8th meeting of the Group of the Friends of the Chair
7 September 2005
Chairman Karklins first introduced a new version of the draft GFC recommendation to PrepCom-3, as amended in accordance with comments from Member States and other stakeholders. This new text was therefore presented to the GFC for adoption. It included the draft report of the GFC, with two annexes. The major changes were:

(1) §10: “continuous and substantial involvement” changed to “participation”. Suppression of adjective, to let PrepCom-3 decide whether it should be mentioned or not, keeping in mind the wording of the Geneva Plan of action (§8: “effective participation”).

(2) §11: “progress towards the outcomes” is a change in line with CCBI proposal
(3) §12: following proposals from UNCTAD and Pakistan, Karklins proposed a new language with better clarification, and in line with the language of the Geneva Plan of Action.

(4) §14-b: Added reference to Resolution 57/270 B.

In addition, former §14-e. is now just after §14-b., for better clarification.

(5) Improved text at §30.

(6) Added Paragraph 31, mentioning global Partnership on Measuring ICT for Development in line with proposal from UNCTAD, but without mentioning the names of the organizations.

(7) §34 of the new draft: clarification with the added language “as part of the report to the ECOSOC and/or UNGA”.

(8) §35 of the new draft in now bracketed, before further negotiations at PrepCom-3, stressing the absence of consensus on this part of the text. 

Comments on evaluation and benchmarking
Several delegations demanded the deletion of the mention “in particular in developing countries” as regards the development of comparable statistics, to avoid designating any specific country rather than others (El Salvador). 

Several delegations also suggested that the drafted text did not mention strongly enough the development-oriented character of the text, particularly as regards evaluation. Indicators should take into account the different levels of development (Honduras, Pakistan, Egypt). 
Comments on coordination mechanisms for implementation
Cuba, Tunisia and Senegal highlighted that coordination was still missing: the proposal of the African group at PrepCom-2 did not appear in this proposed text. Honduras strongly stressed that a relevant implementation mechanism was soundly missing and that the new proposed language of “implementation of the outcome” did not represent the needed framework. Senegal noticed that an effective mechanism with coordination of activities is required, since the construction of an information society was an intermediary goal towards the development of populations. Pakistan stated that more discussion would be required on the coordination mechanisms during PrepCom-3, but that we could leave it as it was at this stage for recommendation from the GFC. In addition, Pakistan, Egypt and the UK stated that §11 was not well balanced since a. & c. were only conceptual and b. was too detailed. More uniformity was required between the three elements of the WSIS follow-up.
Switzerland mentioned that WSIS follow-up and implementation should be effectively integrated in existing mechanisms. In order to be treated at the highest political level, the WSIS process would deserve an effective framework after Tunis.
El Salvador wished that the mention of “knowledge creation” was added in §14-b, in addition to “information exchange”. 
The USA supported the CCBI proposal for §11, to mention “outcome” instead of “process”. 

Comment on follow-up
The USA, in contrast with the low profile adopted during the open consultation the day before, later on strongly supported by Israel, was concerned about the creation of any new mechanism. For the USA, the redaction of § 11, 34 & 35 suggested that the WSIS process would be continued over time, which was not acceptable for the US delegation. §11 and §34 should therefore also be bracketed to show that there was no agreement on this among the GFC Members.
Comment on the up-coming procedures
Cuba questioned the status of the compilation of comments proposed at PrepCom-2, which also was a very good document to consider views of all stakeholders involved. This PrepCom-2 compilation should still be seen as a heritage of previous reflections on implementation and follow-up, and therefore not be excluded. Future procedures should be better explained by an additional paragraph in the GFC report. Pakistan also expressed the same concern. Chairman Karklins confirmed the need to consider PrepCom-2 compilation as a reference document, even though negotiations would start on the basis of the new text.
After a question from Canada, Ambassador Karklins underlined that Annex 2 would have the same status that Annex 1 as part of the GFC recommendation for negotiation, even if it did not deal with implementation and follow-up. 
Then Canada proposed that the suggested new para 30 in Annex 2 should be bracketed more other technologies than Internet could deserve special attention.
Adoption of the GFC proposal as a recommendation to PrepCom-3
The US delegation wished to see this text not as a GFC input, but only as a text of the Chair with contributions from the GFC. Mr. Karklins opposed this conception, stating that he had no mandate to present a text to PrepCom-3 and that this draft was the result of the collective effort of the GFC members. Further, he also stated that a text of the GFC would have much greater chance of being adopted than a text of the chair.
The Chair then proposed a few amendments to the draft text (§11 and §31) and some additional brackets (in annex 2 to new §30) to accord with previous comments. 
The USA insisted to see §11 and §34 be bracketed, to clearly show that there was no agreement on the wording among GFC members. A long discussion followed that latest comment, focusing on the exact status of that text in PrepCom-3, on the value of bracketed paragraphs and on alternative solutions to express this lack of consensus. Delegates even had a 10 minute break.

The need to submit a “minimum but constructive” proposal to PrepCom-3, lead the GFC members to accept the possibility suggested by Karklins to remove all brackets, but to bracket all the text to be submitted to PrepCom-3 as a basis for negotiations.
* * *

The final version of the GFC report, including the GFC recommendation, is now available on the WSIS website: www.itu.int/wsis/documents/doc_multi.asp?lang=en&id=1867|0.

We also attached, for your information, the text proposed by Chairman Karklins at the beginning of the 8th GFC meeting, with handwritten changes and proposed amendments.

Notes by Jette Madsen and Philippe Dam (CONGO)
