Criteria for “transparency, accountability, democracy”

of Internet Governance organizations (DRAFT)

Transparency

1. The bylaws and mandate of the organization are clearly defined and published

2. Meetings and meeting agendas are announced well in advance

3. Meeting minutes and documents are promptly published and made freely available on the Web

4. Any member of an affected stakeholder group is allowed to physically observe meetings where decisions are taken

5. The most relevant meetings are broadcast through the Internet for everyone to watch

6. The most relevant meetings are translated in real time in at least some of the U.N. languages

7. Online discussions of official bodies and constituencies are publicly archived (except when discussing individuals or appointments)

8. Funding sources and budgets of the organization are made public

9. The list of members of the organization and/or of its constituencies is public

10. The structure, procedures and composition of governing bodies of the organization are public and clearly explained on the Web

11. The web site and official documents are made available in at least some of the U.N. languages

12. Any conflict of interest of members of the governing bodies is clearly stated and published

13. A duty of consultation is placed upon members, particularly government representatives who must be obliged to have at least their parliament’s support and assent for the positions taken, and at best have consulted openly with national and regional stakeholders.
14. Legal, technological, and other expertise must be included within the decision-making process, and must be made public to all.
Accountability

1. All documents must be published in a reasonable amount of time under a code of open access, with a Commission on Freedom of Information within the organization enforcing the principles of open government.

2. Important decisions and documents, before final adoption, are subject to an open and sufficiently long period of public comment

3. Organizations and member states must actively seek comments from stakeholders as widely as possible, and this includes educating relevant actors, i.e. informing civil society as to what is being discussed, decided, and the implications, and then asking for comments and input

4. All comments received during public comment periods are published

5. Stakeholders who cannot attend meetings in person have reasonable opportunities for remote participation

6. The organization has an ombudsman or reconsideration committee or other mean to appeal against unfair decisions or mission creep by the governing bodies

7. The structure and functioning of the organization is subject to regular review

Democracy

1. All stakeholders (governments, private sector and civil society) have a clearly identified and generally agreed role

2. All stakeholders can influence the outcome of the policy-making process

3. The representatives of each stakeholder group are freely chosen by the group itself

4. Any accreditation rules for a stakeholder group are not discriminatory

5. Inside each stakeholder group, all members are equal

6. Inside each stakeholder group, decision-making procedures ensure that members that cannot afford to physically attend meetings can equally influence the decisions of the group

7. Members of governing bodies have limited and clearly defined terms

8. Adequate instruments and facilitations are provided to reach, educate and ensure the participation of disadvantaged stakeholders (developing countries, civil society)

9. Adequate diversity is ensured in the membership of governing bodies, in terms of stakeholder groups, geography, language and culture, professional background, etc.

�I imagine this is asking just a bit much.


�I don’t know if this is possible, particularly when ‘civil society’ is not a collective whole, and often industry is not either.  I woudl rather see another statement of the duty of consultation upon member states.


�This remains awkard for ‘civl society’ when often these groups don’t know each other, and the one who is selected may not be the one who knows what is right. 


�They necessarily are, but I think I understand.


�This is a primary cause of forum shifting, e.g. the UN security council vs. General assembly.


�This is why I prefer the ‘duty to consult’ on member states rather than always having NGOs at the table.


�Let’s remove the word ‘disadvantaged’ and just make a duty to educate all.  I would have loved the CoE, the G8, or any other IGO to tell us why we needed their agreements; but they never told us, they never told law societies, they never told any traditional actor.  


�This will never be adhered to, but I understand the interest in asking for it.  I would say that if we are going to ask for tihs, you also need to ensure that adequate expertise is included within the process, from all sectors of society.  Then we can ensure that it is representative/diverse.





