The following text is excerpted from an ongoing discussion on the IGF Multistakeholder Advisory Group mailing list. The only changes made relate to an effort to anonymize the comments in respect of the Chatham House rule and separate issues related to logistics and internal procedures. The discussion took place between 1 - 31 January, 2010. 

(Writer A)

Hi everyone, I have been wondering about the upcoming rotation of MAG 

members. IIRC, we started the rotation process early last year. Does the 

evaluation of the IGF have any impact on this year's procedure?

(Markus Kummer)

Dear Writer A, colleagues, 

You are asking a relevant question! I wondered myself what would be the best course of action to take, as this year is somewhat special, being the last in the cycle. Also, this year's annual IGF meeting is earlier than usual, already in mid September. I wondered therefore whether it makes sense to go once more through the motions of having a fully fledged rotation of one third of all MAG members for what might turn out to be one meeting, should the mandate not be renewed. 

We could limit ourselves to the 'natural rotation' and just replace outgoing members. In this context I would be interested in learning whether any MAG members, due to changes in their professional or personal situation, considers stepping down. Please let me know, should this be the case. 

I have asked New York for guidance in this matter and I am waiting for a reply. Of course I would also be interested in your reflections on how to proceed, also with regard to a future MAG, should the mandate be extended. 

For planning purposes, given the fact that this year's meeting is already in mid September we will need an additional meeting prior to the summer break. I suggest repeating what we did last year, that is holding an open planning meeting to fine tune the programme. To accommodate those who travel to Europe from afar I reserved 28-29 June for this purpose, that is at the beginning of the week immediately after the ICANN meeting in Brussels. I hope this is convenient to all of you. 

Best regards 

Markus

(Writer B)

Dear Markus,

Thank you for your message about this year’s MAG rotation options. I think that a ‘natural rotation’ approach for this year would be the most practical and productive one to take. Focusing attention on getting the programme for the IGF in Lithuania shaped promptly should be the priority given the September date, and the challenges we may face with the summer months for some parts of the world.

An open planning meeting at the end of June is a good idea, this format worked well last year for the final preparations.

Kind regards,

(Writer C)

Dear Markus and Colleagues:

One issue to consider since you mentioned the early timing. I am afraid there might be a conflict with Eid Fitr (the feast after Ramadan) during September 14, Writer D maybe you are better than me to confirm! So maybe good to check this further in order not to have same issue we faced in Hyderabad at the last minute.

Best regards,
(Writer A)

Dear Markus and colleagues,

I think we need to consult with our respective communities before we can 

make a decision on the issue of rotation. At least with civil society 

groups it would not go down well if the MAG or the secretariat decided 

to extend the term of MAG members without the approval of those who 

nominated and support us.

(Markus Kummer)

Dear Writer C, 

When we first discussed this possibility with our Lithuanian hosts we consulted our Egyptian friends who told us that their should be no problem. 

Since then,  we have received the official calendar of UN holidays for 2010. Eid al-Fitr is on 10 September this year. Therefore, from a UN perspective, the following week is a normal working week. However, we rely on your guidance in tis matter and please let us know whether the proposed dates cause any inconvenience in connection with the Eid al-Fitr celebrations. 

Best regards 

Markus

(Writer C)

Thanks Markus, if the Eid on the 10th then the last day will be 13th since usually it is for 4 days. So if my understanding correctly their maybe conflict only one day.

Thank you,
(Writer E)

Dear All,

This is to clarify the Eid situation.

As an observer of the Eid holidays, various countries practice various

number of holidays (after the designated two days) within the

tradition/custom of their region or country. In some country's of the

Arab world, Eid is between 2-3 days. In South Asia, it is observed

more than 3 days if a weekend falls in otherwise the fourth day is a

working day in most cases. In South East Asia Pacific, it is observed

between 1-3 days so this does not have to be a holiday issue but more

of a travel issue.

I call it a travel issue because the Air Circuit in and around Muslim

countries is choked with the amount of Eid observers travelling to and

from to their or from their countries to other to be present and

celebrate Eid with their families and loved ones on this important

religious occasion as a celebration of the observance of the month of

Ramazan. Secondly, in those days including the first two weeks before

Eid and two weeks after Eid, along with the air circuit choke, you

have a really huge air fare price hike. Some of us had to travel

business class to Sharam El-Sheikh due to Eid-ul-Uzha season in

November. This includes all the hassle and problems that Writer F
and I had to face travelling from [EDITED]!

There are two things to consider here to maintain the same dates that

the hosts of the IGF2010 have set is for them to ensure quick

processing of Visas to their country to IGF Participants from the

Muslim regions and neighbouring non-Muslim countries (because the

neighbours are also affected) and secondly for all participants to be

notified well before hand to register and make their travel

arrangements/buy air-tickets. If this is somehow coordinated in a

successful manner by the IGF2010 host country and the IGF Secretariat,

a certain portion of the load and problems for travellers from the

regions in subject will be relieved and they may be in a position to

manage their travels right on the day after Eid Holidays.

In terms of religious understanding, from what I've known to date, two

days are designated must holidays and the third day or an additional

fourth day holiday is a customary/traditional requirement for some

Muslim regions/countries.

Any suggestions to counter the Air Circuit chokes and Air-Fare Price

Hikes and non-availability of seats to travel out of Muslim regions in

those dates?

(Writer C)

Thanks Writer E, one thing to add so everything is clear, no one can decide the first day from now for sure, since it depends on seeing the moon, so it maybe be 10, 11 or even 9th (which may solve the issue).

By the way, I had the chance to inform the organizers this in Sharm and told them to check if possible to delay one week then for sure they will be on the safe side!

Regards,
(Writer F)

Dear Markus and collegues,

Thanks for your message Markus and Writer A for starting the exchange of ideas.

I also think that a "natural rotation" approach seems adequate for this year.

June meeting on 28-29 after the ICANN meeting in Brussels is also a

very good idea.

Best regards
(Markus Kummer)

Dear colleagues, 

Writer A has got a point! It might not go down well  if any decision were taken in this matter without consulting the broader community! However, as there is a distinct possibility that a renewed MAG will hold one meeting only, there is also a strong argument against launching the heavy rotation machinery just for the sake of this principle. 

I consulted with Writer A and going through the pros and cons of both approaches we both came to the conclusion that there might be a third way. We both wondered whether there was any need for a closed meeting at all in May. As last September's planning meeting went rather well, we wondered whether we could not prepare most of this year's meeting in an open process. By doing so, we would also take into account the calls for more inclusiveness and transparency made during the consultation in Sharm. 

The MAG would thus meet a last time next month and set the agenda for the Vilnius meeting. The programme could be fleshed out in two open planning meetings in May and June. 

This could also be an experiment in view of a possible renewal of the mandate. Should the mandate be renewed, any decision on how to continue could be taken in light of this experiment. 

Please let me know what you think about this possible approach. 

Best regards 

Markus
(Writer H)

I fully support the open process as outlined in the proposal below.
(Writer I)

Dear colleagues,

I think this very open process is interesting, and look forward trying it. The more open we can be, the better. That said, completely open participation might in some cases make it easier for groups with specific views to "grab the meeting" simply by being an enormous majority of the individuals in the room. Because of this, and the careful balance that always is calculated when the MAG is put together, it might be an even higher than normal requirement on everybody present to listen to everyone. As this process as a whole as a responsibility to listen to all stakeholder groups etc and be inclusive.

That said, as this is not any of the COP meetings for the UN, I see the potential risk for tens of thousands of people, demonstrations etc as at COP-15 in Copenhagen be very small. In fact, I see the risk for such problems be non-existing.

So, allowing anyone that can and want to participate I think is also a friendly gesture! If people want to work, and spend time on this, let them do it! Lets see what implications it has.

 
(Writer B)

Dear colleagues,

I support the thoughts Writer I has shared below, and join the other colleagues who have posted to support trying the 'open' format for the meetings this May.

Kind regards,
(Writer J)

Markus,

I think it is an excellent proposal.
(Writer K)

Thanks for the information Markus, including  the dates for the June open session. This helps us set our calendars early. I support the open process for the May and June sessions. It worked well in September and the non-MAG participants gave very useful direct input in settling the final program.

(Writer L)

Dear Markus and all, 

Thank you for you agile and very propositive attention to this matter.  I fully support the open approach for the process preparing for the 2010 IGF. 

(Writer M)

I also support this approach.  I think the timing is good to move  

forward to a greater degree of openness in the planning process.   

Given the impracticality of going through the detailed, complex and  

time consuming rotation process, this offers a good idea.

best regards to all

(Writer N)

Hi,

The proposed process has my full support.
(Writer O)

Dear Markus, 

I add my name to the long list of supporters to your proposal.
(Writer G)

Dear Markus,

I also support the open process proposed.

Regards to all 

(Writer P)

Agree.  Let's see how it goes (and Happy New Year to everyone).
(Writer Q)

I support the open process.
(Writer R)

I agree.

(Writer S)

I add my support to the process proposed.

All the best
(Writer T)

Hi Markus, all,

Good suggestion, agree with proposed approach.

Kind regards,
(Writer U)

Albeit it a little late in the score of email responses, I concur too.

Happy New Year everyone.
(Writer V)

Dear Markus and others, 

A couple of questions come to my mind regarding the new proposal which could merit some discussion. 

Does this mean that there will be no MAG post Feb? (I understand that MAG could exist while there be only open  planning meeting as in Sept last.)

If so, have we looked at all the implication - tangible and intangible - of there being no MAG in existence for a whole year in the run-up to an IGF meeting, and during the meeting? 

Does this in fact suggest that we could anyway more or less do without a MAG, and a couple of open preparatory/ planning meetings in Geneva, outcomes of which are culled/interpreted by the secretariat, is all that is needed to hold the IGF and comply with the WSIS requirements? 

Does trying out this practice in the year of possible structural changes to the IGF - possibly taken up along with its renewal if it comes - can have even more special significance?

Thanks and best regards
(Writer C)

I add my support to the longer list of supporters too!
(Writer E)

Valid point Writer V!

Markus, I too misunderstood the open proposal and mistook it for the

natural rotation of the MAG membership as an open process. I was

confused when I read your message (I've been having problems coping

with the energy load shedding/outages and lack of Internet here in

[EDITED] and tend to get through half of things when things blackout)

but now I am able to understand. I think this open proposal thing came

out too suddenly for me to actually follow it and understand it.

We have to be careful with these sudden invention of terminologies

because even a new MAG member like myself accidentally overlooked this

fact that I had only attended and contributed to one full MAG meeting

last year.

There is another potential conflict in my view here that when I

participated in the first meeting, stakeholders shared the need for

the Development Agenda with respect to IG in the Open Consultations as

well as the MAG meetings but this was no where shown in the later

reports and since we didn't have another MAG and our comments in Open

Consultations had no value because it was for the larger

participation, it never went through the second phase of discussion.

Similar would apply to many other issues brought to the floor but not

picked up.

The other significant observation I've noticed here over the past

evening is that suddenly a great deal of MAG members have chosen to

accept the open meeting proposal (plus my choice mistake as well), so

adding to your argument, are there MAG members that are not able to

participate or may require due to their personal/professional

commitments to not be able to be at the February MAG meetings.

Following on Writer V note and Writer A's suggestion, would a

certain portion of MAG membership be not in a position to continue, if

so, there should be a need identified to renew the membership

accordingly.

Keeping this in view, I have to step back from my support for the open

proposal at the moment because this has not be officially requested

for comments by the IGF Secretariat from all the member groups of the

multistakeholderism and secondly as a stakeholder that has recently

been selected in to the MAG last year, can we get a detailed document

laying out the MAG processes and procedures with its mandate so we too

can see and understand what and where we are being asked something

without following the MAG/IGF mandate?

Finally, I would be interested in learning for building a personal

perspective on what status do the comments made during Open

Consultations and MAG meetings have with respect to the record taking

and programming done by the IGF Secretariat because I have now become

very concerned at this moment in time that key issues continuously

presented on the floors of various meetings (OCs and MAG) and being

recorded have not seen daylight in the IGF Program such as issues

related to exploring the Main Session Themes on Human Rights and

secondly Development Agenda for Development.

As recorded this year and with comments made by participating members

of IGF 2008, there has been a lack of innovation, IGF should evolve

the dialogue process and not be stuck on one program otherwise this

shows that lack of the MAG meetings last year led to repetition of

program, titles and agendas of main themes of sessions and lesser

participation from the developing world including women and youth from

developing world countries other than the arab world.

Thanks for redirecting our or for this part my own attention to this

Writer V and Markus kindly assist us in understanding these issues

because we are representatives of our respective multistakeholder

group that nominated us to the MAG and these activities may tend to

result in severe misunderstandings!

A last small point, for us members from developing countries, amidst

our problems of socio-economic nature, I would like to request

discussions to be more elaborate and simpler in language as well as

approaching new terminologies with care with prior notification and to

atleast stay very dependent on the IGF Mandate and the MAG Mandate.

This is truly a concern for us!!!!

(Writer X)

So do i.

Regards.
(Writer Y)

Dear All,

A happy new year to everybody and a very awesome 2010.

Let me first express my support for the open process as discussed by Markus and Writer A and put some nuances to such approach.

Taking into account the calendar for this year and the particularities for this year, I think it is appropriate to take the open approach because the normal rotation might take too much longer as put by Markus, among other things.

However, I also shared the concerns expressed by Writer V, even on the understanding that the approach success will have to be considered for the eventual continuation of the IGF.

But let's be positive. Let's take the open approach and let's assume that the approach is successful.

Even if the open approach is successful, I will caution to consider it very carefully for next IGFs beyond 2010, because I am afraid it might provoke more disengagement on stakeholders who have decided not to take advantage of the IGF, as governments from "small" developing countries (my personal count is around 100 countries).

The MAG and its composition, oblige some of those countries to pay attention to the whole issue.

I think it is not convenient to have an environment conducive to their disengagement before the IGF clarifies if Internet Governance is relevant or irrelevant for their countries development and in which manner.

In summary, I agree with the open approach for 2010 but I will caution to consider it beyond 2010 very carefully beyond 2010 for the reasons explained above.

Best,
(Writer E)

Btw, I've also thought about this very deeply and maybe this can be

seen to be a maturity of the IGF and no need for a MAG any more at

all? Is it possible that the IGF can freely continue with an Open

Consultation Format for three days twice a year? This would reduce the

need for the MAG?
(Writer Z)

I also support the approach for the " natural rotation".

For the dates around the Ramadan holidays, please check and see what is

possible to do.

Cheers
(Writer Z)

I  support this approach
(Writer Z)

Dear all

I apologize for this email belong. I didn't read the Markus last email

I FULLY AGREE FOR A OPEN PROCESS!
(Markus Kummer)

Dear colleagues, 

Many thanks for your quick and positive reactions and thoughtful comments. 

We seem to have broad support for an open planning process. However, before asking UNHQ for a decision in this matter it might make sense also to discuss this during our open consultations next month, so that we can take into account the views of the broader community. 

The point was made that a totally open format can also imply the danger of capture by interest groups that turn up in great numbers. However, the proposed approach for the May and June meetings is based on the positive experience we had last September and the general feeling then was that it worked well.  Both the May and June meetings will be more organizational in nature and would attract mainly those who are heavily involved in the organization of workshops. 

The MAG's task in February will be different. It will need to propose an agenda for the Vilnius meeting - a task that is more political and can be better done in the closed setting. The subsequent meetings would build on what we experimented with last year and what worked well. In my view, such an open planning process would meet some concerns that were voiced in the past, especially the calls made in favour of more transparency and openness. 

As I mentioned, this could be a further experiment in view of a possible renewal of the mandate. However, it would not prejudge any decision on how to proceed with a renewed mandate. 

Writer V asked  whether we could do without a MAG, and a couple of open preparatory/ planning meetings in Geneva. This would be a question to be discussed in light of this year's experience. Personally, I think it is advisable to have some group, be this the MAG in its present form or in a revised format, to steer the process. The Tunis Agenda leaves much flexibility in this regard and there are no precise requirements on what is needed in this matter, except that the IGF is to be convened by the Secretary-General. 

Last year, there was no MAG meeting after May and the MAG did not meet formally in Sharm, as there simply was no time for such a meeting. The proposed approach would therefore make not much of a difference: the May and June meetings would be more of 'MAG+'  type meetings, where other interested stakeholders would be welcome to participate, as we did last September. 

Let me repeat once again that this proposed approach is mainly due to practical reasons and efficiency purposes. 

Best regards 

Markus 

(Writer AA)

Markus and other MAG members;

I’m also in support of the open approach for this year’s meetings.

However, as we plan ahead for hopefully an extended UN IGF mandate, let’s take note of Writer A’s views and be careful not to finally hand over the UN IGF process to a few, unlike the wish of the wider WSIS community.

I also support Markus suggestions on the way forward.
(Writer BB)

Dear Markus and fellow MAG members,

I would also like to express my support for this open approach. 

Kind regards,
(Writer CC)

Dear Markus and all,

I also support your proposed approach.
(Writer DD)

Markus

You have my full support.
(Writer V)

Dear Markus,

If I understand right, the open planning process we speak of here is a set of MAG plus meetings in May and June, which would mean that MAG's mandate will be renewed post-Feb even if with no rotation. I also hope that, if required, MAG will also be able to take decisions at these two meetings, while general participation will be wide open. We need to enhance both the decision-taking capacity as well as the openness of the MAG, which are the two key characteristics of a good governance system. These two characteristics should not be allowed to come into conflict. 

Thanks and best regards
(Writer H)

Dear list,

my understanding from the discussion is that we habve to rethink the general mechanisms which has been build over the last five years. We should add a special agenda point in Geneva where we discuss ideas and options how the process of organizing IGFs beyond 2010 could and should be framed.  The idea to have a MAG was the result of a discussion process in the post Tunis phase. Probably there are now other innovative and creative options for mechanisms to move the IGF process further down the road. 

If you go back to the original mandate in the Tunis Agenda there is nothing said neither on a MAG or a secretariat (as the two main structural elements of the present process). Both elements were the result of a discussion of paragraph 73 which stated: " The Internet Governance Forum, in its working and function, will be multilateral, multi-stakeholder, democratic and transparent. To that end, the proposed IGF could: a)      Build on the existing structures of Internet governance, with special emphasis on the complementarity between all stakeholders involved in this process - governments, business entities, civil society and intergovernmental organizations. b)     Have a lightweight and decentralized structure that would be subject to periodic review." The "lightweight and decentralized structure" which emerged from the discussion was the Secretariat/MAG mechanism which is, as said "subject to periodic review". 

With the experiences we have made in the five years, probably we can innovate some mechanisms which would go beyond the classical way of nominating representatives of stakeholders for a steering group. The interesting debates on the  new concept of "liquid democracy" which is discussed now in various academic circles, could be used as a source of inspiration. The overriding principle, which should guide our discussion, is the multistakeholder principle.  

This leads to three questions: 

a. how the stakeholders groups organize their policies/opions within their own group

b. how the stakeholder interact (with special emphasis on the complementarity and taking into account the specific roles and responsibilities) in a represenative body on the higher level

c. how multistakeholder interaction is organized on the ground level (also in regional and national/local meetings).

There is no need for a quick decision but the February meeting should start a discussion. 

Best regards
(Writer G)

Thanks Markus

Regards
(Writer D)

Dear Markus and all:

I appologize for being late in my response. First I would like to

express my support for the open process and I hope it will be an

experiment for the MAG to be reflected in the upcoming renewed mandate

of the IGF.

Regarding the dates of the fifth IGF Meeting and its conflict with Eid

Al-Fitr, As many knows, we calculate it based on Moon months. So it is

expected to be either on the 10th or the 11th of August and its

duration will be either 29 or 30 days. Based on that, eid al-fitr

maybe between these three days 9,10,or 11 and it lasts for three days

(Some countries may make it 4 days). So it is expected at most, that

Eid Al-fitr will end by the 13th of September. So traveling on this

day to attend the Vilnius meeting should not be a problem or a

conflict since Eid al-Fitr is about breaking our fast in Ramadhan and

this is mainly the first day and second of the Eid.
(Writer EE)

Dear all,

Thanks Write D for clarifying that about Eid-al-Fitr and the Vilnius meeting dates.

I followed the last discussions on MAG rotation and I agree with Writer D and others for the open process and I think that will be helping for the decision making capacity and openness of the IGF/MAG while making more possibilities of doing many things that we expect from the MAG to do.

Best regards,
























