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Paris, February 12, 2013 
 
 
Following the request of the IGF Secretariat, please find below some suggestions in terms of 
organization and possible themes for the 2013 IGF, to serve as input for the February 
consultations and MAG meeting. 
 
1) GENERAL ORGANIZATION 
 
Focus on two concrete issues in each main session 
 
The IGF has structured its main sessions around very general topics and discussions usually 
cover a diversity of sub-themes. This has produced a certain degree of convergence or at least 
clarification of the different positions. However, the number of issues means they can only be 
addressed superficially, with significant repetitions from year to year or even duplication with the 
workshops.  
 
It is probably worth for the IGF to address a smaller number of more circumscribed issues to 
help identify ways to handle them more operationally. It is suggested that the MAG should 
select – and carefully formulate - two concrete topics for each main session (the overall buckets 
could be maintained if they prove too difficult to change), each addressed during 90 minutes. 
This should be one of the MAG’s main responsibilities in setting up the agenda on the basis of 
community suggestions.  
 
Set up Preparatory Roundtables for each of the main sessions topics 
 
However difficult, it is time to finally improve the articulation between main sessions and the 
workshops, via an intermediary filtering layer. The so-called “feeder workshops” need to be 
strengthened and organized more voluntarily as effective “Preparatory Roundtables” for the two 
key issues that would be identified by the MAG for each main session. They should be more 
clearly identified as such in the Schedule. 
 
Held before the corresponding main session, such Roundtables would gather the organizers of 
the related workshops (from that year, but also maybe with the help of organizers of previous 
year(s) workshops on the same or similar topic). Their explicit purpose would be to help frame 
the discussion in the main session by highlighting: 1) areas of existing agreement (if any), 2) 
issues requiring further discussion and, 3) possible ways forward.  
 
Make - again - a specific call for themes before the formal call for workshops 
 
Although it was probably the intention of the call made in the perspective of the February 
meeting, it did not generate a lot of responses. It would be nonetheless useful to ask again – 
with a limited time span – for theme suggestions before a formal call for workshops.  
 
This should help reduce the overall number of workshops, by encouraging proponents on 
similar topics to join forces to foster greater attendance at their session. The MAG should work 
to encourage such groupings by rapidly identifying possible clusters of themes.  
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Such an effort should not however swing too much towards top-down authority, let we lose the 
benefit of the bottom-up agenda-setting through workshop proposals that is the hallmark of the 
IGF. It is here a matter of balance.  
 
Reporting  
 
In addition to the identification of a remote moderator, each workshop should have a designated 
rapporteur that would produce, on the spot and at the end of each workshop a collation of short 
messages. A compulsory format, like one page maximum and bullet-points (Twitter-length) 
could be established. The various contributions would be aggregated verbatim as one of the 
outputs of the IGF.  
 
Ideally, such rapporteurs should in the future be neutral and attached to the Secretariat, hired 
for just the duration of the IGF. However, given the current financial constraints, they would be 
supplied this year by the organizers themselves.   
 
Rating 
 
The quality of workshops is known to be very uneven. A simple anonymous online rating form 
should be established to evaluate, inter alia: the interest/relevance of the topic in terms of 
internet governance, how multi-stakeholder and diverse they were, the overall quality of the 
discussions and moderation, etc.. (non limitative list).  
 
 
2) CHANGES IN MAIN SESSIONS 
 
Change the “Emerging Issues” into a “Recent Trends/Highlights” session  
 
It is suggested to start the IGF (after the openings) with a synthetic panorama of the key 
governance issues that have marked the year since Baku, in the main dimensions dealt with by 
the IGF, such as access, CIR, freedom of expression, copyright, privacy, defamation, 
cybercriminality, security, etc…  
 
The purpose would be to get all participants up to speed on recent developments and to set the 
scene for some of the key concrete topics to be dealt with in the course of the meeting. It would 
combine the traditional purpose of the Emerging Issues session (rather conceptual and forward-
looking) with a more operational taking stock of recent developments that can help frame the 
discussion. 
 
Replace the IG4D this year by a session on “Rights and Principles” 
 
The first seven years have allowed progressive clarification of general high-level principles and 
many international organizations, governments, business or civil society initiatives have 
produced various declarations in that regard in the last few years.  
 
The 2013 IGF should imperatively devote this year a main session to identifying what should be 
done with these various documents, as clearly indicated during the 2012 Taking Stock session 
(and as a matter of fact already during the 2011 Taking Stock session as well). The general 
agreement manifested during the Baku Taking Stock Session to produce a compendium of such 
initiatives should be implemented as soon as possible to serve as a basis for such a session.  
 
A dedicated Preparatory Roundtable (and ideally, a concertation during the year among 
interested parties) should help prepare the corresponding main session, which could take place 
late in the schedule to enable further concrete interactions on-site.  
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Taking Stock and the Way Forward 
 
This important session should address, among other topics, the future of the IGF and in 
particular its current lack of funding, insufficient Secretariat staffing and absence of MAG 
Chairmanship (the later hopefully solved by then). The current situation and its lack of visibility 
are weakening this major outcome of the WSIS process, probably the most innovative effort in 
the field of Internet Governance.  
 
 
3) SOME THEME SUGGESTIONS 
 
Generally speaking, the IGF should be now able to address difficult and sensitive issues, 
provided they are formulated in a way that is acceptable to all stakeholders. Part of the 
discussions in the MAG and among workshop proponents/organizers should be devoted to this 
difficult exercise of proper formulation of issues.   
 
Below are some draft theme suggestions to serve either as food for thought for the identification 
of key topics to be addressed in the main sessions (see above suggestion) or as possible 
themes for workshops. The Internet & Jurisdiction Project is not at this stage proposing to 
organize any one in particular and many of theses themes can/should be grouped in larger 
clusters. The list below is illustrative, non limitative and in no hierarchical order.  
 

§ Ramping up broadband infrastructure: is the growth of video traffic threatening network 

neutrality? 

§ Separation of layers: is the Domain Name System becoming a content control panel? 

§ Sovereignty and Cyberspace: how to handle the potential trans-boundary impacts of 

national decisions? 

§ The Geography of Cyberspace: under what jurisdiction(s) are Internet users? 

§ Seizures, takedowns and access to personal data requests: how to ensure due process? 

§ What frameworks for cross-border platforms? 

§ Virality in social media: how to handle “Digital Wildfires”? 

§ Defamation: legal uncertainty for citizens and libel tourism? 

§ How to deal with cyber-bullying? 

§ Hate speech: how to handle the diversity of local norms and legislations? 

§ Global Terms of Service and the patchwork of national jurisdictions  

§ Privacy and data protection: different protections for different types of data? 

§ GeoIP filtering: solution or danger? 

§ Copyright protection: how efficient/sufficient are automation tools? 
 
 
Several of the above themes have emerged during the activities of the Internet & jurisdiction 
Project in 2012 and are offered as contribution from the Facilitation Team, not the participants in 
the Project’s activities.  
 
 
Bertrand de LA CHAPELLE 
Director, Internet & Jurisdiction Project 
www.internetjurisdiction.net 
bdelachapelle@gmail.com 
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