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>> MARKUS KUMMER: Hello, everyone. Just testing the sound.
It's Markus speaking. Can you hear me?

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Yes, we can hear you and see you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Excellent. Thank you.

Hello, everyone. It's Markus here. It's two minutes to
go until the top of the hour. Let's wait for others to join,
hopefully. It'snotaveryfriendly time for those inthewestern
hemisphere, for the Americans. 1It's very, very early in the
morning. It's a bit kinder for Rajendra and I.

>> RAMESH RASKAR: Thank you, Markus. Happy new year. 1It's
a good start, I would say. But most of the time on the other
side.

>> JUNE PARRIS: It's 6:00 a.m. in Barbados. Not too early.
Not too early. 4:00 was really bad. But 6:00 1is not too bad.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Yeah, six is just about tolerable, but --

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yeah, yeah.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Maybe we have to revise this idea, the
idea of changing the hours is, basically, a very good idea, but,
yeah, also have to see how many more people it actually attracts.
And if it puts off quite a few people, we have maybe to assess
whatare thebenefits fromhavingcourt --ImeanfortheEuropeans,
we are, sort of, in the middle, so it doesn't matter too much.
But it's essentially, especially for Australia, it's very
difficult to keep themon board. Butwe don't seem to have anyone
fromAustraliaor furthereast. So, makesyouwonder thenwhether
it's worth it.



Anyway, we reached the top of the hour. I suggest still
waiting a minute or two. And the agenda has been circulated in
the chat. Thanks, Roman. Wwe have essentially two major agenda
items. Thefirstoneistakingstock, andthesecondoneis looking
forward on how to organize our work this year, and always bearing
in mind that the next IGF meeting is more or less around the
corner we have fromnow. Wwhat, it's fivemonths toprepare. Yes,
it'sinJune. Yeah. Fivemonthsandabit. So,it'sreally --we
have to be focused.

with that, I suggest that we get started. Let me start by
wishing you all a happy new year. I hope you had good holiday
and rest after the IGF meeting.

And first agenda item would be adoption of the agenda, as
we have it here in the chat. And we always have the possibility
toaddanyotherbusiness incase theagendaisnotas comprehensive
as you think it should be. But are there any comments or can
I take silence for agreement?

I take it that we have agreement and we have an agenda.

Then the first agenda itemwill be taking stock. And there,
we have three distinct sub agenda items. Onewill be the DC booth
at the IGF village. The second one is the DC main session. And
then the third one will be the individual DC sessions, how that
works.

without further ado, I would Tike to invite Roman to give
us feedback from the village, as he was the main person dealing
with it and he was herding the DC cats at the IGF village, which,
inmy humble opinion, worked better than Iwouldhave anticipated.
Roman, over to you.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Thank you, Markus. Hello, everyone, and
congratulations first for the successful work in the IGF and
happy new year to everyone. And, yes as you mentioned, Markus.
The work was -- the DC booth was really efficient, and thanks
to you, I believe that those two worked well. where you can all
volunteer and take some time slots and also the whatsApp chat
which we propose to keep for communication purposes, I believe
it's quite efficient. Especially I know for myself or my own
emails don't pass UN filters and probably some of you also get
the emails delayed or sometimes it goes to the spam folder. But
if you are on WhatsApp group, it means you will receive all
notifications there. You will not miss them. So I believe we
should continue this practice with the DC booth and allocate
special rows and time slots. And maybe for the next time we can
a bit in advance prepare the material to be placed on the screen
or even do some joint videoor joint slide showof thesematerials,
not do it on the venue. It will require us a little bit of



coordination in advance. But I believe it's manageable.

I think this is it. Yeah, also thanks to Mark, our intern,
we have this beautiful brochure which I also believe worked well.
And why not keep the same structure for the next forum, maybe
we will have less DCs by that time. I don't know if not anyone
submits their annual reports by the end of the first quarter.
And if not anyone will continue active participation in the DC
meetings. And our intersessional work with clusters which we
can discuss a bit further, right.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you, Roman. And many thanks for
the work, very much last-minute work it was in Riyadh itself.
But in the end, the result, I was a bit skeptical when we arrived.
Nothing was there. we couldn't find the booth. It was not even
on the plan. But in the end, 1t worked well. And also the Togo
we had was good and also the presentation on the computer. Can't
remember the guy who put it together, was very, sort of, also,
again, was on the venue itself. But in the end, it was there
and that's the main thing.

Are there any other comments, also suggestions on lessons
Tearned onwhat we could do better next time? Obviously, wedon't
know yet what the venue will Took 1ike, and I think what Olivier
said in the chat was a great meeting point and a lTot to do with
the architecture of the meeting. The village was right in the
middle of the workshop. Wwhenever you had to go to a meeting,
you went through the village and that greatly facilitated or
enhanced the value of the village.

Last year, it was a nice village, but it was just not at
the same venue, in a way. It was a different planet.

But I see there are two hands up. Mark and Olivier. Mark,
please.

>> MARK CARVELL: Yes, thank you, Markus. Hello, everyone.
Never too late, is it, to wish everybody a happy, prosperous,
successful year for dynamic coalitions.

At the booth, I thought it went -- it worked very well. I
should say the location of the village was excellent this year.
I think it was a model for future IGFs, I have said that in my
stocktaking response. I think it is really good.

I wonder if we have any sense of how interaction at the booth
may have led to expansion of membership of individual dynamic
coalitions. And also whether generated some thoughts about
establishing new dynamic coalitions, I wonder. It's difficult
to measure this kind of impact, I guess, but I think it may well
have helped. Certainly raised the profile, and that would lead,
I hope to stakeholders thinking, ah, that's a coalition for me
to join and how to contribute and also inspire people to think,



we should set up a coalition on whatever new emerging topic,
whatever.

The thought also occurs to me, those of us who were there
will remember the networking stage in the centre of that room
where the village booths were. That also could be something to
think about for the dynamic coalitions, if that is replicated
and Lillestrom in June, and in subsequent years, whether we take
advantage and a get slot in the schedule for the networking stage
to present on the coalitions. This is all. oOkay. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Olivier and then Muhammad.
Olivier.

>> OLIVIER CREPIN-LEBLOND: Thank you, Markus. I support
everything that mark has just mentioned. And I wondered whether
the UN, when they send their recommendations or requisites to
a host country, whether they have a say in regards to the setup.
whilst I was not fond at all of the acoustics of the workshop
rooms, which we all felt was challenging due to their open nature
and so on. I did think that having the booths in the middle of
it all and also an open stage in the middle of it all actually
integrated everyone in this and it really raised a profile of
the booths and of the activities around the booths, rather than
these things being, you know, as you said in previous occasions,
inadifferentworld, whichthencertainlybringsustothequestion
as to whether, I think Markus said whether we want to actually
make use of these open stages as well, maybe even on more than
one occasion and just for short sessions, just to remind people
about the dynamic coalitions in addition to our main session.
Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Muhammad.

>> MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Yeah, thank you very much. And I also
support the suggestions and the comments madebyMarkusandoOlivier,
but would Tike to add a couple of points.

Markus' comment on how the dynamic coalitions booth at the
right, right middle of the conference, helped in raising the
membership for the dynamic coalitions. For die CAD, I can say
Idon't remember the numberdirectlybutsinceIas thecoordinator
received emails of every new member added to the coalition, I
think there were about seven to 10 members, new members, those
who have joined since IGF 2024. So this would be from the die
CAD side.

with regard to the rooms where I would say the acoustics
was one problem in some workshop rooms, there was also a problem
of wi-fi connectivity of the headphones, head sets that were
there. Therewas some issues in the connectionandin the setting
upof thosesystems. Ithinkthosecouldbeimproved. Otherwise,



it was wonderful.

In terms of accessibility, there are numerous suggestions
and our participation in this meeting informs our accessibility
guidelines. There are a couple of points that would be added
in the accessibility guidelines in the 2020 -- and we wil1l call
that updated in 2025 we plan to update and share those with the
SecretariatbyearlyFebruarysothatwe cansharetheseguidelines
with the new host in July.

Last point, with regards to the annual report, DCAD had
submitted its reportandit's already up there on the IGF website.
Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. And wout.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes, thank you, Markus. And also from
my side, of course, the best to everybody for 2025, that we may
have successful year as dynamic coalitions and personally, of
course, .

I think that I underscore everything that Mark said and that
has been said afterwards. Two things I would 1like to add, I do
would Tikeus tohave a serious evaluation of themergingprocesses
of the workshops of the dynamic coalitions, whether these were
successful or not. As I was not exactly happy about what the
outcome is. Because we had outcomes that we were hardly able
to present at the IGF with people working for a whole year on
these topics. And in fact, almost nobody heard anything about
these outcomes.

And I don't think that that is the desire dynamic coalitions
and the seriousness of the work that has beenundertaken. I think
that is something that we need to look at and discuss with the
MAG.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Sorry if I interrupt you. You are already
jumping. You are already forming the agenda item. Right now
we are discussing the booth and the village.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: I thought it was double. I think the
booth and the village were excellent on the sessions itself.
I had the idea that when things went wrong with the connection
with the headphones, it was because of these people behind the
desk were half of the time not taking it seriously. They were
allofasuddengoneortheywereplayingagame thatwasinterfering
with the connection, ina literal sense. Andwhen theywere asked
to stop playing the game, then the connection came back on. So,
in other words, there was some unprofessionality with some of
the people monitoring the room and that is something that, well,
we can discuss, but they are gone and nobody cares anymore, right?

So, Iwillskiptheothertopicforlater. Thankyou. Sorry.
I had not seen the agenda. It was my mistake.



>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Yao.

>> YAO AMEVI SOSSOU: Thank you, Markus, for the floor. Happy
new year, everybody, and happy to see you again. Wwhat I want
to mention, the booth, sometime the equipment will not work,
and we could not find any assistant to setting up the devices.

Apart from that, I think, yeah, the position of our village
wasveryquite, Ithink, interesting, and, yeah, itwas, personally
my first in-person attendance of the IGF, was a great experience
for me. And I enjoy the booth also very much.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Roberto.

>> ROBERTO GAETANO: Roberto speaking. Besides what has
already been said, I think what was annoying for me was the fact
that you had to put the headphones to hear what was going online.
That was an additional problem, considering also the fact that
we didn't have a screen in front of us. So, we had to turn our
heads to see the screen behind for the people who were online.
So it all comes up from the fact that we had an open space and
so thatwe couldn't possibly have all the rooms' speakers speaking
without the headphones.

So, it goes back to Avri Doria has commented, the fact of
not havingin front of us the returnof the screenwas an additional
problem, especially for the first session that you are suddenly
in. And then you get used to 1it.

About the fact of the reporting, I think the reporting by
groups of the activities, I think that we had already spoken
on the spot and we don't need to repeat it. But I think that
we have to take serious commitment that this doesn't happen in
the future.

And also, I agree with Avri, that certain things should be
in the requirement. And the fact that we leave too much free
hand to the organizers is -- can be a problem because they cannot
possibly learn from the experience of the previous editions if
they have not attended many. So, there should be a role for the
IGF Secretariat in this organizing how the venue is structured.
Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you for that.

I thinkwehave, sortof, done the round. Justafewcomments.
Obviously, you have to live with the rooms that are there. And
Tast year, in Kiyota, that was a grand conference centre, was
built forinternational conferences, but thereitwasnotpossible
to have thevillage inthemiddle of theworkshop rooms. Sothat's
why it was separate. It was nice, but it was not the central
for the whole meeting, as it was this year.

Now, the drawback we had this year was it was in the middle
but the conference rooms were open, they had no roofs, so we



had to resort back to these Tistening with earphones. That was
commented on. It was the third time, actually, this happened.
First time it was in Vvilnius in 2010, and then Baku in 2012,
and new in Riyadh.

I think Tast year it was the best so far. It's definitely
not ideal. It cuts sort of spontaneity and interaction of the
participants and many points were already made and a 1ot of it
was the Tack of attention of the local technical assistants who
did not do their job properly. I think Olivier mentioned it and
I think you had also been very active in various sessions you
were involved in telling them what they had to do. So, that is
something, yes, that's the host country responsibility to train
their assistants well enough. But be it as it is.

And lastly, you know, the UN provides requirements in host
country agreement, but they were drafted many years ago, before
actuallytheInternetwasafactorinconferences. And, obviously
that is something that ought to be factored in in the requirements
of the host country agreement. And that is something, I think,
Roman in the chat promised already to take it back to the
Secretariat. Idon'tthinkinnowaywewillhavethesameproblems.
But it's always better to have it inwriting and to make it clear
as an obligation for the host country. If you want to host a
meeting, you have to abide by the requirement.

These are my short reactions to that, but I think I saw --did
I say Jutta's hand up? would you like to add your comments?

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes. 1It's like you already said, so I put
my hand down. I do think it could work with the headsets, and
I have an example with the Republica, which is a big Internet
conference, international, national in Germany every year in
May where thousands of people attend and all, all sessions are
held with headphones. People are acquaintedwith that. So they
areusedtoit. Andif thetechnologyworksandif the technicians
in the background do their job quite well, then it can work out.

Also, it's a different situation to being in a room with
a ceiling and where you don't need the headphones. But it can
work out. It all depends on the technology and the technicians
to do a good job. That was what I wanted to add.

And I do think that also the message that we can transfer
not only to Norway, but to any further meeting, that it depends
on the technology and also on kind of the mentality of those
technicians who are working in the background to understand that
they are there to serve for a good experience in the sessions
and, yes, we have heard the complaints already. So, I don'twant
to get deeper into that.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: well, thank you for that. And, you know,



it's always a question of balancing the various needs. The
overall feeling of Tast year's IGF with the village in the middle
was certainly extremely positive. The downside, then was the
open workshop rooms. But as you said, that depends -- that can
be managed better than it was managed in Riyadh.

with that, can we go to the next sub-item of the agenda,
which will be taking stock of the DC main session. And, thus,
Jutta was the main architect behind it and also the person who
summed it up and was in charge of the report. You are obviously
the best placed person to give us the feedback on how it went.
I think it went very well. Please, over to you.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: There's the hand of Muhammad.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes, Muhammad, maybe you have a comment to
the previous agenda item?

>> MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Yes. I think I Towered the hand, but,
yes, itwas related to the previous item. Butsincewe have moved,
so I can just send an email regarding that.

>>MARKUS KUMMER: No, no, please, as youhave the flooralready.
Go ahead.

>> MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Thank you. 3Just a quick comment.
Perhaps we can consider making a list of do's and don'ts on the
Tines of accessibility guidelines where we set the experiences
just not as a requirement, but as an experience hearing for the
next year's host, that what are the do's and don'ts for the IGF
meetings. And these kind of technical inefficiencies or
volunteer issues or such as systematic problems could fall into
that and categorize and perhaps someone may learn lessons from
there. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you for that. And with that, back
to you, Jutta.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes, thank you, Markus. I am taking the
opportunity to say happy new year to all of you. I am really
impressed that we have somany participants today in this meeting,
which shows that all understand how relevant dynamic coalitions
work is, and that is what we also showcased in the dynamic
coalitions main session.

Thank you to those who have not only taken part, but given
their input to the five cluster groups, according to the Global
Digital Compact. I do think that approach went very well. And
also a big thank you to Joao, I don't think he's in this call.
I haven't seen him so far. Because he was very supportive and
helped us to structure not only the session as such, but also
how dynamic coalitions were sorted to the five main objectives
of the Global Digital Compact.

I do think it works out very well not only throughout the



session itself, which, gained pretty much attention, it was well
tended by participants. I dothinkbetter thanwe hadinprevious
years. So it was quite good. And also the main message that,
from my perspective, was given by this main session is how good
cooperation amongdynamic coalitions couldworkwhen the approach
in advance has a good structure.

I have heard wout already referring to the merging process
and everything that might not have been going well in all cases.
I had a good experience, we had a good experience in our merged
session, but thatmightbedifferent forotherdynamiccoalitions.
we will hear about that.

But I do think that was also due to the fact that it was
not knowninadvance that the IGFwould suggest themergingprocess,
that all dynamic coalitions prepared for their own individual
session, and the process for the joint dynamic coalition main
session was different. It was from the beginning an approach
that went based on collaboration, finding out where we have
similarities, where we are trying to achieve not only our own
dynamic coalition objectives, but alsoobjectives that were laid
down in the Global Digital Compact. So, I do think this is an
appropriate that we and a strategy that we could follow also
in the future.

Again, many thanks to those who took part in thewhole process
who gave their input to the presentation of the dynamic coalitions
work. And, yes, over to all who are in the room to say whether
they felt they were not well represented or whether they have
suggestions for improvements in the future. Thank you so much.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Thanks, Jutta. One small comment, which
I received right after the session from the technical team, who
was organizing the stage, and they said that so far it was the
best session. So, itwas quite pleasant because really they were
quite sincere and they were happy about the content and the
diversity and the messages. So, it was really some unexpected
feedback we received right there on the stage, what we will do
in the collective photo.

>> JUTTA CROLL: I am pleased to hear that. Thank you so
much.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Indeed, thank you, Roman. That's good
news. That's a very pleasant surprise. Again, it confirms the
initial reaction we had, that it was extremely well done and
well prepared, well executed. And, again, thanks to you, Jutta,
and to Joao, who did also very excellent work.

Are there other comments on the main session? Doesn't seem
to be the case. I think everybody was very happy with that and
has the same assessment.



Then we go to the individual DC sessions, and you already
alluded to that and we already heard wout.

>> OLIVIER CREPIN-LEBLOND: Markus.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Yes, Olivier, please.

>> OLIVIER CREPIN-LEBLOND: One last thing. Justonthemain
session, actually, it's interesting to note that the
professionalism of the people working for that main hall and
so on was actually way above all of the other rooms. Sowedidn't
have any technical problems. But I also particularly like the
fact that there was an usher, there were people telling us as
panelists when to step on, waiting on the side. There was an
actual show being presented, which I think made it very, very
professional or made it Took very professional. You know, we
were all escorted onto the stage at the right moment, et cetera,
whilst in the past there might have been some sessions where
we were just hanging about before the session was due to start
and it was much Tess tidy.

So, I really appreciated the ushering and the guidance we
were given by the local crew in putting this where we needed
togo. That'sall of the partpreparation, of course, which Jutta
and colleagues have worked on. But it's something I would 1like
to recognize and I hope we will be able to have in the future
as well.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: That's an interesting point. We had the
A team for the main sessions and the B team for the workshops.
Okay.

Back to the agenda item, the individual DC sessions. Wwe
already had -- I interrupted wWout so it's only fair to give the
microphone back to wout.

>>WOUTDENATRIS: Yes, thankyou, Markus. Igotmymicrophone
on. I'm not complaining about the cooperation that I had with
DC IoT but that went very excellent and they had their own session,
allowed us to come on their session, but also had a negative
experience with another DC that said, but we are not giving you
the floor.

But that point sort of aside, I think what I would 1like us
to discuss is that the DCs who come to the IGF with a tangible
outcome, whether it's a report or recommendation or guideline
or whatever, they need to have the opportunity to present that
at some sort of level at the IGF where people have the option
to hear it. And in the past we had our own session and had 10
people show up and it has no impact either.

So, how can we make sure that people know that there are
tangible outcomes, and how can they be presented at a Tevel that
at lTeast maybe a few hundred people who are present hear it and



not just the 10 who happen to stray into one of the 20 or 15
sessions going on at the same time?

And we should know up front, well up front which DCs expect
tohaveanoutcomesothatwecanplanforsomesortofapresentation
time together. Andthatdoesn'tneedtobeintheDCmainsession.
But that needs, 1like Mark suggested, perhaps, that there is some
sort of a plenary time possible to give a 10-minute presentation
on the outcome. Because it's an outcome that is the work of an
IGF intersessional process. And how can we make sure that we
get a better platform for the work that has been done by the
DCs? And I am not talking about my own. I am talking about us
all.

And finally, that what also did not help is that the new
section on the main page of the IGF was not working the month
before the IGF. So I announced we have a new report, I announced
we have avideo thatwe are going to showduring the IGFon education
skills and it was not able to get it on the website. So, that's
also something that does not assist DCs or other intersessional
work to announce their outcomes to -- yeah, to a bigger audience
than just their own DC page, which hidden deep, deep, deep,
somewhere on the IGF website.

How can we organize ourselves better is question one.

Question two is do we know up front what is going to be
presented in Lillestrom. And three, how can we make sure that
we get a platform where we are heard so that people know, hey,
there's an interesting outcome coming. I better go and listen.

So, that's three questions I would Tike to pose to us and
have a final serious evaluation of the mergingprocess andwhether
we are happy with it or that it needs to be better somehow. I
know we are not going to get all the sessions back, but how can
we improve ourselves.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Yes, there are various points.
I would just get back on -- well, the website is one thing I
think we can -- any website for every organization I have ever
worked with, there are always questions. You can never findwhat
you want to see, usually you use Google to find it.

But I will note, Mark was in exchange with the secretary
pointing out the things that were deep down. Same thing happened
to me. The famous paper I like so much of our DC, was lost. I
couldn't findit. Itwas deepdown somewhere. But itwas there.
I suggest taking that offline. If you see something, maybe get
in touch with Roman and also sort it out with Louis. I think
Mark had some success already with his interventions. So, this
is continuous work 1in progress.

The other point is as to present outcomes and I think your



suggestion is very constructive, that we ask well in advance
which dynamic coalitionwould have a concrete outcome to present.
Last year was IGF DCAD had the updated guidelines, that was 1in
writing, they hadit inBraille, whatever. Butagain, well, they
had their own DCAD meeting but I think it deserves also a bigger
stage.

And at the IGF last year, I think the stage in the middle
of the village would have been an ideal stage for that sort of
thing, where you can actually present, and it's also -- the
Tocation of it was actually quite useful because sometimes you
get an audience that might not have gone to your meeting, but
because they were already there, they Tistened to you. But that,
again, depends on what the meeting, how the local geography will
be of this year's meeting.

But this is, I think, a request we can clearly make at the
next MAG meeting that there should be -- there are various
categories of meetings to present something. I can't even
remember all the categories they had. It's sometimes
mind-boggling. But it could be amain session where you present
outcomes, thatwe havethisinmind. Ithinkthat'saconstructive
approach and something we could present to the MAG.

And then the last point, and Jutta already said that it was
a bit, we were forced to move to these mergers, but, again, we
have to wait for the result of the stocktaking. The secretary
will present a report of that. But I would be surprised if we
would be back to the old model where dynamic coalitions
automaticallygetasessionbecauseof thegeneral moodwas reduced
the numbers of sessions, and if you have more dynamic coalitions,
it's unlikely that automatically every dynamic coalition would
be granted their own session, which is different from having
their annual meeting type of thing where it can meet, and get
a room for that. So this is something we have to bear in mind.

But I have talked too much. Are there other comments on
this issue? I'm sure there are.

Olivier.

>> OLIVIER CREPIN-LEBLOND: Yeah, thanks, Markus. 1It's
Olivier speaking. So, I agree with wout. It was difficult to
have -- to present any of our own usually threads and standard
work that we have done, including work that was done with other
dynamic coalitions. We have collaborated with other dynamic
coalitions before the current collaboration. So it kind of
fragmented the thing in that we had an excellent session, joint
session at this IGF, but that's just opened a new path and we
have no idea what we are going to do for the next one. Because
for the next one, who do we collaborate with if we have to do



a joint session? Do we collaborate with the one we just had now.
Do we collaborate with that one or we collaborated in the past.
It's going to be interesting. I do support the idea that perhaps
we could have the same thing with the joint sessions, but we
would also have access to flash sessions, where we can present
ourwork. Andnotjustoneflashsession, butanumberofsessions.
10 minute slots at some time during the day, 1ike the stage that
was in the middle of the village of the booths and, you know,
say, hey, so these are the things that we come up with the work
that we've come up with in presenting the work that was done
elsewhere than in the main joint session. Because yes, we are
faced with questions now. That's it. Thanks.

>> MARKUS KUMMER : Thank you. Maybe that was an opportunity.
Yao and Jutta.

>> YAO AMEVI SOSSOU: Thank you very much, Markus. Alsoshare
the same concern, I can say worried about merging different DCs
outcome during the session. Of course, we have already planned,
if possible, another decision with the DC3 that we organized
during the IGF. But the chair of our DC, Michelle, was also
stressing the concern about either we should talk right now with
the IGF Secretariat to mention that we really need a mechanism
or a way to find possibility to own our own sessions.

And the suggestionmade by wout regarding knowing aheadwhich
dynamic coalition has some outcome to present is, I think it's
quite interestingone. AndIwould say right nowwe do have going
intoourDC, datedrivenhealth technology, we do have some outcome
we want to present. We are actually working on the book for this
year, and we already have some work already done during 2024
that we are also compiling. And, yeah, those are elements we
can -- we are, actually, we are planning to broadcast about.

But, yeah, we will be -- if there is any planning in that
direction, we have outcome to present as well. Yeah.

And how we can manage the different teams. I think we know
up front that we are, as Markus mentioned, a Tikely -- Tikely
that we are not going back to the old way of doing things where
we have our own session automatically, if that's a new norm,
I think it's maybe time we have time now to see which we might
collaborate with and start to do some side planning in case
something goes wrong. I won't say wrong, but in case we know
the final decision iswe have tomerge sessions. And, yeah, merge
sessions might also take the format of more DC working together
instead of only two DCs together. That is what I wanted to add.
Thank you very much.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Jutta and then Dino.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes, I take it from my own experience as



a dynamic coalition representative and as a coordinator, as well
as from the discussion here in the room that there are different
expectations we have when we are preparing for IGF from a dynamic
coalition perspective.

And cut that to three different types. One expectation is
that the IGF provides for a platform for a dynamic coalition
to gather their members in that atmosphere of the global event,
that dynamic coalition members who usually maybe throughout the
year, although they are collaborating, they only meet in person
or at the annual event. So, that is one expectation.

The next more prominent expectation is the IGF as a platform
to showcase the work the dynamic coalition is doing throughout
the year. This each individual dynamic coalition has produced
reports, has produced studies, certain outcomes, and the IGF
provides for a platform to showcase that, the broader
participants.

And then the third expectation, and that is mainly related
to the experience we had this last year is to showcase the
colTlaboration of dynamic coalitions at large so that there are
work that we can do together to achieve objectives, be 1t global
Digital Compact objectives, be it general objectives of Internet
governance. And I do think we need to find a strategy, a concept
how we can fulfill all these three types of expectations that
we have in regard of the global annual meeting of the Internet
Governance Forum, and sometimes they may overlap, they may be
opposed to each other. But I do -- still do think that we will
be abTle to find a strategy how we can fulfill all the three types
of expectations. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you for that. That's a very
analytical way of Tooking at it. And I think the first item you
mentioned, the first need is to actually find a meeting space
where the members of the dynamic coalition have
their --essentially their AGM. Andthatwas acceptedinRiyadh,
every dynamic coalition was actually given a meeting room, and
I think that is very much a baseline of what we need to defend
and to keep, that we have this possibility, if you are recognized
and active dynamic coalition, that you are given a room where
you can meet, it's once a year, your only time.

Then the other two issues, the collaboration, thatisusually
then the main session. Can we find another space in addition?

And then the other one is to present your outcome, and that
was verymuchwout's point, and that couldbepartof flashsession,
whatever. If you have a need to present, then the dynamic
coalition should be given a platform.

But I thinkit's important to disassociate the various needs



that we say the annual meeting is one thing and presentation
of an outcome 1is another thing, and the collaboration is yet
another thing.

But then Dino, and Muhammad again, and then Mark. Dino,
and you got up very early, yes. And so Avri is not on the call.
we were not clear whether we would get people from the U.S. at
this early hour. Thanks, Dino.

>>DINODELL 'ACCIO: Thank youverymuch, Markus. Andindeed,
it's very early and, therefore, apologies for not turning my
camera on.

So, happy new year to everybody. And I agree with probably
all the comments that have been made so far. Personally, I have
no complaints. I think that this IGF was a great success this
year.

Regarding the topic of DC, having the ability to showcase,
to present the outcome of the annual work at the IGF, I think
that transparently, honestly speaking, everybody wants to have
theiropportunity topresent. AndI thinkthatasalreadyalluded
to, there are many instances where this opportunity can be used,
can go to the benefit of each one of our dynamic coalitions
specifically.

we had the main session, and then we had the merged session,
and in some cases, like mine, that's why I said I definitely
cannot complain, because my dynamic coalition was able to have
1ts own individual session simply because there are no other
dynamic coalitions that were, if you will, close to our topic.

However, I think that the point is this. If everything had
worked exactly as we had expected, I think everybody would have
had the ability to showcase it, to present it, to share their
contribution to the IGF.

However, as we celebrate our successes, I think we also need
to honestly admit when we fail and when we don't deliver what
we were expected to deliver. So, the main session, I think 95%
went well. But specifically about my case, the first group of
the main session, did not deliver as expected. And, therefore,
the dynamic coalition that were included in the first group at
the main session were not adequately represented. I think this
is a fact.

I wrote and I took full responsibility in the chat shortly
after the main session. That's to say that indeed, if we
constructively acknowledge what did not work this time, we can
definitely do better next time.

So, if we look not just at individual instances,
opportunities, but if we look at all the opportunity that are
given to us by the IGF, and in this case I'm also speaking as



a representative of the international intergovernmental
governmental organizationDMAD, I think thereis enough, wherever
possible, whether it's part of the main session, whether it's
part of the merged session, we can have an opportunity to present
and showcase our contribution to the IGF.

So, this to say let's be transparent about what worked and
what did not work, and let's make sure in the future we try to
do our best to make sure that when there is an agreement about
who speaks and who speaks on behalf of who and what is the time
allotted for our speaking opportunity, we try to respect those
rules, those agreement and those framework. Thank you. Back
to you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you, Dino.

And Muhammad and then Mark.

>> MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Yes. Thank you very much. 1In regards
to expectations that Jutta so kindly short listed, I would just
want to add one expectation, and that is, in addition to what
he highlighted as to present to need and also with this year,
2024, to collaborate, the fourth expectation would be to serve
as an Expert Group within the IGF system. And expectation is
that as an Expert Group that has the repository of knowledge
as well as experts to provide a source for the Secretariat and
for the MAG and who so far in IGF system needs expertise related
to thesubject. Andthat, Ithink, isthe corepurposeofcreating
dynamic coalitions. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Mark.

>> MARK CARVELL: Yes. Thank you, Markus. I am just putting
in the chat an extract from my response to the stocktaking
consultation. Thedeadlinewas Sunday, as youprobablyall know,
Tike me, working all weekend to put mine together.

But it's about day 0 of the IGF as an opportunity to present
outputs from intersessional activities. Generally I think day
0 wasabitill-definedinRiyadh. Thereweresessions thatcould
possibly well have been part of the main schedule of days 1 to
4. So, I have made a quite provocative proposal that the day
0 really 1is structured as a kind of preparatory day. And the
key part of this preparatory day for the IGF is for all the
intersessional activities, including the dynamic coalitions to
present, of course, in summary form -- they are not going to
beindetail form ——theoutputsfromtheiryearyear'sactivities.
These could be policy recommendations, guidelines, toolkits that
need to be promoted to the IGF audience before the IGF rolls
out so they know, Took, this is what the dynamic coalitions,
for example, have actually come up with to inform some of the
sessions of the IGF.



So, my suggestion is, I think, can help with that part of
Jutta's listing of aims for dynamic coalitions and getting key
information out about what they have achieved and what they are
delivering andwhat they want the IGF to pick up and the Teadership
panel to disseminate in its contacts with governments and policy
leaders in business and so on.

So, that's -- I don't know if people think that's a good
idea. It does comeback tosomethingwe have talkedabout before,
thatwehavetime, asanintersessional process thatwoutdescribed
to say, look, this is what we have come up with over the year.
Here you are. Pickitup. Take it forward. And it informs your
future work as a whole IGF community. Okay. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Roberto.

>> ROBERTO GAETANO: Yes. Thank you. I would 1ike to pick
up one point that we have discussed on the spot in Riyadh. That
was about accessibility of dynamic coalitions.

>>MARKUS KUMMER: May Iinterruptyou? That'sthenextagenda
item that is planning ahead on the accountability. It's --

>> ROBERTO GAETANO: Okay. I'm sorry. I thought that was
the --

>> MARKUS KUMMER: well, this is still here talking about
theindividual DCsessions here. Buttheaccountability --well,
why don't you go on with that. You already lead us, then, into
the next agenda item.

>> ROBERTO GAETANO: I can wait. Sorry for the
misunderstanding.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: No, I mean, we had -- I was going to say,
I'm getting a bit nervous about the time. It's already -- we
hadaverygooddiscussionanditisimportant todothisdiscussion.
wWe normally earmark 90 minutes for our session. So, we would
have 35 minutes left. But we haven't started yet on planning
for '25. And the accountability is part of the agenda item, as
said, planning for '25.

But have we said enough about -- I could hear you on the
DC main sessions. There was a concern. The merging did not go
as smoothly as was hoped for. But at the same time, there is
a recognition that it may be difficult to get the annual -- the
meeting as before to have an automatic DC meeting.

But the need for an annual meeting, I think, was also
emphasized, and there was a comment by wWout in the chat that
all of a sudden they didn't have the meeting, was taken away,
and that is also something we need to defend. That at lTeast you
get the meeting slot where you can as a dynamic coalition, have
your AGM, your annual meeting, and I think that was appreciated
and not be taken away.



And at the same time, thereis aneed for beingable topresent
an outcome a dynamic coalitionmay have, that be as a flash session
or as Mark suggested on day 0 so that is my take on this discussion
on the individual DC sessions and there are different categories
and Muhammad made an important point that the DCs should also
be treated at expert groups and used to the benefit for the benefit
of the overall programme. And DCAT is very good example as they
are an expert on accessibility issues and should should be made
use of as in-house expertise, so to speak.

Can we, with that, then go to the next agenda item, which
essentially 1is preparing -- well, we have, obviously, we have
discussed on this by the taking stock, which will be the way
forward in '25. And we had a discussion on the very last day
of the IGF. wehad ameetingwith theMAG --well, the MAG. There
were some MAG members, but 1t was a good idea. And we had, I
think, agreed, more or less, that we would keep this cluster
approach as it 1inks us to the GDC and to the GDC implementation.
So we don't have to discuss at length what we want to discuss
or how we want to structure ourselves, but we already have a
structure 1in place.

And the other item that came up was, and that was made by
the meeting we had on day 0 as a DC internal meeting, and that
was made by Dino, that we also have to lTook at the accountability
of the DCs. That was the point you wanted to raise, Roberto.

But I see Avri has her hand up -- or, no. Why don't I give
the floor to you as I interrupted you so rudely, Roberto. So
you can continue where you were going to go about the
accountability.

>> ROBERTO GAETANO: Thank you. Thank you, Markus. Yeah,
the reason why I was intervening, maybe not really appropriate,
at the appropriate moment, is because what I was going to say
is linked to what Dino said, that is the grouping.

I think that there are two issues that are connected here.
One 1is the problem that we have raised verbally in chats during
the conference on the spot, that is the accountability of the
different DCs.

wWe have also been talking about the possibility of having
some sort of minimum requirement so that we Timit proliferations
of dynamic coalitions. And this is linked to the fact on how
we group the dynamic coalitions in order to have some joint
sessions.

The way it was done this past year was due to -- you know,
we were, sort of, taken over by events, and so we had to make
adecision, andprobably, well, thegroupingwasasgoodaspossible
under the circumstances, but probably not ideal.



If we can manage, and I raised this point also in the meeting
that we had in Riyadh, if we can have some sort of grouping by
common features, by potential synergies so that we can make sure
that when we have a joint session, it's really a merger, not
a mesh, then that would help.

But the two things go really hand inhand. The fact of having
a health check about the dynamic coalitions, the existingdynamic
coalitions to make sure that we have a sort of focus that is
well defined. And over that, if we can figure out some common
areas and some potential synergies.

I understand that time is short, because the IGF at the end
of the year, 1like usual, we could easily do that in 2025. Now,
we are again obliged to rush solutions in few months. But this
is definitely something we need to prepare for the future.

So, if we can think this time, not in terms of a one-year
plan, but in terms of a two-year plan, that would help getting
things organized i1n the lTong term and not to be, again, rushing
and being constrained by short delays to rush things up. Thank
you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Avri.

>> AVRI DORIA: Thanks. Yeah. I wanted to talk a Tittle
bit about the clustering. I missed getting involved in the
clustering last time because, well, partly we had already decided
not to try and participate in the major session as a DC. So,
when it came time to do clustering, didn't get involved in it.
I'm not even sure where schools as sort of a cross -- you know,
it's the capacity building, it's where they really fit in that
kind of clustering.

So, and I think this 1is part of what Roberto was saying,
iswe need to Took at those. Andas the ideaof havingthe clusters
seems fine, but I'm wondering at some point if we can look at
those and make sure it really makes sense and it doesn't 1imit
us to only the topics as delineated by, you know, an external
group like the MAG.

So, you know, just when we Took at that. So, thatwas really
what I wanted to ask, is that we not accept that as a complete
fait accompli, but thatit's something that we are going to refine
somewhat. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: It was not given by the MAG. It was our
decision to use that clustering, use the GDC as a baseline, as
the GDC 1is here and needs to be implemented and the idea was
to see, look that that's what the DCs can contribute to the
implementation of the GDCs, but your point is well taken. And
I made the same point when we had a quick prep talk with Jutta
and Roman, that theremay be DCs that don't fit into these clusters



of the GDC. So we should maybe create an extra cluster of those
whodon't fitin, Tike Aristotle, was it Plato had the meta physics
which is behind the physics. So have the meta cluster.

>> AVRI DORIA: That was library shelf orientation.

But the GDC does include the notion of capacity building.
So, there are other things in the GDC other than just the IG
thematics. And there's the, yeah, the assistance. So, yeah.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: No. It's a valid point. And it builds
onwhat Roberto said. Let's take maybe amore long-termapproach
and see how we can regroup or recluster the existing dynamic
coalitions. But I think we had an agreement in Riyadh that we
would continue with aligning ourselves on the GDC. That
was -- and how we do that, that's up to us to decide.

wout. Wout, please.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes, thank you, Markus. I had to switch
my microphone on.

In the session that we have had that was a bit closed, it
was this Indian gentleman, I think it was from India, that said
we could gain on accountability.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Yes. Reyansh was that. I think he's on
the call. And I would 1ike him to come in, and he also has his
hand up to use gaming as a way to enhance the accountability.
That was mainly when we discussed, you know, one of the very
objective criterion is how often does a dynamic coalition attend
coordination group call, that can be checked.

But if Reyansh has an idea of how to do that in a gaming
approach, which could be fun, could be an incentive. Lets Tisten
to him how to do it. Back to you.

>> WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes, I think that's what I want to hear,
how are we going to organize this, because I think it's fair
that thedynamiccoalitionsthatareactiveingeneralwithticking
all the boxes, that they should have, perhaps, more time available
at the IGF compared to others that do not tick any boxes.

So, how can we organize this. And I would like to hear the
proposal again, and perhaps if Roman to come up with a process
that we can organize ourselves that way and that everybody agrees
to it. So, let plea stop there. Thanks, Markus.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. Shall we give the floor to
Reyansh. You make the proposal and we are keen to 1isten to your
creative ideas.

>> REYANSH: Thank you. Happy new year to you all.

In terms of gamification, how we contribute, I have a basic
plan as well. I will share it with everyone.

But 1t could be as simple as also -- there was one great
point raised about how some DCs don't fit into the GDC objectives



as awhole. Butonemorethingisitdoesn'thave tobeexclusive,
right. It could be across all the objectives and maybe a DC can
contribute to more than one objective.

with gamification, you have different category for every
objective as well and then DCs can contribute, they get points.
But the whole idea being I attend this call, I get some points
on that and this way my DC builds up some points, there's a central
system not to complicate it but easy to see and you can see where
you place in the Teaderboard, something along those Tines. It's
fairly easy to implement, of course. But I think the point would
be that once you gamify this thing, you get an incentive and
as DCs we have more reason to contribute and more incentive to
contribute and we are also awarded for it. So, that was the idea
behind gamifying how we contribute to GDC and every objective
that we take on.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Can you prepare sort of a pilot project
on how this would Took 1ike?

>> REYANSH: Absolutely, absolutely.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: If you present it like that, it'sdifficult
to visualize how it could Took 1Tike. But I think it will be
interested -- it would be interesting to see how it could work.
And I for one would definitely Tike that.

And I see Rajendra has his hand up. But do I take it the
group would agree if we ask Reyansh to present a pilot project
on what this could look 1like and that the gamification of the
DCs and their contribution to the GDC, would that be the working
title?

I don't see any objection. So I think you could, maybe then
at our next.

>> Absolutely.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Presentation of what this could lTook Tike.
And that could include precisely the points made by Avri, among
others. I think that would include that. Rajendra, you have
your hand up, please.

>> RAJENDRA PRATAP GUPTA: Congratulations to all those who
wereapartoforganizingthisIGF. Itwasafantasticexperience,
of the last six years, I must say.

I really have a point on what wout said, is that like call
it 31, 32, what DC numbers we have, a few are doing everything
possible, you know, and I think that should put us to contribute
more while it is on site aswell. That's the only part. I think
there should be objective criteria, whether it be gamify or what
other way to do it. But let's see which DCs are working, so I
think it's good to rationalize them and then objectively measure
their throughput and then, you know, give them the space in the



enveloped forum. I mean that would actually vote for that.
That's very important.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. The objective criteria, one
Roman had mentioned, submission of the annual report. His
objective criterion. It's binary, either you have submitted it
or not. And the other one is we have never worked on that is
the active participation in the calls. But I take it here we
have a core group of people who are very active, and I count,
we have -- you know, we created this slot mainly for the east
of Europe participants, and not for the north Americans. But
we have two very active North American participants on this call.
So, you know, should they be given extra points when they attend
the call, which is outside their area, so to speak at ungodly
hours? That could be one question.

But just saying we do have some objective criteria, and the
question is how do make them more workable. Jutta, you have
another brilliant idea.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes, I just remembered that when it were
my three years' term on the MAG, that we really had a structure
to rotate the meetings. Wwe had one in the morning. Three weeks
Tater we had one in the afternoon. And then three or two weeks
Tater, we had one that was forme Tate in the evening, from10:00 to
12:00 a.m. Andifwerotateinthe samewayour dynamic coalition
coordinationmeeting, then it should be possible for each dynamic
coalition to be present at least at one out of three meetings
that we might appoint.

And for the dynamic coalition on children's rights, we have
members all around the globe. So if I am not able to attend a
meeting at 4:00 a.m. in the morning, maybe someone else might
take that place. And it's just a question how we organize
ourselves as a group and in the dynamic coalitions.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Correct. Thank you. Yes, and also it
doesn't always have to be the same people. But the dynamic
coalition has by definition more than one member.

Muhammad.

>> MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Yes. Just quickly, I agree with the
participation of number of coalitions have number of people.
Soinour case, Judith, forinstance, couldnot attend thismeeting
so I am attending in place of her. Sometimes we both do, but
sometimes one of us does. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. That's an excellent example,
that you as a dynamic coalition you take care of the slot. And
Avri in the chat says 5:00 a.m. is not that early. But I think
it is early for most people to attend a meeting at 5:00 a.m.
But congrats for you to do it. Rajendra, is that a new hand?



>> RAJENDRA PRATAP GUPTA: I wanted to continue based on the
comment you made, amarkus, objective criteria is one is meeting.
The other is the report but each of the DCs were formed with
a charter. And that charter is theirobjective. Theyarea list
of activities they most of us put our activities. We either
represent a domain or sector. I think it has to be all facts,
commitment of time, efforts, and also adding to the pool of
knowledge that IGF stands for. That'swhat I thinkis important.
GDC is a new category we have to work on I agree that could be
one. But what was the reason why we were formed as abDC? I think
measuring against our own commitment 1is very important.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you, but, again, who does, then the
measuring? Is it the self-assessment or should that be a peer
assessment? That could also be the way forward, that we create
the kind of peer assessment that we have a group of two or three
DCs and we look at each other and, you know, it could then not
hang on, is that really within your charter or is that out of
scope or have you actually delivered? But there we move into
tricky waters. That gets -- can get very touchy and delicate.
But it's maybe food also for future discussion.

But as we have 15 minutes left, I think there seems to be
appetite to revise the clustering. I mean, the point made by
Roberto is very true. Last year it was done also on the basis
of, well, we need more diversity in this cluster. Could we not
maybe shift a speaker from here to there, just for the overall
balance of the DC main session. That is, obviously, a
short-termist approach and, obviously, we canrevise thecluster,
and also maybe then Reyansh, his gamification will help us to

make it easier to do that with the -- and we see, I think we
have interest in that. And let's see how that works.
I just wonder maybe also as the -- again, we cannot wait

a month or so, meeting once a month. If the IGF is already in
June, we have to move on. And I think it will also be useful
if we as a group are a little bit ahead of the curve before the
firstMAGmeetingwill takeplace, whichispresumablyinFebruary.

So, my suggestion would be that we continue this discussion
and ideally with a pilot from Reyansh on what this gamification
could Took Tike at the next meeting. Wwould it be possible within
two weeks from now?

>> REYANSH: Absolutely, I think I have somethingwe can look
at as a framework, and then, of course, we can build on it with
feedback from everyone.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Okay. And then one idea we also, I think,
agreed on was to have meetings to discuss the substance, have
substantive meetings in between. And Roman has ambitious ideas



of having substantive Intersessional Meetings. Over to you,
Roman.

>>ROMAN CHUKOV: Thanks, everyone, formostvaluable comments.
Good food for thoughts.

So, if we keep this idea of aligning the clusters with the
GDC as we did for the main session, my proposal is that in January
and February we start this webinar for the -- open for the public
with the question number 1. And maybe the same people who were
involved in the main session can be the first pioneers to gather
additionally on several, couple of meetings and to prepare this
webinar.

Also wout has raised the issue of visibility online and
ability that there should be some DCs focal point for promo
activities that may be a rotational position and volunteer based
from month to month from those people who will coordinate, sort
of, DCs media plan because we will have these webinars which
need tobepromotedwidely, firstthroughtheofficial IGFchannels
but second through all other networks we are all a part of.

So, I believe that there should be some volunteer each month
appointed within the cluster who will be responsible for media
campaigns, who will provide the Secretariat with the materials
to be published on official accounts, even in some rough form.
we could even do ourselves some, let's say some designing to
make it in Tine with the present, let's say, information policy
we have.

So, yes, whynotwe startpreparingthisfirstclustermeeting
in mid-February, make sure that we have enough time for all the
clusters to have this intersessional webinars open for the public
before the annual meeting.

And second idea is to -- actually our approach from the
Secretariat now is to try to centralize all the aspects around
such clusters and our idea is also that we can let the DCs apply
for the DC sessions also as clusters. So, for instance, not to
have 13 or 20 DC sessions in Norway, but to have five or six
in case we take Markus' idea of having one session for all of
those who don't feel they will fit in one of the five clusters.

And the logic would be that we have five or six thematic
webinars. We have five or six DC sessions based on the outcomes
of these webinars in the annual meeting. And then after we hold
all of these five to six sessions, DC sessions in the annual
meeting, we have the DC main session where each of the Moderators
of those DC sessions are automatically speakers or other people
selected by the team of those sessions, and they report back
to all the IGF participants on the outcomes not just of these
DC sessions happened within the previous couple of days, but



about the whole intersessional work conducted, in this case
throughout this six months or five months, to be correct,.

And also Roberto I think made a valid point that possibly
two years planning will be good because, yes, you see this time
it's five months. Next time itwill be, I don't know, 11 months
before the next annual meeting.

So, if we have some consistent work plan and we can plan
our webinars already for July, August, you know, September based
on everyone's availability, thiswill give us real consistency.

And I will remind you the idea of why we could have this
more focused substantive work, because an ideal picture of the
world, we would 1ike to see ourselves as DCs, as those forefront
experts and the most relevant thematics for the IGF and based
on the results of the webinars, we can produce short summaries
and short one-pagers, you know, with some conclusions, alsowhich
canbewidelypromoted, tobe then forwarded tosessionorganizers,
to the MAG, who will then consider them within main sessions,
other main session preparations.

So, we can make sure DCs work is relevant and in demand as
the work of substantive expert groups, as we mentioned the
experience of the agenda Council, 1ike the world Economic Forum
functions.

So, this is the idea. So, let me know what you think about
putting more and more emphasis on this cluster system and what
are the pros and cons. Thank you so much.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. I see Wout has a hand up and
Muhammad has a hand up. wout first.

>>WOUT DE NATRIS: Yes, thank you, Markus. Thank you, Roman.
The resident chat, excellent ideas. And we also discussed this
in Riyadh and I think it's very positive way forward.

I have two suggestions also what Markus said, that we need
tobeaheadofthegame. IwouldsuggestfirstthatallDCsindicate
in which cluster they think they belong, because as you said,
itwas abit hurried and perhaps people wanted to shift or perhaps
one DC fits in two or three, depending on the topics that they
are working on.

So, I would suggest that we do this inventory in the coming
week or two weeks, that everybody indicates this is the cluster
I want to be part of. That as Roman said, the volunteers, I think
that's very important because it has to be a teameffort to prepare
that 1n many ways.

The second thing is that to be ahead of the game, I would
suggest that DCs are invited to, at the shortest term possible
indicatewhat their outcomeswill be for Lillestromand, perhaps,
for 2026 already as well so if they already have plans for the



year after.

So, I would suggest that we all have that ready by the end
of this month so we can organize accordingly in the next call
that we have. And what Roman said, start preparing for cluster
one to have their first session.

So, yes, I am very much in support. And I suggest that we
organize ourselves as good as possible so that we actually have
a very good plan to present to the MAG when the MAG 1is there
andithasitsfirstmeeting. Thankyouforthis, RomanandMarkus.

>>MARKUS KUMMER : Thank you. MindofMuhammadandthenAyden.

>> MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Yes, thank you, Roman for these very
good sessions. Justtwopoints. One, withregardstoclustering
I think it's a wonderful idea and I support the idea of getting
ahead of the games. And that would clustering and early
finalization of our programmes would help in that.

But I would agree with having clusters for the main session.
But DCs would also -- I think there is -- there should be a room
for individual DCs. And that's where the idea comes from the
comment thathavingclustersinputtingDCsinclusters, sometimes
makes us divert our attention from the core work that we are
doing and focus on the cluster.

So, just to keep the focus of our subjects. For the sessions
there should also be a room for individual sessions for DCs where
expert discussions in terms of expert knowledge could be done.

Second 1is with regards to clustering of two years' idea,
that I think it's a wonderful one as well. But considering the
WSIS review and the IGF plans for the next years. I believe it
may be 11 years -- or it could be 14 or 15 months. 11 or 14 or
15 months because we don't know when the IGF 2026 would be, and
what would be the thematic makeup or other changes into the IGF
system.

So, for this -- we could work on this in two terms, one short
term for 2025. And second, ifwe have aninkling of what is coming
next, we can then include those clustering and all those things
into our planning. Thank you.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you. And always on the assumption
that theIGFmandatewill bereviewed. Thankyou. Ayden, please.

>> AYDEN FERDELINE: Dr. Shabbir said much what I wanted to
add, was really to say that I am not opposed to the clustering
approach. I thinkithasvalueattimes. ButI think there needs
to be a space as well for dynamic coalitions to intentionally
be separate and to work independently on different topics. I
think especially for dynamic coalitions that it would depend
on external resourcing, having a dedicated session at the IGF
makes it easier for us to justify to our supporters why we exist.



Ithinkifweapply foranindividual session, andit'snotapproved,
that's fine. But forcing to to cluster with another dynamic
coalition especially for the annual meeting, I don't see that
working for every dynamic coalition.

I think that we should be trying to identify synergies, I
think they can exist. I think that the current clustering that
our dynamic coalition, thedynamiccoalitionondigital financial
inclusion is in meant that we focused on the areas where we had
similarities, which do exist but that's not all of our core work
and not all of the core issues that we care about, because we
aredistinct fromother dynamic coalitions. Otherwise, wewould
not have formed a new dynamic coalition to explore some of these
issues.

So I wanted to put it out there, especially for the annual
IGF, not a huge fan of being forced to clusterwith another dynamic
coalitionbut certainly for thewebinars over the next fewmonths,
we can make that work and we would Tove to be a part of anything
that is being set up. Thanks.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Thank you.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Markus, if you may just reflect because,
basically, about the same things. Wwhy not we see how this work
with first cluster webinar, and based on this experience, we
understand and also consult within the Secretariat if this is
a good approach to continue. I hear you and I understand the
idea of having your own space.

At the same time, for the sake of efficiency, for the sake
of showingthatwhichbCcancontributewithwhat feasibleoutcome,
maybe for this reason it will be best to concentrate a similar
profile DCs within one session and in the annual meeting. And
lTet's say maybe, you know, it's always something new, maybe not
very comfortable, but Tet's see what the cluster approach for
the webinars, how it works. And then I'm sure in one of the next
DCC meetings after that we can take a decision because we as
the secretary would need a decision before we open the call for
session submissions tomake sure that we have the consensus before
that among the DC community.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Right now we don't have a consensus, so
that is obvious to me.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Obvious, yeah.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: And there is still appetite to maintain
the possibility of individual DC sessions, but we move ahead
with these webinars.

The policy networks, I think, did so successfully last year,
and that provides any kind of a model.

Sotheaimis thatwewouldhaveour firstwebinarinFebruary.



ButIthinkitwouldbegoodifwealreadywouldhave somevolunteers
who would 1ike to take the lead in having -- in getting this
started, because February is pretty soon. It's nextmonth. So,
we need to prepare.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: One proposal by the way would be to have
the next DCCG meeting on the first week of February.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: No. We already said we are having two
weeks from now to discuss the proposal for gamification.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Right, at the end of January.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Two weeks from now. We can send out a
Doodle poll, and this time it will be the taking care of the
U.S. participants. Sorry, Rajendra. It will be a little bit
Tater for you. Again, in the afternoon, sort of, usually around
3:00 to 5:00 Geneva time I think is our usually slot. Thatwill
make it easier forouru.S.-based colleagues tojoin. AndReyansh
would present then his, sort of, pilot gamification proposal.

And I wonder, couldwe also find somebody whowould volunteer
from a cluster for the February --

>> RAJENDRA PRATAP GUPTA: Markus, I offered.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: You offered?

>> RAJENDRA PRATAP GUPTA: Yes. I sent my message, I did
not put in the group.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Yes, I see the chat. Already we have a
volunteer for the first webinar. So, Jutta, you have a hand up.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Yes. It's more a question than a comment.
Do I understand right that, first of all, we are trying to settle
whether the clustering we did for last year's main session is
still relevant or whether some of the dynamic coalitions want
to move to another group. And then we will have these webinars
for the then set clusters?

>> MARKUS KUMMER: No. I think the starting point is the
cluster we had last year. But it's also -- it's a flexible
starting point. It shouldbe interpretedin flexibilitysoit's
not cost in stone if there are other dynamic coalitions who would
Tike to join that cluster or some would Tike to move out of that
cluster, they are free to do that.

But itwill be you, Rajendra, to herd the cats and keep them
together and be also open to others who knock on your door and
say, hey, I would 1like to be a part of your group.

So, when we meet again, when we have our next call, then
endof January, wecouldalready thenmaybe do some furtherplanning
on that and build on that and we leave it in your able hands
to get this started. Also use the tools at our disposals and
emails, use the whatsApp group. And we could then revisit also
the entire clusters.



And I always, back on the gamification tools that also make
it easier then to readjust the clusters. So, that will be the
next step. So the next step would then to find a slot two weeks
fromnow thatisstartingwith lastweek of January, 28th of January
29th, the week, two weeks from now.

And, Roman, can you send out a Doodle poll so we can find
a slot with the afternoon, within the afternoon slots?

with that, can we --

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Starting from which time? From 4:00 p.m.
uUutcC or --

>> MARKUS KUMMER: I think for the west Coast, I think, yeah,
4:00 p.m. -- or 3:00 p.m. UTC will be okay.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: Okay.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Yes, Muhammad, you want to add something?

>> MUHAMMAD SHABBIR: Yes. Before we finish up, Markus, a
question. 1In Riyadh during the session with MAG, I heard clear
willingness from the MAG members of having our MAG liaison to
DCs. Any updates on that?

>> MARKUS KUMMER: That is something -- Roman, is there any
update? well,weareinadifficultpositionrightnow, asthere's
no MAG in place.

>> ROMAN CHUKOV: There is no MAG. So there is no liaison
either.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: So, we have towait. I think that is also
something, obviously, we need to, again, signal at the very first
MAG meeting, that we really want a liaison, and I think that
has broad support, yes.

But with that, can we then conclude? cCan I hand it over
toyou, Jutta, toconclude themeetingandmakeyour final comments?
It's goodbye for me. Bye-bye.

>> JUTTA CROLL: Okay. It's only bye-bye for me as well.
Thank you so much for all who had the opportunity and took the
chance to take part in this first meeting of a very short period
of time in the runup of the IGF 2025. And I hope to see you in
two weeks' time. Thank you. Bye-bye.

>> MARKUS KUMMER: Bye-bye

(Thank yous and goodbyes).

>> Recording stopped.

(Session was concluded at 11:38 a.m. UTC)
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