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Thank you very much Madam chair, we very much appreciate the procedure adopted in this working group which has been very inclusive and transparent.  

Our intervention today specifically concerns paragraphs 10, 11 and 29 of documents DT-6 and DT -2 of this prepcom. They deal with some of the most important issues that need to be decided by the Tunis Summit, particularly as there have been not very satisfactory outcomes on financing issue, and many other issues at the WSIS.  Since the issues contained in these paragraphs are very important issues, they are also controversial, for it is often easier to agree on statement of principles than on specific commitments that these paragraphs demand from the global community. 

WSIS is already different from other summits by its subject, the rapid evolution of the issues it addresses and the way it functioned. It should become exemplary by what it will produce. The very purpose of having a second phase in Tunis is precisely to provide a clear follow-up framework to deal with information society issues as they evolve. This will be one of the criterions used to measure WSIS success. Will it be like too many others summits with no implementation? Or will it, on the contrary, make sure that there is an innovative and really inclusive follow-up architecture? We need to consider this issue now and allow for a real debate.

I will quickly put forward our views on two issues that are often used to argue against mandating specific implementation and follow-up at the Tunis summit itself. 

One argument that is often used is that implementation really belongs to the regional and national levels, and therefore the attention should now shift to these levels and any global structures are to that extent not necessary. We wish to emphasize here that good regional and national follow-up structures, that include progressive principles like an effective multi-stakeholder partnership, take their cue from global structures of this kind. If such structures are not set up at a global level, it is quite unlikely that they will be set up at regional and national levels. 

The second issue comes with the reference to the nowadays oft-quoted UN resolution 57/270. The argument goes that the WSIS follow-up should be as per this resolution and since this resolution exists, the Tunis summit need not put up any special structures. We wish to assert once again that the Resolution 57/270 B in no way prevents the WSIS to establish a specific and more efficient follow-up mechanism, as the 2003 report to the General Assembly on Resolution 57/270 has clearly established. Tunis summit must come out with implementation and follow-up structures that are appropriate to the special context and the needs of WSIS. 

On the implementation and  follow-up issue, there are basically two approaches proposed respectively in documents DT-6 /DT-2 and the GFC document. They are different architectures and none of them is complete. Each has its supporters and detractors. We must not avoid the debate but rather allow all actors to identify the various building blocks contained in each proposal that must be incorporated in any follow-up framework that will be adopted at Tunis.

As a consequence, we wish to appeal to the chair and the working group to adopt the same procedure for paragraphs 10, 11 and 29 as it has adopted for the other parts of the Tunis document being discussed so far in this group. 

Concretely, we request the Chair and the working group to review in parallel in an open discussion all the documents, those from the prepcom 2, those which include subsequent comments by different stakeholders, as well as the one proposed by the GFC. Between conceptual direction to implementation and follow-up processes and having clear fleshed out structures – the pro and cons need to be discussed here. The working group can then decide to draw the best components from the two sets of proposals – to develop the most appropriate implementation and follow-up architecture that serve the aspirations of the Geneva DOP and POA in the context of a fast evolving information society.  

