DRAFT 18 FEBRUARY 2005:

CIVIL SOCIETY CONTRIBUTIONS TO PREPARATION TOWARDS THE SUMMIT AND BEYOND

Civil society is committed to the implementation of a dynamic, content rich, multi stakeholder Summit to conclude the negotiation phase of WSIS.

We acknowledge that a lot of progress has been made for Civil Society for the first phase of the Summit though ad-hoc and informal, and we look forward to continuance of the same Multi-stakeholder collaborations.

We have the following feedback on the Geneva Phase of the Summit:

FEEDBACK ON GENEVA SUMMIT

For the first time, Civil Society engagement in a UN World Summit was held via participation in official summit events, the ICT4D platform and side events within the same venue. However the following where fallouts of this phase:

· There were a number of relevant events but due to over laps in the Agenda, the number of participants were dismal

· 
There was not a lot of coordination between the ICT4D Platform, the Side events and the main session.

· The Security measures taken were not shared a forehand or known by participants in general. Some of these felt quite strongly that their privacy had not been respected, and that not all of the measures (e.g. time-stamping for entrance and exit of individuals) were necessary for proper security. Especially the RFID technology used at least theoretically allowed to track participants on the summit premises. There was no information on what happened to the data collected after the summit, and there was no publicly available privacy policy. Still, as some Civil Society experts were able to document, the system could be circumvented.
· Civil Society’s internal decision-making process for the selection of its speakers at the summit opening ceremony was not respected by the summit organizers. Therefore the person officially speaking as civil society at the ceremony was not speaking on behalf of it. We see this as a severe breach of the multi-stakeholder approach.
· The distribution of some civil society materials (e.g. copies of the “Adbusters” magazine) was blocked by the soldiers controlling the summit entrance. 

· A demonstration in front of WIPO during the summit was stopped by the police, and participants were asked to identify themselves.
· The alternative summit organized in downtown Geneva by the Geneva03 collective was closed by the police at least for a day.
· The connectivity at the summit was worse than at any preparatory event. Wireless internet access was prohibitively expensive, there were no LAN connections for laptops, and the cyber cafe did not allow use of all needed services.

· Civil society material for public distribution was stolen and later found in trash bins.
· The round tables were not interactive, and in a number of instances the speaking time for Civil Society participants was less than that of other participants.
· It was almost impossible to find ad hoc meeting rooms, and the level of background noise was too high.
· The overpass distribution for the summit plenary did not respect the distribution that Civil Society groups had decided on among themselves.
· The Civil Society travel fund was not fully used, though a number of individuals had applied for funding to be able to participate in the summit and it preparatory events.
SUGGESTIONS FOR THE TUNIS SUMMIT
We recommend the following for the Tunis Phase of the WSIS:

· Civil Society would like to actively participate in the different stages of the summit. We ask for the the multi-stakeholder process to be applied consistently throughout the planning and implementation processes. We are certain that we have valid content input to make. Our content, expertise and contributions are the result of collaborative, global bottom-up engagement within civil society groups.
· On security, Civil Society is aware of the legitimate security concerns around Heads of States and would like its security experts to be engaged in security planning that is effective, non-breachable and at the same time respects the privacy of summit participants to the greatest extend possible. We want to contribute to achieving the objective of enlivening the Summit, whilst ensuring a secure environment. We ask for the development of a clear and public privacy policy, and we offer the expertise of some of the world’s leading experts on this.
We ask to 
· reduce the level of security barriers separating the ICT4D Platform - if one is had - and the side events from the main sessions, particularly for accredited and registered participants irrespective of their status. 

· We ask for a written procedure for accreditation denial of civil society organizations and for an appeal procedure in case of denial.

· Civil Society will need its own offices with printing and other facilities on the summit premises. Best would be a number of offices like in Geneva, a lounge, and a meeting room. Furthermore, we assume that this time, there will be free (as in unfiltered, unblocked, and in “free drinks”) WiFi and LAN internet access available for all summit participants.
· Civil Society takes it for granted that it can and will hold press conferences, meetings and demonstrations without previous approval by the UN or the host country.
· We strongly support the idea of the Geneva format of having all events within the same venue but strongly sugest that the main sessions and side events should have no security demarcations and be open to everybody interested without accreditation procedures. This will attract much more participants and make the summit better understandable for the general public, while at the same time. We suggest to only holding the core summit events within a security perimeter.
· We would like to avoid the rather sterile environment created by the round table approach in Geneva, where speakers were often nearly alone in the round table rooms. We suggest a panel approach, with audience and interaction. We would suggest to also include innovate forms of online participation. We offer our expertise and experience here.
We suggest the panel sessions reflect the main themes of the second phase of WSIS. However, we see as critical to relevance to the public, an intersection between the main themes of the second phase, which have been financing ICT4D, Internet governance, and implementation, and the groupings that have characterised Civil Society. As Civil Society groups are a reflection of society itself, for information age issues to come to life for members of broader society, the issues need to be framed in ways that people will relate to within the framework of the summit and beyond.
Therefore, we suggest an inclusive process for the development of content and formats of the summit events. We are more than willing to engage here and contribute our ideas and knowledge from the grassroots to the expert level.
For example:

· Governance: The impact of Internet Governance on household access to the Internet.

· Financing: Who will be included now? The implications for people on the non connected side of the digital divide, of the financial plans to close the divide.

· Capacity Development: What are the mechanisms for capacity building and the inclusion and utilisation of groupings such as Youth and Volunteers

· Media in the Info Age: Will my media diet change because of the Information Society?

· What’s in it for women? Gender dimensions of the WSIS.



· For the selection of speakers in sessions, Civil Society asks to be included in the structures that are set in place to facilitate these. We definitely insist that our internal decision for the Civil Society speaker(s) for the opening ceremony are fully respected. We also suggest that it be more interactive.
· 


· 


· 


· 
· 
We ask that civil society be informed of logistical arrangements relating to the Summit as early as possible and at the same time as all stakeholders.
· We strongly ask that the deadline of 1st April 2005 for registering summit side events is moved to a later date. This date is much too early, information about it came on too short notice, and not all information are available to civil society entities to decide on side events. Again, we urge the summit organizers to establish a process for the summit and side events preparations that fully involves all stakeholders.
· The matter of financing Civil Society participation needs to be planned and catered for with adequate time to prepare quality outcomes. Civil Society participants seek assistance in advance on two levels – that of fellowships for attendance and participation; for events and projects that will enable innovation in the exhibition and parallel event platforms. We ask that all funding for civil society be distributed by neutral institutions like UN-NGLS.
OUR VALUE PROPOSITIONS



On our part, we are developing mechanisms that will ensure:

· quality content in civil society interventions based on hands-on experience in the information society 
arena

· Working towards a more inclusive knowledge society and clearly linking it to other UN processes such as the Millennium Development Goals +5. This would also work towards helping to raise the profile of the summit within existing UN and governmental mechanisms

· Meaningful and sustainable follow-up and implementation of the Geneva Declaration of Principles and Plan of Action (based on the multi-stakeholder approach) as is currently on-going within a number of civil society groupings and caucuses

· fair distribution of fellowships for civil society participation 
in regional meetings, Prepcoms and the summit itself

· a planned process for the distribution of over passes for civil society members





�This was sad, but it is just the nature of these big events. We can’t do anything about it. 


�Same comment. What does this mean concretely? Suggest deletion.


�This is content, and a rather arbitrary list of issues. Neither plenary nor the CS Bureau can decide on it. It is up to the caucuses. 


What is much more important is the process, i.e. to make sure all caucuses, working groups and families are involved in this.


Strongly suggest deletion of this paragraph, as the European Caucus also agreed.


�It is our fault if we don’t interact with the private sector. We can’t really blame the governments for this.


�That’s naïve. Either they have agreed on Internet governance by then and don’t want to discuss it any more, or they don’t – then we need other formats and facilitation anyway.


�We should only state that we want to have our input reflected in the summit documents. That is it. What we do if it doesn’t – we decide then, and we don’t tell now. This is by the way true for all CS decisions in case our demands are not met. 


�Implementation is a totally different story. We only deal with the summit format here. And by the way, this is not within the scope of bureau responsibility. ;-)


�I don’t reall y understand the difference between the first and the second part of the list.


�We always have said that we see the info-society much broader than just ICTs.


�I strongly ask that is handled by NGLS or another neutral institution and not by a CS body, because all of us would have stakes in this process.





