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31 January 2007
ETNO answer to the IGF Questionnaire 

“Taking stock and the way forward”
Introduction

ETNO, the European Telecommunications Network Operators' Association (www.etno.be) and its 41 members have been working for many years on a range of policy issues associated with the information society, including Internet governance and the World Summit on Information Society process. Many ETNO member companies attended the Athens conference. This document describes how these telecommunications network operators experienced the Forum and enumerates some positive improvements they suggest for the second IGF meeting. Furthermore this document reflects standing ETNO positions on Internet governance and the IGF process as such.
Comments

What worked well? 

The Athens IGF, being the first one, acted as an experiment in many terms. There was probably no other event held before, within or outside the UN system, with the format and mandate of the IGF. The paradox is that although IGF was not seen by many as the beginning of a process, everything had to be set-up from the beginning, with all the organizational challenges attached. ETNO member companies present have highly appreciated the work, effort and time put by those who contributed to the organization and success of the Athens IGF. Special thanks to Mr. Desai and Mr. Kummer, the IGF Secretariat, the Advisory Board and all those individuals behind them for their outstanding job.

In ETNO’s perspective the most important objective of the IGF is to create a forum for dialogue and exchange of information on Internet governance public policy issues, in order to foster the sustainability, robustness, security, stability and development of the Internet. Therefore, a challenging goal is to establish a reliable basis for a cooperative, pluralistic dialogue that spans across all stakeholders, without duplicating or competing with the work of existing organizations regarding technical management and coordination of the Internet or critical Internet resources. The Athens IGF succeeded to a great extent in this goal, because it helped improving the understanding of many complex issues about Internet governance. The first IGF became a milestone in an ongoing dialogue on cooperation that will allow us to connect better and to have more national and regional coordination. The dynamic coalitions created were a tangible result of this cooperation and there should be reporting on their progress at the next IGF.

Crucial elements for this success were the open and inclusive character and the multistakeholder nature of the IGF - on an equal footing, recognizing the shared responsibility of all stakeholders, each within their respective roles and responsibilities. The Forum gave governments, intergovernmental organizations, the private sector, civil society and the academic community, each with its own culture, an opportunity to present their views. Given the nature of the Internet, in our experience such an approach is essential in dealing with its multiple challenges. This approach must continue and be strengthened in the next IGFs. 

Despite initial fears about the non-decisive, non-binding character of the IGF, these turned to be major factors for the success of the Athens Forum. The informal character of the meetings allowed all parties to explore difficult issues without political tension. Many governments and other decision makers had the unique opportunity to exchange views with other stakeholders and other government representatives in a non-negotiation setting, both formally and informally. People many times did feel able to speak freely rather than have to defend pre-decided positions.

On a more practical side, the organizational, logistical and hospitality support was good during IGF. The staff involved (UN and Host-Country officials, security, secondary and hospitality staff) was able to carry out its duties effectively. They contributed to the success of the Athens IGF in many ways. Particular mention is due to the “morning reporting” before the first main session, which gave a well balanced overview of what had happened the day before, either in the main session meetings or in the workshops.

What worked less well?

Time between the adoption of the Tunis Agenda and the first IGF was very limited. The IGF Secretariat and the IGF Advisory Group put every possible effort for the best preparation of the Athens IGF. However, this did not allow to properly prepare the substantive analyses of issues to be considered in the IGF. Thus, participants did not have a clear vision about the Athens Forum, nor clear expectations of it. Also, relevant material and information became available at the very last minute, or in some cases was not available at all, thus affecting the participants’ preparations. ETNO suggests that the themes and framework of discussions in the next IGFs are clarified and available well in advance, so that debates are more productive. Regarding the 2007 IGF preparation, a rough picture of the agenda should be available before the end of the first semester.
Despite recognizable efforts for transparency and democracy, preparation time was not always enough and did not allow many stakeholders (especially those not holding already a strong specific Internet governance agenda) to participate actively in the process. 

The IGF is open and inclusive in principle and it should truly promote the participation of people from all groups and from all geographical areas. However, physical participation in the first IGF was not balanced among all stakeholders and online participation was not always effectively possible, thus affecting the representation of all views and opinions. Keeping the diversity and assuring effective representation of stakeholders remains a challenge to be met at future IGFs.
Much of the success of the discussions during the main sessions relied on moderators and panelists. Regarding moderators, while recognizing their extremely difficult duties, unfortunately not all of them were able to keep up. Certain times there was a feeling that the moderator could have directed the discussions more effectively, so that all important aspects would have been covered and that conversation would have been made interesting again to the majority of participants. Regarding panelists, their huge number in each panel and the lack of labels made difficult to understand clearly what or whom they represented. The selection of moderators and panelists for the next IGFs is critical and must be made very carefully in order to have a fruitful discussion.
Setting of the agenda and selection of themes could have been done in a more efficient way and be announced well in advance. The overall theme of Internet Governance for Development, with capacity building as a cross cutting priority, suited for the first IGF and the focus on development oriented aspects should be maintained. The four themes could have been less and more specific. Time plots for the main sessions were in line with UN standards (3 hour sessions), however participants could benefit from a short break or shorter time plots.
Regarding the workshops, the selection criteria could have been stricter and there could have been suggestions from the Advisory Group to the potential organizers to combine or to focus their proposals. On the positive side, workshops were more technical as opposed to main sessions and that seemed to work well. On the negative side, too many events were held in parallel and despite efforts not to have similar events taking place at the same time, participants interested could not always attend what they came for.

On a more practical side:

The number of people that pre-registered and actually came to the Athens IGF was above expectation. This created a series of problems: as security was increased and the registration procedure (ID check, photo, badge, etc.) was heavy, there were long queues the first morning of the Forum. Participants were receiving color badges according to what they had declared in the Registration application (i.e. head or member of delegation, Government or Business) without any check of their capacity. Criteria according to which secondary passes were issued and distributed remain still unknown.
Material presented during IGF was not available in electronic form. Even many days after the Forum, IGF was not fully reported (there were reports of workshops missing, dynamic coalition links were not working etc.). The screens where scripts appeared during IGF sessions were rather small for the size of the main room and lines were running too quickly.
The free wireless network and free computer facilities were highly appreciated. However, the wireless network collapsed the first day and there is certainly room for improvement in the next IGFs, so that Internet access remains available, free and easy.
Although the venue was suitable for such a large-scale event in many ways, there were no provisions (or adequate alternative options) for lunch / dinner / refreshments for those participants who for various reasons could not be seated at the restaurants.
These problems should be fixed for the next IGFs.

Suggestions for improvement in view of the second IGF meeting?

Based on the above remarks under “what worked well” and “what worked less well” there are a number of issues which need improvement and can be improved. 
Concerning IGF concept and work:
· The multistakeholder on an equal footing approach and the non-decisive nature of the IGF must be maintained and strengthened. The next IGF must build on these.
· The themes of the next IGF should not be more than those of the first IGF (ideally they should be less). The agenda and themes must be finalized early enough, the objectives must be clear and the relevant material should become available well in advance.
· The preparation process must facilitate active participation and there should be enough time for contributions.
· Great attention must be given to the selection of moderators and panelists. Panels should be smaller in size and the format of the debate must be known.
· The number of workshops and events running in parallel within the official IGF programme must be reduced.
· Balanced participation of all stakeholders from all geographical areas must be stimulated.
Concerning practical organizational matters

· There should be more registration desks the first day of the IGF meeting.

· Material presented during IGF should be available in electronic form and screens should be large enough.

· There should be satisfactory Internet access, free and easy.
· Alternative options for food on a self-service basis must be foreseen.

Any other comments or suggestions?

An important aspect of the IGF which was not exploited enough during the Athens IGF was the sharing of best-practices. As the IGF is the forum for dialogue and exchange of information, and all stakeholders are present, sharing of best practices can truly promote the aims of IGF. Therefore, more time and focus should be devoted to best practices.

Did the synthesis paper, which gave an overview of all contributions received and which was translated in all UN languages, meet a real need? Should a similar paper be prepared prior to the next meeting?

The synthesis report met perfectly the anticipated UN standards concerning quality and neutrality. It captured the essence and the core messages of the contributions received. The only problem is that it became available only a few days before the Forum and many participants did not even notice it, or did not consider it in detail, because it was too late. The synthesis paper must set the scene and it must be the starting reference of the IGF meeting. Therefore it is very much needed. A similar paper should be prepared for the next meeting and become available as soon as possible.
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