Sixth Meeting of the Group of the Friends of the Chair (GFC)
Palais des Nations, Room XVII
11 July 2005 – 10:00-12:20

At the end of the GFC Informal Consultation held on 13 June 2005, Chairman Karklins suggested that non-State entities could be allowed to attend future GFC Meetings as silent observers, contrary to previous practices of this restricted informal body. However, the WSIS Bureau meeting on 15 June decided not to invite Civil Society representatives as silent observers, and to carry on with the strictly intergovernmental nature of this body. 
Obviously, Mr. Karklins had not changed his mind on opening GFC meetings to CS silent observers. No State representative raised any objection against the silent presence of some civil society members in Room XVII. Therefore the following text is the summary of the GFC discussion on follow-up and implementation.
Ambassador Karklins introduced the draft input document (www.itu.int/wsis/gfc/docs/6/input-president.pdf) he compiled on the basis of a letter he recently received from Ms. Louise Fréchette, UN Deputy Secretary-General. 
The follow-up process should be organised at the national, regional and international levels. He emphasized the need to encourage a multi-stakeholder approach at all levels, and specifically referred to it at the regional and international levels. He orally mentioned the African proposal to organise Regional Review Conferences for the WSIS Action Plan every two years.

The scope of this meeting was to get a general understanding of the WSIS follow-up mechanism, with the view to redraft Paragraphs 10, 11 and 27 of the Tunis outcome document 

General comments on the structure of the Tunis outcome document

Canada and the USA reacted to the reference to the Tunis Commitment made in the first paragraph of the draft input, since no decision had been taken on the name of the Tunis outcome document. Mr. Karklins explained that the structure of the Tunis outcome was still pending. It seemed that a decision would be taken by PrepCom-3 on whether it should be compiled into one unique document, or split into a political document and an operation commitment. The political one could be called ‘the Tunis Commitment’, as mentioned between brackets in the draft input. He stated that there was not a strong agreement to keep the outcome text into one document. The UK expressed its preference for the format of one single outcome document, as currently structured. 
Norway and the United Kingdom, on behalf of the EU, expressed the need for a stronger reference to a multi-stakeholder approach at all levels, in the introductory paragraph of the document, and the inclusion of all stakeholders should be complete at all degrees of implementation.
Comments on national level follow-up

Canada stressed the need to clarify the involvement of governments in development assistance programs, which should not apply to all States, but to developing countries working with UNDP. 
Several delegations underlined the need to keep a strong focus on national implementation. Nicaragua underlined that WSIS follow-up should be a bottom up approach which would encourage local initiatives. The UK stated that national implementation strategies should concern all States, and not only developing countries. In reference to § 27-d-1 of the Geneva Action Plan, national e-strategies should be integrated in the national development plans, including Poverty Reduction Strategies and ICT-for-development programs.
Comments on regional level follow-up

Ghana explained the African proposal on follow-up at the regional level, which would be led by the UN Regional Economic Commissions. Nicaragua added that follow-up at this level should be clarified, since it would open a better consideration to regional characteristics in the implementation. To this end, CEPAL would represent an important but not comprehensive actor in the regional follow-up framework.
Comment on international level follow-up

Canada and Nicaragua stated that more information was needed on the Connect the World initiative recently launched by ITU, before it be decided to refer to it in any WSIS official document.
Canada said a more precise wording should be used on evaluation indicators at the international level, as proposed by UNCTAD at previous meetings. The USA mentioned that the content of evaluation indexes should be clearly determined and should aim at finding the causes of specific situations. In addition the US representative also welcomed the reference to the UN GA Resolution 57/270 for the WSIS follow-up.
Japan regretted that Ms. Fréchette’s letter only referred to UN experiences, and did not focus enough on solutions. The decisions relating to WSIS follow-up and implementation mechanisms should be taken by States after consultations with the UN and the CEB, and not be left to the discretion of the UN Secretary-General. Ghana supported the ITU/UNESCO proposal. 
In response to this, Mr. Karklins clarified that the ITU/UNESCO alternative proposal was still valid, even though it did not enjoy full support of all Member States. This newly defined input, on the basis of existing practices within the UN, should be seen as a middle ground between existing positions. 

Cuba pointed to the need to accentuate international cooperation for ICTs, so that the evaluation of the progress made should meet this requirement. According to Cuba, GA Resolution 57/270 would offer an appropriate context for WSIS policy debate. Indeed, Cuba said that follow-up should not be exclusively limited to discussions between the Secretariats of international organisation. Member States should play a leading role in post-Tunis context. The issue of what other stakeholders could do, under the leadership of governments, must be carefully discussed. 
Mr. Utsumi, ITU Secretary-General called upon Member States to set up a coherent framework to set up how all stakeholders could act together. He mentioned that relevant UN agencies should have a strong coordination role for all stakeholders. Encouragements for multi-stakeholderism, as expressed in the draft input document, are not satisfactory enough, and the multi-stakeholder approach should be translated into a real partnership. Lastly, Greece highlighted that there were only governments in this meeting room, expressing the hope that other WSIS stakeholders would be consulted on these issues before the decision was taken. 
These comments and suggestions would be considered by Chairman Karklins as a basis for the drafting of a new text proposal to the Tunis outcome document. This new proposal, to be circulated to all governments and stakeholders, and to be discussed in early September, would be presented as a GFC input to PrepCom-3. 
Notes by CONGO (Philippe Dam)
