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>> MARKUS KUMMER: Hello. IGF Coordination meeting. It's 1430 on
my clock, so it's time to get started. But let's give others another
minute or so to join.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Hello. I hope you are well.
>> Hi, Wout.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Okay. Let's get started. The Secretariat has
sent out an agenda, and it starts -- it's posted in the chat. The
usual first agenda item is the adoption of the agenda. Then update
from the Secretariat. And then the main agenda item will be taking
stock of our input into the IGF. This is the Dynamic Coalition session
butalso, of course, all theother sessionsyouorganizedyour individual
DC sessions. And then (Indiscernible) any other business.

Can I take it that we agree with the proper agenda and that we
adopt it as proposed? As I can't hear anyone speaking against it,
I take silence for approval, and the agenda is then adopted as proposed.

With that, I would then invite Celine to give the Secretariat
Update and also invite my Co-facilitator, Wout. Would you like to
have to add anything at this stage?

>> JUTTA CROLL: I don't have anything to add at this stage, and
I'm trying to speak as less as possible because I am a bit -- I have
a bad cold today.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Oh, sorry to hear that. Okay. Sowe'll keep you
in the background, but don't feel shy to speak up when you feel like
it.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Thank you.

>>MARKUS KUMMER: With that, then, Celine, can yougive us the update?



And I think -- well, I just -- from what I hear from people
(Indiscernible) impression that it was a highly successful meeting
with record participation. But please, Celine, over to you.

>> CELINE BAL: Thank you very much, Markus. So first of all, I
hope that all of you could rest a little bit after the IGF but also
the ICAN meeting that was just following after the IGF Week. What
I wanted to do is basically send you the link here in the chat in case
you have not already seen it. It's basically our IGF 2023 Outputs
page. And I'm also sharing with you the participation and programme
statistics where you can have a detailed look at the number of people
who were on site, online, connected, in general, from which country,
from which stakeholder group, et cetera, et cetera, as we normally
do so. And basically, on the IGF 2023 Outputs page, I also wanted
to draw your attention on the draft IGF messages which are under public
consultations until tonight.

So in case you want to have a 1look at these draft Kyoto IGF messages
or in case you have any comments, you can do so until close of business
today. The link you can find it directly on the IGF 2023 Outputs page,
which I just shared in the chat here. And otherwise, there is also
the taking stock, in general, for general activities related to the
IGF 2023. I'm sharing the link right now in the chat. It is open
until the 19th of November. So please feel free, if you have any
comments, to share them with us via this forum.

Again, the deadline is the 19th of November. And perhaps also
another thing just to keep you in the loop, as of the 20th of November,
we will issue the call for input for the IGF 2024. $So this is also
something that Markus will mention shortly, shortly after. But we
are thinking of perhaps organizing another call. It is a question
to you, in case you would like to have a common approach when it comes
to the call for input for the IGF 2024. So there that will be it from
my side. Unless you have any questions, I am happy to respond. Thank
you so much.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you very much for this. I wonder whether
there may well be some questions, whether there will be any of the
participants in the call have any questions addressed to Celine?
Please, Jutta.

>> JUTTA CROLL: I don't have a question. I am just wondering, with
the deadline being so tight, whether we have an option to once more
remindall theDynamicCoalitionstogivetheirinput tothe IGFmessages.
Fromthe children's slide coalition, we found the messages very useful.
We have made some comments, and I've seen other parts of the messages
that could be a reference to the work of other Dynamic Coalitions,
so I really would like to encourage the other Dynamic Coalitions to
take that chance and probably also send out an email again reminding
them that we have a deadline tonight, and probably one or the other
will put some input into that.

>>CELINE BAL: Thank you. Apologies, Markus. Yes. Thisisanemail



that I can send out later after this call to all the DCs to remind
them that the deadline is today, COB. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Well, close of business tonight, Geneva time.

>> CELINE BAL: I'll have to check, but I think it's UTC. Midnight
UTC. I'll have to check what's in the system.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Okay. Midnight gives us a few more hours. But
thank you, Jutta. I think this was very (Indiscernible). There are
things Dynamic Coalitions can and should do individually, and there
are other things that we can do collectively. Celine already alluded
to this. You may consider providing a collective input into the call
for issues, or we may not. But this is something to be discussed,
and I don't think we need to discuss it now, but we can then discuss
it at the next call, whether there's any need for us to try and provide
a collective input. But I think we have, over the past years,
increasingly growing -- have been growing together and worked
collectively to signal issues that are concerning us altogether. So
that is something we may well do.

My question to you, Celine, it's all very nice to have all these
links, but could you give an update in a nutshell from the numbers?
I mean, as far as I understand it, we had record participation of more
than 6,000 people. Can you just give us a nutshell summary from the
Secretariat what you see as the highlights of this year's IGF?

>> CELINE BAL: Of course. Thank you so. Indeed, one of the

highlights is the participation. We had over 9,000 participants this
year. Andit'salsotomyunderstandingthehighest number of in-person
participants at an IGF so far. So even more than in Berlin. And,
of course, one of the highlights was the participation of the Prime
Ministerof Japanwhoalsoheldapress —--apressconferenceafterwards.
And we had around 355 sessions, which was also a record. We have also
received some comments that we should actually not have that many
sessions in the future just because then there are too many sessions
in parallel and in competition, and it happens that once in a while
there is a session that has very little attendance. So that it would
be it.

We also have a lot of newcomers. I think over 60% newcomers so
far, which is a very good number. Of course, a lot coming from the
Asia-Pacific and also from Japan. And there is also a short paragraph
in this link that I shared regarding the participation in programme
statistics, a short paragraph comparing with the IGF in 2022. So there
is an increase, indeed, by 11% of the private sector, and there is
also a higher, of course, representation of the Asia-Pacific region,
while the number of stakeholders from Africa decreased by around 30%,
36%. That, of course, makes a difference with having the IGF taking
place in Asia and not in Africa like it was last year.

So I'd really invite you to have a look at the second link that
I shared because it does give a lot of very interesting statistics.
It has a breakdown for both the participants but also the kinds of



sessions that were held this year. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you very much. No, this is very helpful.
AndclearlyInoticedalsothere'sanincreasedpresenceof youngpeople,
or youth, they call it, coalition. I personally don't like the term
"youth." I think it's more young people. And they have also seeing
some trends (Indiscernible) teenagers, I think, explicitly, that it's
just really young people as opposed to young professionals or young
adults. So that is on the one hand. On the other hand, actually,
I noticed also I sawmany people I haven't seen for years who are really
veterans who have been around at the very beginning. So it was a nice
mix of really seasoned veterans of the IGF and of WSIS and of newcomers,
and that's definitely, I think, was one of the great strengths.

Unless there are other comments on this overall aspect, I would
then suggest -- but please don't feel shy. The floor is open. If
not, I would then move to the next agenda item where we address more
of the DC-specific aspects. Mark, yes, please.

>> MARK CARVELL: Yes. Thank you very much, Markus. I hope you can
hear me okay.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: We can hear you loud and clear.

>> MARK CARVELL: Thanks. Yes, I was very impressed by the diversity
of participation in Kyoto. I think it was great for us as a Dynamic
Coalition, really, to have the opportunity to connect with quite a
wide range of people and to explain exactly what we are doing, people
who are new to the whole concept of a Dynamic Coalition and the fact
that there was work going on throughout the year in between IGF events
to talk to people about that. It was great.

I found sometimes attendance levels in individual sessions very
patchy. I remember going in early on two or three days to sessions,
and hardly anybody in the room. That was a bit worrying. I don't
know if this is something to be looked at in terms of how people
participate in the IGF, whether online or inperson. Do theygravitate
toparticulartimeframeswithintheweekat theexpenseofveryimportant
sessions that are scheduled at perhaps for some people challenging
times, early in the morning or late in the day? I just felt sometimes
it was curious that we were being formed and the numbers were very
high, but I'd go into an empty room, and there were desperate pleas
from the panel to come forward, come forward, you know, engage with
us closely because of all the empty seats in the room. So that was
just one point.

I saw a figure that I think 16% from governments. I still feel
thisislow. Imean, Ispeakasaformergovernmentofficial andsomebody
who championed in online governmental context the importance of using
the IGF in addition to expressing support for it. I don't know whether
that's a feeling shared by others, but particularly, you know, in the
run-up to these critical discussions in New York, first of all, on
the Global Digital Compact and the potential role of the IGF in landing
and taking forward the Global Digital Contact following the Summit



next year. And then secondly, of course, the review. So government
attention on the IGF should be really escalating, and that attention
should be manifested in actually joining and at least attending to
see what this IGF phenomenon is all about.

SoIdon't know. I justwonder if there isawider senseof feeling
of disappointment that 16% seems quite low for government participation
and maybe with the IGO figure as well, that could be looked at and
wonder what's going on there in terms of recognition within the
intergovernmental organizations, the U.N. agencies and so on about
the value of active participation in the IGF. Okay. Those are my
comments. I hope that --

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you.

>> MARK CARVELL: I hope that was helpful.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: These figures definitely need to be analyzed and
also looked at the reasons for the various percentages, as you said.
16% does not seem to be high, but then on the other hand, you know,
if the overall number is that high, 16%, also is a fairly big absolute
number. Again, it deserves further analysis. Jutta, you have
comments?

>> JUTTA CROLL: (Indiscernible) to rooms and very low attendance
was there in the room. I do think that room allocation was quite a
bit difficult. We had some meetings in rooms that were crowded and
other meetings which were just gave the impression of (Indiscernible)
we were so huge and big in so many places in there that the 10, 15,
20 people (Indiscernible) in that room. (Indiscernible) mentioned
when it regards improvements for 2024, and the second thing is that
allocation of sessions in the schedule was also not quite
straightforward.

Myself, I was supposed to speak in two sessions on the same issue
that were located in parallel, and that, I would say, could be very
easy —- I was listed for both sessions as a speaker, sowith the rights,
it might be easy to avoid that. Even with speakers, we have overlaps
in the sessions. And also, of course, it was for the participants
very difficult to decide whether they go to one or the other session,
which were both related to the same topic. So I do think there is
room for improvement, and I hope it can be made better next year.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Well, I know that Celine was heavily
involved with the scheduling, andit's not easy, I mean, and it's almost
impossible to make everybody equally happy. The most you can aim at
is to make sure that everybody is equally unhappy. Wout, another
comment?

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: I have delivered (Indiscernible) today to the
stock taking. What I noticed, I think, what Markus said, what you
just said, I was totally in agreement with because even as a moderator,
I had conflicting sessions twice. So there is definitely room for
improvement there. But also attendance that you have people flying
in from all over the world, and you sit with seven people in a panel,



and there are three people behind you in this huge, huge room, and
1 1/2hours later, there'sseven. Andthathappenstomeall mysessions
except main sessions.

And so we have people working year round in the Dynamic Coalitions,
and you see a room with 20 people and where you make it interactive
like you announced, half of them leave instantly. So there's almost
no inputs that we need to attract. So I've put some suggestions how
to potentially improve that in the future in the taking stock. But
if Dynamic Coalitions, as we've been telling is a Dynamic Coalition
in the last 1 1/2 year, deliver major and tangible outputs to the IGF,
and how is it possible nobody knows that these are presented at the
IGF, that you have to sort of guess that they may be -- something may
be presented, because it's not announced. It's not announced during
the IGF. 1It's not announcedbefore, and you have to compete with other
sessions, which I also hear may be empty from many other people. So
we have 6,300 participants, but also myself, I am guilty of being in
as many private sessions as possible. And I notice government people
are almost 100% of their time in bilateral meetings and using the IGF
for something else, which is fine because they meet at the IGF, but
they're not in sessions. They do not learn what's actually going on
there except from the messages they get.

And the final comment is that in a session I was in with four
people, at the same time, therewasabigreceptiongoingonwithhundreds
and hundreds of people that the German government gave at the same
time. So can we please stop having receptions during workshop hours?
Because that draws people away from what the IGF is about. And I think
that that was the biggest mistake of this IGF, personally. My session
was a session I was present in, but there was nothing there, and
everybody's having beer. So perhaps there are learning lessons that
we can take along. But the fact that I've never seen so low attendance
in meetings. There was no online participation, no online question
in any session I was in. That's worrying. So that's why I think it's
important to have the MAG do some sort of ananalysisof thisinformation
so that actually some lessons can be learned, perhaps. Less sessions,
perhaps more urgency to some of the workshops that are organized. In
that sense it was not a good IGF, but over the whole, I had a perfect
IGF. So don't get me wrong there because I definitely was able to
meet the people I wanted to meet. $So let me end there, and hopefully
we can discuss this further in the future. Thanks, Markus.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Those are all valid comments. I would
like to suggest that all of these comments that you provide them as
input into the overall stock taking. I would not suggest that we try
to give a collective input into the stock taking and the overall, but
I would leave that to the individual Dynamic Coalitions, and we then
focus on the main session. But you have one more comment, Muhammad,
please?
>> Yes. Thank you. Am I audible?



>> MARKUS KUMMER: You are audible. Yes, we can hear you.

>>MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Thank you, Markus. AndIagreewiththecomments
andcertainlythe schedulingcouldhavebeenbetter, but fromthe Dynamic
Coalition on Accessibility and Disability, I have a couple of points
to flag with regards to the accessibility of this year's event. I've
been toacouple of IGFs previouslyaswell. Thisyear'seventwas —--it
was good, I have to say. The support that I received from the IGF
Secretariat was wonderful. But in terms of accessibility, it was a
little bit disappointing because in Berlin, in 2019, in terms of
accessibility assistance, it was a much better event because there
were personal assistants, some internship assistance was provided to
persons with disabilities, and I, as a person with a disability, had
used those assistants on different occasions.

This year, some of the organizers, they did try to provide those
kindofassistances, but thoseassistancesweresporadicallyavailable.
So the kind of an experience that one as a person with a disability
would want to have in person -- at an in-person event would be, I would
say 1t was a sort of disappointment.

Onecrucial point that Iwant tomake is for thepersonal experience.
One of the assistants, when I told that on the last day of the IGF
I had an event just across the hotel, across the venue in the Prince
Hotel, it was an event organized by the -- by some organization. So
I was categorically told by the assistants that they were not allowed
to leave the venue. So what's the point of organizing an event which
was not essentially accessible for some of the participants? Or I
would even question the availability of the assistants which were not
available to go outside the venue even if it was just across the venue?

With regards to the online accessibility, there have been much
better scheduling options. There could have been better options to
edit the sessions. I think the next year IGF website, this is going
to be prepared by the Saudis. I'm not sure -- (no audio)

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Are we losing you, Muhammad? I can't hear you
anymore. Can you hear me? It seems we have lost Muhammad. I would
strongly suggest to the DCAD also to make these comments as the overall
stock taking. I think this is very important, and DCAD has been very
much in the forefront right from the beginning as suggesting -- making
suggestions to make the IGF more accessible for people with
disabilities, and all these comments will be helpful for next year's
session.

Celine, as youhavebeen involvedin --verymuch in the scheduling
the overall organizations, do you have any comments to add or reaction
to the comments received?

>> CELINE BAL: Perhaps just to answer a few of these comments. So
first of all, we took note of everything, what you've said so far,
and also I would like to, you know, really encourage you to also submit
this online because we're going to consolidate all of the feedback
received.



Soregarding theroom. Sowhatwenoticedisthatitreallydepends
also to what extent the organizer is communicating and advertising
their own events, to what extent, you know, they are doing that effort
via their own, let's say, communication channels or social media
channels, et cetera, et cetera, so that they attract a 1little bit more
of attendance.

There has been definitely, to many sessions, happening in
parallel, and especially in those big rooms. So what we decided -- or
let's say what we are trying to do for next year is having just less
sessions within IGF so that we have more sessions that we could actually
focus on. When it comes to the 16% of governments, it could very well
be found, as you said, that a lot were in bilateral meetings, which,
on the other side, is positive because we do provide during the IGF
the possibility of government officials to meet. But, indeed, they
could take part in more sessions on their own.

What they've been doing, in general, we could not really —-- we
could not really tell, of course. But on the other side, 16% of those
9,000 is still as such gquite a number.

When it comes, then, to the attendance, in general, it was spread
over the week. So there were a couple that were just there on day
zero. A few others that were on day zero and one. Some others who
just arrived on the second day. And one thing that we also realized
is that as of next year, we would like to spread the high-level sessions
throughout the week because this year, as you may have noticed, it
was on day zero and day one. So that we actually also tracked more
high-level people throughout the week instead of just having them on
day zero and day one.

So those are a few comments that I noted down. But I might have
some others that come tome a 1little bit later. But, yeah. Any other
questions so far?

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you very much. My suggestion would be that
we leave that and we focus now on the actual taking stock of our DC
input of our DC session, and that would include the collective mind
session we had and then also on the individual DC sessions, 1f you
have any comments related to that.

Can we, then, move on that agenda item, the DCmain session? Well,
again, taking stock means what worked well, what worked less well,
what could have been better, what should we have done better with
hindsight? I think all in all, it was a next step we have to take.
In the past we tried to accommodate as many DC sessions as possible.
This time we tried to cluster them and have a more thematic input.
And I would like to turn to Jutta again. Would you like to give your
assessment of how well it went?

>> JUTTA CROLL: Very briefly due to my speaking. So in general,
I do think the session went very well. First, we thought that maybe
in the main hall, that was a bit large, but then I do think that we
also got the attention of people who maybe, at the beginning, were



only sitting in that room because they usually sit in the main hall.
But in the end I thought we were successful in gaining their attention
to what was said in the session.

I still think the session would have benefited from more Dynamic
Coalitions bringing in their perspective during that phase when we
were open for statements and questions aswell. I thinkitwasalively
debate on issues that were brought up at that stage, and it could have
been going further with inclusion of topics from other Dynamic
Coalitions who either weren't present in the room or didn't take the
floor at that stage. And that's all from my side.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Well, thank you, Jutta. I mean, that's very much
my own impression. It was also very intimidating to note that we were
in the last an of in a very big room. My fear was it would be empty,
but as you said, people sit there for the comfort anyway in the main
room. But intheendI thinkour objective was tomake it as interactive
as possible, and in theend it was interactive. It didhave interaction
with participants in the room, not just the panel. And the panel,
I think, worked also very well.

You know, a good sign is actually (Indiscernible) we ran out of
time, and that happened to our session. A bad sign is if you don't
know how to fill the time. And here we could have gone on longer,
I think. I had to cut off Alejandro, one of our panelists, because
I was not aware that it was actually him. But we already reached the
full time. And, again, it was unfortunate but it's not a bad thing
if you run out of time as such. It's a sign that there is an engaging
session. And we have comments in the chat. Olivia says it was an
interestingsession. Allinall, Tthinktheexperimentwassuccessful.
Obviously, there's always room for improvement but something to build
on. But, please, I would like to hear your comments. Stephen, yes,
you were a Rapporteur. Thank you very much again for your work. You
did an excellent job. Please, Stephen.

>> STEPHEN WYBER: No, I didn't raise my hand. (Indiscernible)
flatteries. I liked that it was thematic. I know when we've had sort
of 16 DCs up there, it becomes show and tell, which isn't quite -- I
think that's not the best advert for the DCs as a model, and I think
there was enough in there to come out with some thematic threads. I
think also just to echo the point about do we use surveys? Do we use
sort of contributions beforehand and actually have -- if we do this
again, as sort of an overview of what's being said across the board
or a display a bit like we did with the MAG a few months earlier in
order just to make sure that each DC does get its name up there on
the screen and so everyone can tick the boxes they need to tick without
ruining the continuity or ruining the thread of logic that runs through
the piece?

>>MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Yes. All goodsuggestions. Andthank
you also for the overall confirming that the overall approach was
worthwhile, trying not to have the previous approach of the show and



tell of 16 Dynamic Coalitions. I mean, that was, I think, the major
change between previous DC sessions and (Indiscernible), find a common
thematic thread.

Mark?
>> MARK CARVELL: Yes. Thank you. Thank you, Markus. And thanks
also to those -- I don't know who needs the acclamation here in terms

of the authors of the report of thesession. Ithinkit'saveryvaluable
account, and it name checks a lot of active Dynamic Coalitions. And
I think --TIhope it has had an impact this session, andmaybe if there's
some way we can use the report to advance the recognition of the Dynamic
Coalitions, their contribution not only to strategic, ongoing work
of the IGF but also to (Indiscernible) preparation for the global
implementationof the compact, thecontributionthat DynamicCoalitions
have stated that theyare keen tomake. Andthiswasapoint, I remember,
in Addis was recognized by the tech envoy who said clearly there was
the potential for the Dynamic Coalitions to contribute to the landing
of the Global Digital Compact following the Summit.

So -- and I hope this emphasis of the contribution of Dynamic
Coalitions is registered with the leadership panel. I know Vince was
there throughout the session, one of the Co-chairs. It wouldbeuseful
to know -- maybe you know this -- it would be useful to know what he
has taken away and how he is -- andmaybe other leadership panel members
who were in the audience, I don't know if there were, but there may
havebeena fewothers, I guess --youknow, what theyare, youknow --how
they are reacting to this session and the clear statements about, as
I say, the role of the Dynamic Coalitions and what they're doing, you
know, their commitments to action. I mean, we've heard throughout
the whole digital cooperation initiative and process launched by the
U.N. Secretary-General that the IGF needs to be more active and needs
to deliver, it needs to have impact. And this is what the Dynamic
Coalitions are doing, and the session, I think, very helpfully
highlighted that, you know. The IGF is more than an event. There
is a deep, active commitment by stakeholders to working out solutions
and identifying best practice and making policy recommendations and
delivering messages that need to be promoted with business leaders
and governments worldwide. So the leadership panel, I hope, is alert
to this and what we have provided through the session in particular
as a sort of focal point. But to continue tobe linked into leadership
panel thinking as it looks now to advocate those messages from the
IGF, fromKyoto, andnot overlook what the Dynamic Coalitions are doing,
which is highly relevant to those messages, relevant to the
sustainability development goals, relevant to the Global Digital
Compact, and relevant, ultimately, to turning the mandate into a future
commitment of the U.N. at 2025. Thanks.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you for that, and I think it's all very
good points, and that could lead us into, you know, the session of
not an end in itself but that it's something to build on, and it could



be a starting point for our collective input into the call for issues
the Secretariat will be launching end of November. So we could build
on that and provide an input. Olivier?

>> OLIVIER MJ CREPIN-LEBLOND: Thank you, Markus. Olivier speaking.
Speakingafter Mark, it'sverydifficult because he takes upeverything
youwant to say. So I secondwhat Marksaid. Vintis following several
Dynamic Coalitions, the work of several Dynamic Coalitions very
closely. I know he's on the mailing list of several, and I've seen
him intervene in several of them. Andhe also has mentioned on several
occasions that he relays the work over to the panel.

Now, the fact that he was at this main event is really good. I
have no idea whether he took notes or -- he must have taken notes,
you know, but I have no inside track as to whether he's relaying this.
But I think that -- and here I'm speaking from someone who followed
that session remotely. I think that the overall point was the -- the
Dynamic Coalitions as awhole areworkingon the Global Digital Compact.
They are an integral part of the IGF ongoing work and especially when
it comes down to addressing the SDGs as well, which I think we need
to reaffirm as well because that's a wider WSIS+20 thing. So, indeed,
we have to look at the WSIS+20 as a goal and make sure that the voice
of the Dynamic Coalitions continues to be heard.

More so I think we need to continue trying to get more people
to be involved in our Dynamic Coalitions. I know some are doing well
through the work they are doing, but it's never enough. And looking
at the figures of having, you know, 6,000 people at the IGF, well,
we haven't got 6,000 people involved in those. So we'll have to see.
We probably need to try to get more.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. And Wout in the chat said "can we
invite Vint and the Austrian Minister to be a part of the DCCG meeting?"
Well, theMinistermightbeabithard, butwithVint, wecoulddefinitely
try. And we could also invite the new MAG Chair. MAG Chair is

ex-officio a member of the high-level panel. And I think -- well,
Vint is very busy, of course, but as Olivier said, he's fairly engaged
with various Dynamic Coalitions. I think he's interested -- he has

always been and has provided funding for the accessibility work. He's
very committed to that, and he's also very committed to the standards
and the core Internet values work. I -- that might be a possibility,
but we definitely should also invite the MAG Chair to maybe listen
inabit onour collectivemeeting. And I think she is (Indiscernible)
I would say engaging in Dynamic, and that definitely could be an option
that we invite Vint and the MAG Chair to join our coordination group
meeting if we have one in November to discuss also the input we may
wish to provide into the call for issues the Secretariat will launch.
Other comments? Suggestions? Well, I see we seem to be all very
much on the same wavelength, which is a good thing to be. Very
harmonious. But can we take that as an issue to follow up on, that
we invite the Chair of the leadership panel, that is Vint, and MAG



Chair, Carol, tojoinour next sessiontoseehowwecanhighlight --that
would, obviously, need some coordination with them, but I think it
would be good to have that after the call for issues (Indiscernible)
20th of November; is that correct, that we could aim for a call after
that late November or early December? Would that make sense? I see
heads nodding. That we then, obviously, also maybe we could have a
prep call beforehand if you have -- if you manage to have both Vint
and Carol on the call. And the aim would be that we build on what
we have and, again, the report. Let'sgivecredit. You'renot fishing
for compliments, Stephen, but you've done an excellent job, and we
are very grateful for this report. It is already up on the website,
if I'm not mistaken. And so we have really something to build on.

Well, with that, can we, then, close the discussion on the taking
stock agenda item that was essentially the main DC main session? But
I would also invite comments on your individual DC sessions you have
had. Are there any particular insights apart from the points already
made by Wout right at the beginning, and his DC wanted an interactive
settings, and then people are afraid and left the room? But that's
also part of the overall comments you may wish to provide, what did
not work so well. But the floor is open for other comments.

And, obviously, the timing is always an issue. Nobody likes to
be on the last day. Somebody has to be on the last day. And maybe
there the wish to the Secretariat is also maybe to make sure it's not
always the same people who are on the last day.

Jutta, please.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes. There is one issue that I wanted to raise,
although not so many Dynamic Coalitions are present on that call, but
my concern is that we really have a growing number of Dynamic Coalitions
now at the IGF. Of course, everybody can initiate a Dynamic Coalition,
and that's very useful. And I think we have -- I think we have set
a standard what Dynamic Coalitions can achieve with their work
throughout the year. But in the end, as you said before, Markus, no
one wants to be on the last day. Given that and given the number of
more than 20 Dynamic Coalitions, I'm wondering whether it's really
feasiblethatall DynamicCoalitionshave their session inthe programme
of the Internet Governance. I wouldn't say that if we are not in the
closed of Dynamic Coalitions here in the coordinating group because
I know that Dynamic Coalitions and their sessions are always questioned
in the MAG meetings. But we should be aware of that. And even before
we invite high-level people like Vint or the Minister to our meeting,
Dynamic Coalition representatives need to be aware that there is no
guarantee for Dynamic Coalitions in a way that you have a Dynamic
Coalition, then, and then you have your session at the IGF, except
next year we have double of room andmore possibilities. I don't expect
that.

And on the other hand, as we are talking about the main session
of the Dynamic Coalitions, I think that is somehow the way out. The



more prominent the DynamicCoalition's jointmainsessionis, thebetter
it is, and maybe that could be a way to keep the Dynamic Coalitions
allonboardbut stillnot focus toomuchona 90-minute DynamicCoalition
session which in the future just won't be feasible if we don't see
a decrease in numbers of Dynamic Coalitions. Just to let's face facts.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you, Jutta. It's always good to have a
realistic assessment of the situation, and your point, I think, is
well taken. It has always beenabit of astruggle to get the sessions,
but here I think the distinction needs to be made, you know, Dynamic
Coalitions are kind of the annual general meeting of the Dynamic
Coalitions. And it does not necessarily need to be a public session
in that sense. It could also be -- you know, if they're given the
room where they can meet to discuss their work, to many of them it's
a once-a-year opportunity to have a face-to-face meeting. So, you
know, it's a question of how to frame it, but that is definitely -- I,
for one, definitely defend the right and the need for the Dynamic
Coalitions to be given a space where they can meet and discuss, but
maybe it needs to be set differently in the programme. And the
discussion will come up again that there are too many sessions at the
same time, you know. But, again, something to consider. But I see
two hands up. Wout and Mark. Wout was first, I think, and then Mark.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes. Thank you, Markus. I think I'm going to
say the opposite of what Jutta said. But our own session, I think
what we were able to present at the IGF was really outstanding. I
think we presented reports that people worked on for a year, and we
had the opportunity to present them, and the people who saw them, read
them, came with very positive feedback on our work. So in that sense
I thinkthateverythingwentwell, leavingaside the attendance numbers.
But what I said before is that who knows that these reports by Dynamic
Coalitions are produced? Where are they? Somewhere hidden deep in
the IGF website. No news announcements saying, we have these reports
of intercessional work.

I think that having been to several sessions all over the week,
there is an opportunity tohavemore coordination. There were sessions
on AI going on at the same time, on AIoT going on at the same time
that at some point I had to cut myself in three to be able to be where
I had to be. So that's not an option. You make your choices.

If there was a better coordination, it would also become more
feasible to put intercession work, and I mean all intercession work,
more central to the IGF. So if there is a Dynamic Coalition on IoT
and there are sessions on IoT, it would make sense to combine them
somehow and that the input that is delivered goes into the Dynamic
Coalition who can then come up with an overarching report at the end
of the IGF and make the main points that have to be made. The same
could be for other DCs, and on AI, I think that we're best there. There
were a lot of people involved in that work, I understand.

But i1f we were able to coordinate better, the outcomes and the



messages, the recommendations, thepolicy recommendationswouldbecome
more urgent because more people know about them, know how they were
made, and probably start participating because they can't afford not
to be present because then you're not heard anymore.

So I think that putting intercessional work as awholemore central
in the IGF means that perhaps you don't have an individual session
anymore, but you have common sessions between different stakeholders
leading to commonly agreed recommendations. So I think that's one
of the recommendations I made in the taking stock. But that's an
opportunity to fulfill the promise that the leadership panel and the
MAG Chair have sort of made in the Global Digital Compact in the letter
theysent. Who'sgoingtodeliver? AndIthinkthattheintercessional
workisbetter, bothtodeliveronthepromisesmade therethanindividual
workshops where people tell what they know and go home. So let me
leave it there as a food for thought. Thanks, Markus.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. No, that's definitely an interesting
suggestion, butitalsoremindsme the sayingofaveryseasonedcolleague
in the U.N. who said everybody's in favor of coordination, but nobody
wants tobe coordinated. Wealwayshear the same things about workshops
when we suggested, well, that looks to be more or less on the same
theme. Why don't you merge? So everybody's in favor of merging.
Nobody wants to be merged. It's totally different. We have a totally
different approach. But, you know, to change the focus a bit, once
we have the themes, that we then try to group them and don't have the
workshop driven but rather having driven by those who are working on
these themes. But that was another thought.

You know, you mentioned your Dynamic Coalition, presenting a
report, sothat'sobviouslyasessionthatdeservestobeintheprogramme
because you have something to present. But there may be Dynamic
Coalitions and, again, while Aubrey is not on the call today, but they
have Dynamic Coalitions, schools of Internet governance. They are
of no interested to anybody not involved in the school for Internet
governance, but to them it's of high interest because they compare
notes, and they learn fromeach other. So it wouldbe a shame if they're
not given a space, but it is completely different in character. So
maybe we ought to make a distinction between Dynamic Coalitions who
want to talk among themselves because it's their annual general meeting
and Dynamic Coalitions who can present something to a broader audience.
But then what they have to present, and there need to be a kind of
assessment, are they -- do they deserve a bigger stage, or is it really
worthwhile or not? But that's, again, something in the past we have
shied away, a quality assessment of the work of individual Dynamic
Coalitions.

Okay. You can tick a box. Do you have a report that can be read?
But then there will be the additional thing, is this report actually
interesting? And that's themoredifficult step to take. Sorry, I've
been talking too much. Mark.



>> WOUT DE NATRIS: I totally agree, Markus.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Mark?

>> MARK CARVELL: Yeah. As Jutta pointed out, this is a bit of a
challenge, how to ensure there's adequate space in the IGF programming
for action-oriented multistakeholder activity to be presented. It's
not going to be easy. I mean, the model of Dynamic Coalitions is a
successful one. We're seeing new Coalitions being formed. And that
does put pressure on the time space as the Forum. Then, again, we
do need to protect this space for those Coalitions that are action
oriented. That's what I distinguish between the range of Coalitions
that there are. Theyhave adifferent kind of objectives and purposes,
but there are some that are action oriented, and because they are
motivated in that way and they want to deliver recommendations,
toolkits, guidelines, whatever, that's going to be potentially taken
up. They need to be connected to those sessions in the IGF programme
where they are addressing those issues, those problems, what we're
trying to identify how to realize opportunities. Perhaps of the fact
that there are no relevant Dynamic Coalitions. So coordination and
connecting these elements in the IGF programme is so important.

And my only thinking about what the solution might be is that
we hold again intercessional event where we bring all the Dynamic
Coalitions together. They're all invited to participate. And it's
an open forum, preparing for the IGF event where there's a lot of space
for reporting. This is what the individual Dynamic Coalitions have
been doing. And this is their normal report, and then it kind of feeds
into the preparatory process for the IGF event. And with the message
that 1if you're holding a session on, in our case, ISCC, a session on
the cybersecurity standards, check with the Dynamic Coalition. Maybe
they want to contribute to that session, that discussion, so there's
aconnection. There'salinkbetweenexploratorydiscussionandactual
activity being conducted by Dynamic Coalition. So there's that. You
know, let's have a look again at the intercessional event and see how
we can use that as the mechanism for more effective integration in
the programme of Dynamic Coalitions.

And then secondly, maybe we seek an extended period -- sorry,
an extended session for the Dynamic Coalitions. You mentioned at the
beginning, Markus, you know, it wasgettingdifficult. Time is running
out and, you know, we had a lot more potentially to say. If we had
a large enough time slot, like two hours or something like that, in
the morning, a dedicated morning for the Dynamic Coalitions, building
on what was reported earlier from an intercessional event and really
placing center stage, as Wout was saying, what it is the Dynamic
Coalitions are contributing to the IGF model and how that then feeds
into the GDC process and into the SDGs or to WSIS and so on, is that
something worth considering? And then that eases pressure on us from
the MAG saying, you know, you're taking up too much time with all these
individual DC sessions. A two-hour session as a follow-on from an



intercessional event, whichishigh-profile. Maybe there'sasolution
to the pressure points that Jutta was describing based around that
idea. That's what I offer anyway. Thanks.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Much food for thought you give us
here. I think there were various points. I think, you know, the
distinction you make between action oriented and not action oriented,
I think, is extremely important or is extremely valid. That we have
those Dynamic Coalitions that have an outcome that is action oriented,
and they will be given more —-- a higher level of visibility. I think
that would make much sense. But they have something that can produce
something and can show what they have produced, so that's an objective
criterion. And I think that's definitely worthwhile to be looked at.
And also you mentioned a word "connect various times." I think that
may be the better term to be used than coordinate. Coordinate has
always a little bit of a top-down connotation. It's bringing people
together and connecting the Dynamic Coalition with those who want this
main session. I think it's in, in a sense, less threatening, and it's
more neutral in that sense, more friendly.

And also the -- you mentioned, again, the intercessional event.
We had that for the first time at the July MAG meeting. It was, again,
an experiment, but all in all, I think it went rather well. I mean,
it could have, again, it could have been better, but I heard, actually,
spontaneous positive comments on that, and they were very -- also from
MAG members and new MAG members, it was a positive surprise to them,
the substantive contribution the DCs can actually make.

And going forward actually suggesting another intercessional
event of the sort, maybe the -- it could be the second MAG meeting
or so next year. It could be part of the input we will provide into
the call for issues. And, again, what worked well this year was that
we actually linked with the MAG themes, that we said, look, we can
produce something. We'renot incompetition in theMAG, but just saying
we can actually provide input into the themes you decided on, and we
can connect again with you there.

So these aremy sort of thoughts on that, anddefinitelyworthwhile
follow-up on thinking about it, and I'm sure Stephen has great
suggestions, too, how to do better than my suggestions. Please,
Stephen.

>> STEPHEN WYBER: I think what I'mgoing to say is that you've already
said 95%. I'm just wondering if it's a useful exercise for us to list
all of the bad stuff people have to say about DCs and DC sessions and
DCs getting time at the IGF and just run through those arguments that
I think we're all integrating into what we're saying right now and
thinkofhowdowerespond? Ithinkjusttodothesortofcomprehensively
and make sure that we're coveringall --all fronts here is, obviously,
there's competition for space. There will be worries about DCs sort
of pursuing individual people and individual organizations' agendas.
But just to sort of putting these on the table within our group to



make sure that we have a good answer every time one of these come up.
And this is just work doing systematically and doing what we are doing
implicitly in the conversation we're having now.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Well, the basic argument, I think, is -- in a
way -- a structural situation, that the MAG is officially in charge
of the programme, and here the more DCs there are and thematically
given a session that's without any MAG oversight. And so, you know,
what's our role in all this? 1It's an in-build conflict, I think.
There's no point for us to be confrontational, and I think, you know,
the way to see itself in a way bring in the MAG, take your energy,
and make sure -- and I think a lot of the proposals that were made
in this discussion go very much along that way, that we actually want
to, and we did last year work with the MAG or, you know, show that
we can actually work towards what you are aiming to do. And I think
this year's main session is precisely that. We can highlight that.
Look, we worked hand in hand with you, and we provided an input. But
what I hear is -- and various suggestions were made to go a step further
and to have next year's IGF that the DCs are more actively involved
inthe shapingof the programme and themain sessionalsoago-toresource
for some of the themes. We have -- do we have a DC on AI? I'm not
even sure. We do have a DC on IoT, for instance, had that for many
years. And we have DC on children's rights and so on. You know, that
the MAGactuallyproactively looks at theDCs, hey, canwe work together?
That's, I think, would be a positive message. We are here, ready,
in a way, like, the letter which has now been sent off to the
Secretary-General's office that the IGF is ready towork with the GDCs,
so are the DCs already to work. Jutta, please.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes. Thank you. So I do think that there is always,
in the MAG, somehow the suspicion that people might think it's easier
to set up a Dynamic Coalition and run a Dynamic Coalition over the
year thanbringingaproposal --aworkshopproposal throughtheprocess
of the MAG evaluation. Of course, we know that isn't true, and most
of the Dynamic Coalitions are working throughout the year, producing
their papers like Wout has already said. But still, from my feeling,
I would say a little bit more obligations for Dynamic Coalitions. We
are holding these calls at least once a month. You can see how many
or not many Dynamic Coalitions have turned up today. We had a
pre-meeting before the main session in Kyoto. Very little of Dynamic
Coalitions showed up at the meeting. So maybe it's necessary to have
a bit more pressure on Dynamic Coalitions to show their commitment,
becauseI'mprettysure, likeMarkushassaidbefore, inall MAGmeetings,
we are always stressing how important thework is of Dynamic Coalitions.
We have had that study on the work of Dynamic Coalitions, but still
we have toargue, and it wouldbeeasier if Dynamic Coalitions themselves
would feel the need to be more present. And maybe it's the way to
do it by an obligation. I don't know. It's just my thought that I
feel a bit disappointed of all that people that haven't shown up in



thiscall todaybecause I thinkstocktakingisaveryimportant exercise
and, yes, youcan see the same faces likewe always see in thesemeetings.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Well, all valid points, but we have
actually, over the past six, seven, eight years, have tightened up
a little bit the framework, and we are now -- obligations Dynamic
Coalitions have to produce an annual report of their activities and
soon. Butthatisalsooneofthequestionsinthispaper youmentioned.
Should we go a step further and have more obligations? Wout?

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes. Thank you, Markus. I think building and
following off of Jutta. If I look at the discussion we had almost
now two years ago after the Poland, Katowice IGF, I think we've made
enormous discussion in our progress, in our visibility, in the way
that many people perceive what these DCs are doing.

So after two years, it should be possible to start harvesting.
What I notice is that one of the most vocal people who often objecting
to DCs and voicing what Jutta was saying of DCs is no longer a MAG
member. And I spoke with several MAG members at the IGF in Kyoto,
and they saidwhat youare asking shouldnotbe thatdifficult toachieve.
Of course, we should be able to come up with some sort of a framework
so your work can be recognized, but it's time the MAGs start acting
upon it.

So if we can convince these people to start the work and then
probably we will have the distinction between active and less-active,
as Mark mentions, DCs. And perhaps even -- the outreach we do with
an open hand saying we can actually assist with making the IGF more
relevant, and that is not because we started IGF to have another sort
of workshop. That's a pretty elaborate way to get a workshop, I can
tell you, to have a DC through the whole year and trying to find funding
for it and come up with reports, et cetera, and to have a 90-minute
session.

So in other words, I think that we have convinced many people
of the valid work DCs are doing, and now it's time to start harvesting.
And but that does mean that our message will have to be good and sharp
and very understand building what we try to offer and what we try to
achieve. And that is a message that perhaps we should be starting
to think about and start writing so that at the first open MAG meeting,
we can have this discussion in the way that we would like to have it.
Thank you, Markus.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Well, and that also may be a bit of
a (Indiscernible). You know, a lot of the MAG work is focused on
selection of workshops. And maybe also that should be reconsidered
is that really the most important work that you have to do, and should
you alsonot look at the broader overall programme, and, again, connect
the dots and connect people, the intercessional work. But, obviously,
if the MAG is not in charge of —-- if the feeling is the DCs is something
that's outside our jurisdiction, then automatically you take not as
much ownership as you would take for something you organize yourself.



So the challenge really is to bring DCs together with the MAG. But
as you said, we have come a long way. Well, time to harvest. I'm
not sure whether that maybe a little bit too ambitious. It's not
something, you know, that will be given, but we have towork on improving
the cooperation. And all this is all very good, but let's then bring
that forward in our suggestion, then, for -- well, again, to Celine,
what will the call you open, how will that be worded exactly? How
would we fit into that? Obviously, that's not so much an issue, but
it's more how to shape it. But nevertheless, I think in my view, it
willbeaworthwhile input, andthatwill come, then, andwillbedigested
at the very first MAG meeting in the new year.

But turning to you, Celine, can you explain exactly what will
be the public call?

>> CELINE BAL: Thank you, Markus. So I won't be able to tell you
exactly how it is because I wasn't part of the team last year when
theydidthiscall. Buttomyunderstandingit'stoshapetheeight --or
the subthemes of next year's IGF. So perhaps I can say just a few
things regarding what was discussed just before. I think it is a good
idea to have the MAG Chair coming to next meeting just because it will
help her to also have an idea of what exactly the DCs are doing of
what we are discussing during the DC DGs just because the MAG will
be shaping the schedule of next year and also will be meeting at some
point to discuss about the types of sessions that we will have, so
this will, I think, also be an opportunity for the MAG Chair to really
understand a little bit better the Dynamic Coalitions and how they
could fit actually for next year's on the IGF programme.

So I can go back to my colleagues to ask exactly what kind of
questions will be asked for the call of thematic input. But to my
understanding, it is to shape the subthemes. So as we had this year
the eight subthemes from AI to cybersecurity and whatsoever.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Well, the question is we could,
obviously, also come up with subthemes as Dynamic Coalitions. Can
we agree on subthemes to be put forward? What we discussed now was
more procedural, and I think as such, that could also be a valid point.
We think what themes are and Dynamic Coalitions stand ready to help
and to provide input from our collective wisdom and past work,
intercessionalwork, whichisconsiderable, intoshapingthe subthemes,
more procedural input and not thematic. But, again, I am open and,
yes, a little bit disappointing, as Jutta said, the people who are
participating in this call, but then as I can notice, they are very
high-brain-power people, very active with good ideas. Sometimes
quality matters more than quantity, and let's take advantage of the
quality.

What are your ideas? Could we -- would it be valid in providing
some procedural input, or should we just focus on a substantive input,
or could we do both? The floor is open. Yes, Wout.

>>WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes. Thankyou, Markus. Ithinkit'sanexcellent



suggestion. What I would suggest to make a distinction is that as
DCDG, we offer our open hand, as I said, and to work with the MAG and
to assist with creating the programme, however we exactly formulate
it, and that as individual DCs, we can each come up with the themes
that we think are important because that is not something that we could
be coordinated unless we find a common theme that we would like to
bring forward. And that is something we need to do by email, say can
we do this, I think, and thendiscuss it. But tomake thisdistinction,
I think that in my opinion, but I'mdefinitely interested to hear what
others think. Thanks.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. No, it goes without saying that each
DC is free, of course, tomake a substantive thematic suggestion. And
if we are able to agree on a theme collectively, fine. But we may
not be able to. But I see IGF Secretariat, hand is up. I presume
that's Celine, yeah.

>> CELINE BAL: Yes. Thank you. I just wanted to make it clear,
sobasicallythecall asof the20thof Novemberwill onlybe substantive.
It will only be about the themes. If you would like to provide some
procedural inputs, this is your chance to do it during the taking stock
that is until the 19th of November. But as of the 20th, it's only
going to be the themes. Yeah. I hope this clarifies a little bit.
I just discussed it with my colleague, Anya. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Okay. So if you have a procedural input, that
should be done prior to the 19th of November. Correct.

>> CELINE BAL: Yes, exactly. Mm-hmm.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Well, shall we aim for that, then? We leave the
substantive input open for each Dynamic Coalition. I think should
we agree as a collective group to make Wout's suggestion on one, two,
three themes, fine, but let's leave it to the DCs. But if we want
to make a procedural input, then we will have to hurry up. That will
be in, what, less than three weeks' time. How shall we go about? Then
I think we need another call in two weeks' time at the very latest
to finalize that. And we would need to have some kind of draft.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Markus, as I said, I delivered my personal inputs
to taking stock today, this morning. I can take some of the elements
out of there, put them on the DCDG mail or Google Doc and that people
can start working in that Doc and leave their comments. Because what
we discussed is sort of in their -- not exactly in the right wording,
probably, but at least a start of a discussion. So is that a way to
go forward?

>> MARKUS KUMMER: I was looking for a volunteer, and you've come
forward as a volunteer. So if we have a volunteer, then we have a
plan.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: I think that Stephen is suggesting the same thing.
Perhaps, Stephen, that we can work together on this. I see your thumb.
So that we work as coordinators and then present it to the group.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: I see the chat, yes, that sounds excellent. Yes.



That is the answer, and that is all -- I like the idea also tie it
in with the Summit of a few themes so that we can have a link to that,
that we connect with the Summit. So in that case, we have a plan.
The question is timing. When will -- that will happen online,

but we would definitely need a call. My suggestion would be two weeks
from now, roughly, that we could then finalize the input and that we
try to invite the MAG Chair for that call. I think maybe not as too
much, I think, in working. But, Mark, Meese.

>> MARK CARVELL: Thanks, yes. Sorry, not directly on the point
you're discussing now, but my expectation is that the Global Digital
Compact will continue to frame the thematic direction of the IGF, as
it has done over the last year or so. And that's -- that's important
for the Dynamic Coalitions because, as the call -- the first call for
action from Kyoto, from the Dynamic Coalition session, makes clear
that there is this -- sorry, I forget the exact wording —-- but about
the structure of the GDC should include Dynamic Coalitions, something
along those lines. It's quite specific in terms of the action framing,
links in a very concrete way the role of the Dynamic Coalitions to
the GDC. Now, the GDC is going to move fast because the summit is
September next year. Negotiations will start in earnest in New York
on the substance of the Compact end of December. So we need to build
on that call for action about the GDC in a very coherent way. You
know, we've got to develop a narrative about the Dynamic Coalitions
and their place in the GDC process. It's not -- and we don't have
anythingdetailedonthatyet. Andmyworryisthatwemightbesidelined
as a sort of, oh, it's a high-level ambition for the Dynamic Coalitions
tobe, you know, involvedin the GDC process. I thinkweneedadocument,
anarrative, andperhaps illustratedwithpossibilities for individual
DynamicCoalitionsonIoTorwhatever, cybersecurity, childprotection,
data protection. You know, this is where Dynamic Coalitions can
contribute within a structured GDC process. So —-- and I think we've
got towork on that now in tandemwith our inputs into the IGF procedural
and thematic development. They do link because the expectation, as
I say, 1s the GDC is going to be the mainframe work for the IGF in
Riyadh, yeah?

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Well, in my understanding, it's the same thing.
We need to -- you know, what we are trying to do as part of this stock
taking and way forward is to link all this together. But, Wout, you
have your hand up, and Stephen made a comment in the chat. I would
invite you as we will be holding the pen, anyway, to make your comment
orally. Wout?

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes. Thank you, Markus. There was one point
I wanted to make at the beginning and forgot about, so I'm making it
now. What I sort of noticed is that where governments are concerned,
it seems the IGF is moving from economic, telecom affairs, whatever
they are called in their respective countries, to foreign affairs.
You can see that the Global Digital Compact is runbyMinistry of Foreign



Affairs. So the focus of our work perhaps has to take that into
consideration, that we are starting to engage with another set of civil
servants that we have in the past. Is that something that people
recognize, or is that just that in the Netherlands they were a three
or four-person delegation of Foreign Affairs, and as usual, only one
from Economic Affairs?

>> MARKUS KUMMER: No, it's a valid point. I mean, it's -- you know,
the action is moving to New York, and New York is much more political,
and there's much more foreign affairs. We are coming to the top of
the hour. I wonder, Stephen, what do you have? You made some comments
in the chat and as you will be helping with the first draft on the
Google Doc?

>> STEPHEN WYBER: Yeah, no. I was Jjust going to say -- I mean,
I'll take (Indiscernible) from Celine what we can do as a group Or
DCs engaging in loose order. It almost feels like having a set of
sort of ideas or defined position, as Mark was saying, about what we
want out of the GDC, and I think we can look at the policy brief from
back in May, which includes at the end some reasoned, clear ideas on
these other paragraphs of what's probably going to be the backbone
of whatever the GDC looks 1like in theend. Ifwe comeupwith aparagraph
that we want, and I'm happy to share -- I've got an Excel file with
the contact details of all the U.N. missions, and so we can mail merge,
like anything I suspect we're not allowed to do that, if we deliberately
called ourselves the IGF DC coordination group, it wouldn't be
permitted. I know there's sort of standard engagement tactics we can
use there if we can come up with a sort of paragraph -- the paragraph
that goes in the text, the page that explains it, and then maybe a
longer piece to give some weight to why we're saying that DCs need
to be part of it.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: That makes very much sense. So by when will we
have a sort of Google Doc we can comment on? Is that Stephen and Wout
will team together and --

>> STEPHEN WYBER: Might it be too Docs? So we have one for the
responses directly to the IGC -- sorry, the IGF, sorry, I do IGC stuff
as well -- to the IGF substantive inputs and procedural inputs and
one for defining a position on what we want to do with the GDC or?

>> JUTTA CROLL: I have to say good-bye. My next call is knocking.
Bye. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thanks for joining. My feeling would be it would
be easier to just have one doc that includes both. Make it a little
bit simpler, yes. Why don't you give it a go, and inform us on the
list where we are, and then we can comment on and add also as individual
DCs, see what they would like to add their strength. And we try to
find a date, roughly two weeks from now, and it will be good if we
invite the MAG Chair to be on that discussion if she can make it. Does
that make sense?

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: And I will open the doc tomorrow, Markus.



>> MARKUS KUMMER: Excellent. Okay. Well, thank you all. I think
it was a very good and productive discussion. Thanks a lot. Bye-bye.
Bye-bye, everyone. Bye-bye. Thanks.



