Informal Consultations of the Group of the Friends of the Chair (GFC)
Palais des Nations, Room XXVI

13 June 2005 – 10:00-18:00
After some welcoming remarks, H.E. Ambassador Karklins presented his paper “Food for Thought”. The Tunis outcome document is structured in a way that implementation is separated from follow up. Implementation refers to action and follow-up to policy debate after Tunis. In addition, follow-up should be divided into Internet governance and other WSIS-related issues. Implementation at the international level would be achieved by multi-stakeholder teams for each action line. Each team would be assisted by one or more UN specialised agency. The follow-up would stand by UN GA resolutions for Summit follow-up, and the multi-stakeholder nature of WSIS should be deepened in the policy debate.

On general comments, Japan expressed its support to the Chairperson’s proposal. CCBI approved the format of the process, which should continue to be transparent and open to Civil Society and the Private Sector. CONGO added that until now there had been a good participation for all stakeholders but a more permanent agreement is needed for up-coming meetings. 

Separation between implementation and follow-up
The discussion between all stakeholders demonstrated that there was no consensus on whether the implementation and follow-up mechanisms may or not be separated. In favour of formally separated mechanisms, were Argentina, El Salvador, Holy See and Turkey. On the contrary, Canada and the USA support an integrated approach for implementation and the follow-up processes. Norway was still uncertain on this question. Luxembourg disagreed on separating follow up for Internet Governance from other WSIS-related issues.
Implementation mechanism
Mr Utsumi, Secretary General of ITU, presented a joint proposal between UNESCO and ITU on implementation mechanisms
. For each action line, a multi-stakeholder team would be created and each would decide on its own coordinating mechanism. The coordinator of each team could be identified from among existing UN bodies or specialised agencies. The moderators of each team would meet to coordinate their activities within the defined action lines and report to the UN SG. ITU, as the main intergovernmental actor on infrastructure, and UNESCO, on the content of ICTs, would provide Secretariat support to the work of the Meeting of Team Coordinators. He reminded that the proposal is still open to discussion. Taking the floor a second time later, he urged participants to create a coherent coordination mechanism in Tunis, taking into account the wide variety of actors involved, to avoid any damaging duplication of international implementation activities. UNESCO later on supported this position. 
El Salvador underscored the role that regional bodies should play in the coordination of the process. He later added that the coordinating body should be as neutral as possible and be chosen by all interested parties. WSIS remains an intergovernmental process, so that the participation of governments has to be fostered. CS could not participate in the decision of public policies, but only in recommendation making. 
Answering to El Salvador, Renate Bloem, President of CONGO, asserted that civil society will not try to replace governments. However, the WSIS process has broken new grounds for the involvement of all interested actors, so that all of them must be committed in implementation and follow-up. 
ILO supported a more open multi-stakeholder participation, which would enable a more critical mechanism. All UN Agencies have to play a role. Canada supported the ILO statement and wanted to avoid the duplication of reports. ILO wondered whether other UN agencies support the ITU/UNESCO proposal. 

Jean Louis Fullsack, CSDPTT, agreed with the ITU-UNESCO proposal, noting he has been supporting this option since the beginning. But he explained that the issue of energy supply needs urgent action. As a prerequisite for the development of ICTs, we have to find more renewable energy sources. Consequently one of the action lines should be coordinated by UNEP.
Australia expressed a strong commitment towards the multi-stakeholder approach in implementation, but stressed the necessity to have a clear understanding of it in the decision making process to be applied. Luxemburg, on behalf of the EU, proposed that the UN Chief Executive Board for Coordination (CEB) could coordinate the implementation process.
Izumi Aizu, CS Asian Family, recalled the importance of a regional multi-stakeholder implementation mechanism. Referring to the problems of the recently held Tehran Regional Conference, as regards CS participation, he said additional fellowships for Civil Society were needed. 

CCBI, commenting on the “Food for Thought” document, promoted the need to clarify the equal partnership between all stakeholders in the implementation process. CCBI mentioned that CS and Private Sector were leaders in designing implementation and giving constructive criticism to the process.

Taking into account the specific African context, Ghana called to build an inclusive information society at the national / community level with the participation of all stakeholders in monitoring and assessment, at the sub-regional and regional levels through institutions such as the African Union and the UN Economic Commission for Africa. 
Bertrand de la Chapelle, wsis-online.net, stated that effective implementation could only be achieved if the mechanism involved all stakeholders. Therefore he supported the position of Ghana on the importance of national implementation through multi-stakeholder dialogue, of regional cooperation, which is not mentioned enough in the present document, and of a global mechanism. He welcomed the evolution of wording towards “multi-stakeholder teams”, and hoped this mechanism would draw from the lessons learned during the WSIS process (GFC consultations and WGIG). Each team should select itself its facilitator (rather than coordinator or moderator), and should be supported by the relevant international organisations. 
Canada stated that inter-agency structure have very little role to play at the regional level, since implementation mostly took place at the national level.
Japan defended the coordination role of each international organisation in relevant multi-stakeholder teams in line with their competence and expertise. Francis Muguet, ENSTA, distinguished the two aspects of the role to be potentially played by UN specialised agencies, namely implementation and coordination.
Divina Frau-Meigs, IAMCR, warned the audience on how frail the interpretation of multi-stakeholder principles is, which mostly depends on what the Chairman means by ‘giving a voice to non-State actors’. Specialised agencies should commit themselves through a common charter on a multi-stakeholder approach. In addition, CS actors should be involved at the decision-making level. Implementation also implies quantitative and qualitative evaluation, so that priorities had to be set up by all stakeholders. 
Iran underlined the mutual supportiveness between the different levels (international, regional, national), so that everything should be integrated at an equal footing to promote capacity-building.

Interactions between Millennium+5 and WSIS

Mr Sarbuland Khan, Director of DESA and representative of the UN Secretary-General, recommended that WSIS implementation and follow up mechanisms be linked to Millennium+5 Summit. WSIS had to be included in a larger framework taking into account the multi-stakeholder approach, also required in the broader development agenda. Ambassador Karklins underlined that the SG Report mentioned ICTs were a development enabler as well. Mr Karklins added that the political chapeau makes reference to the Millennium Summit and reiterates the need to keep the ICTs on the international agenda until 2015.
El Salvador reaffirmed that the aim of WSIS was to bolster human development. Bearing this in mind, with regard for follow up, El Salvador proposed that the document that would be drafted by each multi-stakeholder implementation team should be incorporated into the Millennium report for a more coherent overview. 

Switzerland supported the relation between WSIS and MDGs, and proposed to introduce the criteria of an integrated and coordinated approach as part of the implementation and follow-up mechanisms. This would give a better visibility to ICT4D mainstreaming. Norway also asked for more coherence between WSIS and UN conferences and Luxemburg supported more interrelations between MDGs and WSIS activities.
In this regard, Wolfgang Kleinwaechter, University of Aarhus, emphasized that the implementation of the MDGs will not be possible without ICTs. Jean-Louis Fullsack, CSDPTT, underlined the positive linkage, but regretted that the objective for WSIS commitments would be targeted only by 2015. He therefore proposed that high-priority goals, such as village connectivity, be fulfilled by 2008. Bertrand de la Chapelle lastly reminded that the multi-stakeholder approach for implementation at national level did not only mean helping implement what governments defined, but also helping them in defining priority areas and decisions to be implemented.
Debate on the UN vision on the WSIS follow-up mechanism

Mr. Khan, representative of the UN Secretary-General, presented his views on how follow-up could be organised within the UN. The outcome document of the September 2005 GA High Level Plenary Meeting, would identify a key-role for ECOSOC in the follow-up of the Millennium+5. ECOSOC would have the main responsibility for the assessment and monitoring of the implementation of the MDGs, and the capacity to engage the entire international community, including at the international, regional and interagency level, within a multi-stakeholder approach. 
Therefore WSIS follow-up was seen as part of an integrated follow-up to the UN world conferences, bearing in mind the specificity of the WSIS process. At the inter-agency level, this mechanism would operate under the authority of the Chief Executive Board for Coordination (CEB), and would report to the General Assembly through ECOSOC. This broad policy platform for follow-up would fully relate WSIS and MDGs, using existing mechanisms to assess the progress made in ITCs and development, with a strong effort to make it multi-stakeholder at the national, regional and global levels. Indeed, there was a broad understanding that Action Lines identified by the Geneva Action Plan were not exclusively related to WSIS but also to the complete development agenda and programme of work of the UN specialised agencies. 
Several participants expressed their scepticism on the openness of the mechanisms presented by the representative of the UN SG. Renate Bloem, CONGO, reminded that, although the GA draft outcome document includes an excellent reference on ICTs and WSIS, any language on multi-stakeholder approaches and on civil society inclusion was still missing, whereas the WSIS process had done a lot for a more open participation. Divina Frau-Meigs questioned the reality of CS participation in this follow-up process as proposed by the UN, since NGOs faced problems relating to financial resources, access and procedures to participate in UN meetings; she mentioned that it was important not to limit this participation at the local level, but to develop it at the global level as well. Bertrand de la Chapelle called upon streamlining multi-stakeholder approaches in all implementation mechanisms at the all levels. Canada asked the UN SG representative more assurances for the strong involvement of civil society and private sector in the follow-up process. Greece mentioned that, even though NGOs can participate in ECOSOC High-Level Segment and roundtables, negotiations come within the ECOSOC Committees, in which NGO participation is more strictly limited by their rules of procedures. 
The UN SG Representative answered that the involvement of ECOSOC in the WSIS follow-up process remained a strong guarantee that all stakeholders would be fully engaged. In addition, he pointed out that the SG proposal would create a voluntary fund within the UN to encourage NGO participation.

Norway underlined that any chosen follow-up procedure should preferably be in line with the GA Resolutions. The UN SG should keep the responsibility to coordinate the inter-agency machinery and to organise reporting activity within the UN system, duly taking into account the participation of all stakeholders. Tunis outcome documents must prevent any interagency competition.
Finland asserted that action at the national level was the key for implementation of WSIS commitments, as clearly stated in the WSIS Geneva Action Plan (§ 8), and underlined the importance of e-strategies in promoting the information society. At the global level, Finland stressed the need to involve all relevant stakeholders in the WSIS follow-up that would be incorporated in every body of the UN, to be coordinated by an existing mechanism, such as the CEB or ECOSOC. In addition, since follow-up does not only refer to policy dialogue, but also to evaluation, they supported the establishment of clear criteria and benchmarks to measure the achievement of the WSIS goals identified in the Action Plan. 
Mr. Utsumi reiterated his views on the need to get committed to work together avoiding any duplication and involving all the international organisations committed in the implementation of the Action Plan. 
Nicaragua, referring to the regional WSIS conference in Rio de Janeiro (8-10 June 2005), emphasized that follow-up should be based on two levels (global and regional), in order to actually take into account local realities and keep away from one-size-fits-all approaches. The global follow-up, to be organised within existing mechanisms, would therefore be the general framework in which local initiatives would be coherently integrated. He also stressed the role of civil society and private sector, both at the local and global levels.
Francis Muguet, ENSTA, noting that there was a current and deep governance failure in the global system, called for the establishment of a legal framework and a newly created structure within the UN in order to significantly give shape to the multi-stakeholder approach of the WSIS follow-up. Bertrand de la Chapelle added two points: first, there was a general agreement on multi-stakeholder dialogue at the national level, but at this stage we still needed to set a minimal agreement on the format of this dialogue; in addition, there was a relevant need for more inclusion of civil society in UN agencies, so that it is necessary to set up protocol to foster and strengthen multi-stakeholder partnerships. Lastly, Jean-Louis Fullsack, CSDPTT, highlighted the insufficient civil society inclusion within ITU. 
ITU Connect the World Initiative

At the beginning of the afternoon session, Mr. Utsumi, Secretary General of ITU, presented the new Connect the World initiative, to be launched soon by ITU. This project consists of a global multi-stakeholder effort, established in the WSIS context, to consolidate existing development oriented projects and bring together all stakeholders to achieve the goal of connecting all communities by 2015. This platform would be a global tool to demonstrate and stimulate partnerships and further the mechanisms of implementation. He lastly referred to the up-coming press release to be issued by ITU soon. 

Chairman’s summary of the informal consultation

Ambassoador  Karklins, President of WSIS Prep-Com, summed up the meeting as follows:

1. There is a broad consensus that WSIS should be part of the Millennium process. Therefore, WSIS implementation and follow-up mechanisms should be viewed as integral parts of the Millennium+5 review process. 

2. The overall multi-stakeholder approach should be preserved by all means in any follow-up and implementation mechanism, after the Tunis Summit. 
3. There is no agreement between the participants on whether implementation and follow-up should be separated or not.

4. A new element, although already present in the Geneva Action Plan, is the evaluation of the progress made, and should be added in our future discussions. 

5. Follow-up mechanisms should be based on existing bodies of coordination instead of creating new ones. Governments and other stakeholders should not be hostage to any kind of competition between specialised agencies, and should rely on the UN Secretary General on how to organise the inter-agency cooperation in the WSIS follow-up process, following existing options (ITU UNESCO proposal, or the suggestion included in the Food for Thought document). 

6. The implementation process at the national level should be supported by regional and international activities, and this pattern should be reflected in our discussions.

7. The President suggested that observers (civil society, private sector and international organisations) would be present in the room on the occasion of the up-coming meetings of the GFC, although would not be allowed to take the floor, and the final decision on this question would be announced by the WSIS Bureau soon. During the meeting, Luxemburg expressed its approval for Civil Society attendance at the next GFC meeting. 
Next GFC meetings: 
27 June 2005




4 July 2005 




11 July 2005

Notes taken by Alejandra Mendoza León and Philippe Dam
� Cf. Doc. WSIS-II/PC-2/DT-3(Rev.2) and what he previously mentioned during the ITU meeting held on 2 May.





