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1	Introduction
Following the inaugural meeting of the IGF in Athens (20 October – 2 November 2006) the Secretariat issued a call for contributions on the IGF Web site on 11 December 2006 with the aim to take stock of the Athens meeting, assess what worked well and what worked less well and make suggestions with regard to the preparation of the meeting in Rio de Janeiro.  An online form was also posted to facilitate the process. To stimulate the discussion, the Secretariat set up an online forum on the IGF Web site. 813 users joined the forum and seven active discussion threads were developed on the four broad themes of the Athens meeting as well as on how to improve remote participation.
A total of 13 contributions and 10 inputs received through the online process were posted on the IGF Web site. They focus on topics such as the preparatory process, the logistics of the meeting as well as its format and content.
All comments received by 9 February are reflected in this paper. The objective of the paper is to give an input into the open consultations on 13 February 2007.
2	The preparatory process

What worked well? 
Most contributions highlighted the innovative character of the IGF and the need for developing a preparatory process based on key principles of multi-stakeholder co-operation. It was recognized that creating a basis for multi-stakeholder discussion was a challenging goal.  Furthermore, several contributors argued that the preparatory process was important in drawing on the expertise from other organizations and delineating a new area for work for the IGF which did not duplicate or compete with the work of existing organizations. The open and inclusive nature of the preparatory process, with two rounds of consultations open to all stakeholders, and the use of the IGF Web site as a platform for exchanging views, was generally applauded.
The Advisory Group, appointed by the Secretary-General, was commended for its work and seen as an appropriate mechanism to to assist in covening the inaugural meeting of the IGF. The group was seen as having carefully developed its activities in such a way that they were not perceived to be taking on authoritative perspectives – a process that was consistent with the expectations set out in Tunis.  Moreover, the Advisory Group was successful in focusing on processes and identifying additional resource people and institutions, not taking on the role of developing positions themselves.
What worked less well?
For some, the transparency over the appointnment and operation of the Advsiory Group was inadequate and unclear. One commentator also found the activities of the Secretariat and the Advisory Group lacking in transparency, with “important decisions being made without notice to stakeholders, let alone affording them the opportunity to participate in those decisions”.
2	Input papers
Throughout the process, stakeholders were invited to submit contributions as an input into the preparation of the meeting. In a first phase, stakeholders were invited to comment on process, while in a second phase a call went out for substantive contributions. The Secretariat prepared a synthesis paper of all contributions received (a total of 79 submissions from 45 different contributors). The paper was translated into all six UN languages and also posted on the IGF Web site. The online questionnaire asked whether the synthesis paper met a real need and whether a similar paper should be prepared for the next meeting?

a)	The synthesis paper
What worked well?
The synthesis paper was generally well received and commended for being neutral and unbiased. The paper summarized along with a synthesis of the main arguments made in the preparatory process. In particular, it was felt that the translation into other languages was very helpful, as it allowed non-English speakers to read a summary of the discussion in their own language.
The comments received were mostly in favour of continuing the practice of preparing a summary paper to assist those whose native language is not English or who do not have time to read all contributions in depth.  
What worked less well
For some, the synthesis paper was not well integrated into the actual meeting.  Thus, for example, some commentators argued that the paper could have been used more effectively by session moderators as a starting point for discussion. 
It was regretted that the synthesis paper became available only a few days before the event. Hence, many of the participants did not notice it or did not consider it in detail. The role of the synthesis paper to act as a starting reference to the event could have been enhanced with its earlier distribution. 
b)	Other papers
In general, the possibility to submit papers throughout the preparations of the Athens meeting was seen as an important part of conducting an open and inclusive process. Some commentators made the point that all contributions and input papers should have been translated into all UN languages.
Other commentators reflected on general policy aspects related to input documents. In particular, it was pointed out that no specific document publication mechanisms have been associated with the IGF. One proposal suggested setting up a mechanism based on the Request For Comment (RFC) as used by the Internet Engineering Task Force (IETF) and then creating up a virtual library and archive for those requests in an open source environment and providing tools for access.
3	The inaugural meeting of the IGF
a)	Structure, format and content

What worked well?

Commentators felt that the first IGF meeting had succeeded in creating a useful and beneficial space for dialogue among all stakeholders. One commentator made the point that the fact that the first meeting was held was an achievement in itself, while another one commended the open format and generally conflict-free timing of the main sessions which provided ample opportunity for all voices to be heard. Reactions with regard to the structure and format of the meeting as well as the agenda with the four broad themes – openness, security, diversity and access – were positive. It was pointed out that the meeting format worked remarkably well, measured against its objective of fostering multi-stakeholder discussion. The structure of the meeting with main sessions and workshops and the format of the main sessions, with interactive panels moderated by professional journalists, was generally well received. In general, it was felt that the thematic approach worked well.  The point was also made in this context that the lack of decision-making power of the IGF was conducive to fostering dialogue and an open exchange of views, as participants were free from the pressures of a negotiating situation.
The use of professional moderators was seen as excellent, innovative and extremely useful in facilitating the pace of the discussions.  For many, the moderators kept the debate flowing and ensured multi-stakeholder involvement was adhered to and that the debate in any one session did not get sidelined or ‘stuck’ in a particular vein. For some, however, there was a need for the sessions to be lead by subject experts in order keep the discussions more focused.  It was argued that more focused subject topics would increase in-depth dialogue in a multi-stakeholder environment.  It was felt by some that the additional work in more organizing more focused sessions would be offset if a more open participatory process were adopted by the Advisory Group.
The concept of distributed multi-stakeholder workshops found wide support.  The fact that all requests for workshops were allowed, was seen by some as giving a sense to all stakeholders, especially those from civil society who, in the words of one commentator, tend to be left out from agenda setting positions in global policy forums. Maintaining the fluid structure and freedom of various stakeholders to organize workshops was seen as important in order to ensure the continuation of discussions.
The emerging concept of Dynamic Coalitions that came out of these workshops was seen as an innovative and significant outcome of the Athens meeting that appears to hold promise to develop constituencies and consensus in certain Internet governance related issues. The Dynamic Coalitions are seen as thematic networks that can help facilitate interaction between bodies dealing with cross-cutting issues and help identify emerging issues and possibly trigger specific activities on these issues. 
What worked less well?
Most respondents expressed the view that the number of panellists was too great and the panel sessions were too long. 
Some commentators found that there were too many events held concurrently. The number of workshops held was seen as an upper limit. They also held the view that some workshops that addressed similar or related topics could have been consolidated. While care had been taken to avoid scheduling workshops and main sessions on the same topic at the same time, some respondents nevertheless felt that parts of the programme overlapped. In general, the relationship between main sessions and workshops was felt not to have been fully satisfactory and it was strongly suggested that it would be beneficial to have first panels to set out the issues and subsequent workshops to go into more depth.  It was also pointed out that not enough attention was paid to promoting the sharing of best practices.
Participation did not reflect geographical diversity sufficiently; in particular participation of all stakeholder groups from developing countries, due to lack of funding, was considered insufficient.
b)	Logistics
What worked well?
In general, respondents made positive comments about the following points:
	The interpretation and real time-transcription services for some was a key element of ensuring participation in the main sessions.  
	The real-time transcription service helped build an ongoing record and as such extended the reach of the actual event itself. 
	The Web casting and audio casting enabled remote participation in real time.

The availability of free wireless Internet at the venue was welcomed as a necessary prerequisite for holding an IGF meeting.
	The layout of the venue with its ample public space in the foyer and adjacent restaurants contributed to the success of the meeting, as it facilitated informal interaction and networking among participants.  
	The free seating arrangements were seen as conducive to fostering multi-stakeholder interaction.
What worked less well?
While the overall assessment of the logistical arrangements was positive, the following points were mentioned as meriting improvement in future meetings:
	Some commentators regretted that only the main sessions benefited from interpretation and suggested that in future all workshops should be interpreted into all UN languages.
	While the efforts to enable remote participation at the Athens meeting were well received, it was generally felt that more should be done and that other participation methods, such as text, audio or video, should be more easily incorporated into the main sessions. 

It was pointed out that the screens were not large enough to be easily read at the back of the main conference hall.
Wireless Internet access did not benefit from sufficient bandwidth which led to the collapse of the system at the beginning of the meeting.
The exclusive use of proprietary formats in documents, the Internet café, and Web casts was criticized as being inconsistent with WSIS principles.
The division of labour between official, host country and community Web sites was seen as unclear and somewhat confusing.
	Some comments drew attention to the fact that the venue was not reachable by public transportation and was very far from other amenities.
	Some comments related to the timely issuing of visas.
	Others commented that there was a lack of relatively low cost or affordable food that was easily and quickly served.
	It was pointed out that more attention could have been paid to the needs of people with disabilities. 
4	The way forward: further comments and suggestions
a)	The role and nature of the IGF
Different views were put forward as regards the role and nature of the IGF. Some commentators argue that in order to achieve the aims of the IGF, as set out in the Tunis Agenda for the Information Society, the IGF must arrive at some conclusions and policy recommendations. In their view, it should have a decision-making capacity to fulfill its mandate to, inter alia, “identify emerging issues … and, where appropriate, make recommendations”. “Enhanced cooperation” and “critical internet resources” are mentioned among issues the IGF should deal with. Proponents of this approach want the IGF to develop a more pro-active approach and turn it into more than a discussion forum. They feel that in the current format the IGF will only be able to achieve part of the mandate set out it in the Tunis Agenda.  They also feel that the IGF would benefit from increased clarity in terms of procedural and organizational aspects.
Other commentators however emphasize that the IGF should not of itself seek to change or expand its mission, which was the result of careful and lengthy negotiations within the WSIS. They see the role of the IGF as a platform for exchanging information and ideas and sharing best practices in a true multi-stakeholder format. In their view, the success of the Athens meeting was intrinsically bound up with the role of the IGF as a forum for dialogue and good discussions which do not necessarily lead toward developing consensus positions, formal resolutions or anything else manifesting or resembling a policy making process.  In their view, central to the IGF’s relevance and purpose is what is seen as the common understanding and agreement that it is not a decision-making body, that it is multi-stakeholder in nature and that it is a meeting of equals. These are described as the fundamental principles that underpin the IGF and have contributed to its uniqueness and its success to date. These commentators see its value in the productive and valuable discussions among people who might be able to take actions in other venues. 
b)	The preparatory process
Many commentators emphasized that the second IGF meeting should build on the success of Athens and maintain the same multi-stakeholder approach, also in the preparatory process. Again, a multi-stakeholder group should be entrusted with assisting the Secretary-General in preparing the meeting. Given the time constraints, one option could be to renew the mandate of the present Advisory Group with the addition of new members to replace departing ones. Another option could be to develop a system for renewal by partial rotation to preserve continuity and experience and allow for evolution and diversity. The point was also made that members should continue to serve in a personal capacity, to avoid enshrining a fixed system of representation. One proposal suggested conducting the appointment process by a multi-stakeholder nominations committee that would make recommendations to the Secretary-General.
The process of planning the annual IGF meeting should begin early. Ideally, the date of the next IGF should be checked against other important international events, such as ICANN or ITU meetings. Early planning would also facilitate securing participation of more key figures from all stakeholder groups. 
The preparatory process should facilitate active participation and there should be enough time for contributions, perhaps by organizing a public message board/ e-mail archive on the IGF Web site where the previous discussions and ongoing discussion would be visible, so that the participants can follow the discussions. Relevant material for the next meeting should be available well in advance to allow all stakeholders to develop their positions.
c)	The Rio de Janeiro meeting
While it was generally felt that the thematic approach worked well in Athens, it was also suggested that in subsequent meetings of the IGF the discussion on complex themes should go beyond identifying issues and extend into areas such as examining alternative and practical solutions that are being implemented in a range of countries. Perhaps one or two lead themes could be identified. It could be useful to look deeper into issues that are not dealt with in other organizations and subdivide the topics into several sessions.  
With regard to some organizational and thematic aspects, many detailed proposals were put forward. Amongst others, it was pointed out that in order to ensure continued success: 
	Balanced participation of all stakeholders from all geographical areas, in particular developing countries, should be stimulated and treated as a priority.
	Care should be taken to focus on development efforts and issues of importance to developing countries. Capacity-building was mentioned as a central purpose in this regards, which should guide preparations for the future.
	At its annual meeting and in the in-between periods, the IGF should be able to hold workshops of its own (as opposed to those held by various stakeholder groups).
	The relationship between Dynamic Coalitions and the IGF should be clearly defined and criteria should be developed by which Dynamic Coalitions can be recognized by (or affiliated to) the IGF. One session should be devoted to the Dynamic Coalitions and allow them to present substantive progress reports on their activities and their work-plans. 
	Discussion papers on major issues should be commissioned to improve understanding and stimulate discussion.
	Panels should be shorter (90 minutes) and smaller in size.
	All major organizations dealing with issues related to Internet governance, such as ICANN, ITU, UNESCO, WIPO, WTO, could be invited to hold open forums at the annual IGF meetings.
	One proposal suggested scheduling a workshop to promote a functional discussion on innovative working methods, best cases, problems, platforms and other issues related to the multi-stakeholder nature of Internet governance.
	More recognition should be given to the written submissions and their links to panel contributions and main session debates. A clearer process should map out the use and scheduling of written submissions prior to the event.
	Best practice forums could allow governments to play a major role and present national success stories.
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