakeholders should refrain from trying to use the IGF to develop recommendations; however, the multistakeholder model offers a rich environment for an exchange of experiences, advice and the development of new partnerships.
4. In your view, what important new issues or themes concerning Internet governance have emerged or become important since the Tunis phase of the Summit, which deserve more attention in the next five years?
a. In broad terms, the implications of the technical aspects of the Internet’s design and architecture have been the most important theme that has emerged from the IGF.  The stakeholders in the IGF have clearly developed an understanding and appreciation for the delicate balance that is represented by the Internet model and the inter-relationships that make up the Internet ecosystem.  As understanding has improved, the Internet Society believes discussions have become more concrete and more fruitful.

b. In terms of issues discussed in the main sessions, the discussions of critical Internet resources have helped to demystify what is meant by that term and the governance implications inherent in the system.  As a result, the discussion of this topic has moved from being very difficult to constructive.

c. Moving forward, there should be an evolution from discussions of “security, privacy and openness” to include more positive issues, such as the governance mechanisms that can improve network confidence, trust & users’ ability to manage their identity, good practice to address concerns about network neutrality and network management practices.
d. Other important issues such as the mobile Internet platform and its treatment from a regulatory as well as technical perspective, the impact of a multi-lingual Internet in terms of digital inclusion (and related impact on the non-English/mainstream language speaking population) should be introduced for discussion.
5. What do you think should be the priority themes and areas of work of the IGF during the next five years?

a. A useful future topic could be around the evolution of Internet services and the governance requirements raised.  For example, IGF could consider how the Internet is being used in various areas such as healthcare, financial inclusion, etc. etc. and how to protect and enhance these developments. Both technical and regulatory challenges are already evident, and the IGF could contribute significantly.
b. The discussion at IGF so far on “security, openness and privacy” has been fruitful.  In future sessions, turning to questions of governance issues to improve network confidence would be a useful evolution.

c. Most important, the IGF needs to remain responsive to the fact that the Internet environment changes rapidly, bring forward new uses and new challenges to traditional modes of government.  The IGF itself must remain equally able to adapt to changing circumstances as its agenda is set each year.
6. How can the capacity of those groups that are not yet well represented at the IGF be improved? In particular, what could be done to improve the capacity of representatives from developing countries? 

a. Encourage continued expansion of regional/national/local IGFs
b. The use of real-time transcription must be noted as a significant development and a major contribution that has and should continue to increase people’s ability to participate, whether from a distance or because of disabilities.
c. Seek increased voluntary support to fund participation
d. Consider including a requirement to share knowledge as a criterion for awarding a travel fellowship, as ISOC does with our IGF Ambassadors

e. Continue to develop remote participation, including regional hubs/parallel IGFs
f. Consider the promotion of localised Internet governance discussions in local languages at the district/state/town, etc, level. One method would be to work with the relevant NGOs with the necessary background and information to be able to do this (in concert with other appropriate stakeholders including state and local governments)
7. How do you think more awareness of Internet governance issues and the IGF process can be raised amongst groups whose lives are affected by Internet governance but who are not yet part of the IGF process? 

a. As noted in
b.  point 6 (d) above, it would be useful expand all stakeholders’ efforts to link with NGOs working at the local level
c. Government representatives could expand their work with elected representatives and others to raise interest and awareness in their local communities
8. How, if at all, do you think that the IGF process (including the format of the meeting, the preparatory process, the development of the agenda, etc.) needs to change to meet changing circumstances and priorities? 
a. The Multistakeholder Advisory Group is key to this process.  It is essential to ensure that the MAG continues to balance participation between governments, business, and civil society (which ISOC members feel are currently underrepresented).  This could be done by increasing the availability of grants to permit participation from civil society.  Also, within the business community, it is recommended to find ways to diversify industries represented (to increase participation by ISPs, content developers, and TLDs).
b. The Internet community must be formally included as an official stakeholder in the process, and as a contributor to the MAG.  In its first five years, the Internet technical community has been a de facto stakeholder group and several MAG members drawn from the community have served as individuals.  It is widely recognized that those appointees have contributed a great deal to the work of the MAG and of the IGF itself.  In the renewed IGF, the Internet technical community should be formally included in texts describing multistakeholder engagement and involvement in all parts of the IGF.
c. Additional attention needs to be paid to focusing discussions in the IGF. Generally, the workshop format is good.  However, it was suggested that the approach of the workshops should be more local and more pragmatic. The objective would be for workshop participants to come away with a shared sense of agreed findings which would further cooperation at the national and  international level. As suggested above, developing an annual progress report on the issues discussed in IGF would be an improvement.
d. Ensuring the forum stays a neutral place for discussion. Some respondents believe the IGF Secretariat should ensure a greater continuity in the process of the Forum (preparations and follow-up of the outcomes).

e. Advertising better the outcomes of the IGF, which also implies attracting more journalists to the event itself.
f.  
g. In addition, many of the points above address this question.
9. Do you have any other comments? (You may find it useful to refer to the Note by the Secretary-General on the continuation of the Internet Governance Forum (document A/65/78 – E/2010/68) or to the contributions made in the formal consultations held online and during the IGF meeting in Sharm El Sheikh, Egypt in 2009 (http://www.intgovforum.org/cms/2009-igf-sharm-el-sheikh/review-process)). 

a. The cost of attending meetings remains a concern for many of our members.  While the rotation among geographical locations obviously serves an important purpose, participation could likely be broadened by holding some of the IGF meetings in a truly accessible venue (from all points of view – hotel costs, flights, etc.). Perhaps one option could be to cycle IGFs between a major hub one year and a more remote venue in a harder-to-get to location every second year.

