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CONSULTATION ON DIGITAL COOPERATION
After a first segment presenting the activities of the I&J Policy Network to more than 100 key
stakeholders from the LAC region (see Stakeholder breakdown at the end), the second part of the
Conference was dedicated to consultations on the future of the Digital Cooperation Architecture,
in light of the Report of the 2019 UN High Level Panel on Digital Cooperation.
The consultation was structured around three questions1: the potential combination of components
of the three proposed models; ways to overcome the challenges of participation for small actors; and
the role of the UN. The present report summarizes the key takeaways from stakeholder inputs and
discussions, as well as the results of the live polling conducted at the end of the event.

THREE KEY MESSAGES
Connecting the numerous internet governance events and processes
would foster inclusion, particularly of small actors
81% of respondents agreed or strongly agreed: given the proliferation of venues
and processes, clearer respective purposes and roles in the value chains of
policy coordination would provide channels of communication between
different processes up to global events, helping smaller actors more easily
engage on an issue-by-issue basis.

Combining components of the three proposed approaches is very
strongly supported
88% of poll respondents agreed or strongly agreed with this recommendation. Participants highlighted that while strengthening the global IGF is
considered a must, it is not the sole relevant venue any more: an existing
network of many other processes must be taken into account and better
interconnected, including the network of flexible and self-organized NRIs2.

International organizations (UN agencies and other IGOs) should
coordinate better on digital issues
Only 9% of respondents consider there is enough coordination on digital issues
within the UN ecosystem (11% for coordination between the UN and other
IGOs) – and none strongly agreed. Multiple organizations address the same
issues, albeit from different perspectives and their agendas should be better
interwoven. Digital Cooperation is also driven organically by many initiatives
outside of governments and IGOs.
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These three questions were taken from a list of 17 questions shared by the German BMWi, one of the
co-Champions on the topic of Digital Cooperation Architecture.
2
NRIs : National and Regional IGFs
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HIGHLIGHTS FROM THE CONSULTATION
Below are some non-attributed but significant comments (lightly edited for grammar and readability)
heard during the consultation regarding the three structuring questions. They are grouped in message
“clusters”, with the detailed results of the in-conference poll attached.

Question 1 - How can broader participation of government and business representatives,
particularly from small and developing countries and SMEs, be ensured? Is there a role
for the UN? (Q3 of the list communicated by the BMWi)
The institutional ecosystem is already plethoric
“In the preparation of the Digital Cooperation Report, more than 1000 mechanisms for Digital
Cooperation were identified.” So, actually, “there is not a lack of forums.”
On the contrary, there has been “a complexification of the landscape” in the last ten years,
with “numerous events and processes initiated by international organizations, governments,
businesses and civil society” that “governments and companies have to follow.”
But “this complex ecosystem makes it very difficult for those with less resources to
participate meaningfully”. More importantly, “there is a lack of clarity as to what each forum
is supposed to do.”

This is NOT ONLY about the IGF any more
“Ten or fifteen years ago, the number of people around the world dealing with digital issues
was very limited: they could all fit in one yearly event. Not anymore. For instance, many
different ministries in a given government have to be involved and issues cross institutional
silos and stakeholder groupings, combining previously separate topics.”
In this “mosaic of institutional settings”, “the IGF is no longer THE central piece of the digital
cooperation ecosystem as it used to be in 2006. It's different now. It is one really important
piece of that ecosystem, but not the central one. We need to know what are the other
forums or mechanisms that we have to live with.”

National and Regional Initiatives (NRIs) form a distributed network in themselves
“There is an existing network of numerous national and regional IGFs (NRIs).” “Some of them
are very self-organized and they are established ‘permissionless’” by local actors. “Created
organically, NRIs are flexible in their growth.” “The way youth initiatives have emerged can
provide a template for addressing other types of gaps in participation.”
“There was a more organized cooperation between local and regional events with the global
IGF in the beginning. People would come from global IGF events to local and regional events
to report what was going on at the global level and to coordinate the preparation of local
stakeholders for the global fora. The Brazilian Internet Forum, for instance, was presented as a
pre-IGF event.”
“All those national and regional IGFs are good instruments for smaller actors to be informed
about the debates and participate.”

Thinking in terms of functions and value chains
“The Panel Report on Digital Cooperation highlights the importance of looking at things in
terms of functions and lists about 10 of them.” Another way is to distinguish between stages:
“agenda-setting/issue-framing, drafting of policy proposals, validation and implementation.”
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Different venues may have different roles to play “in this value chain: at what steps should
different organizations insert themselves? It is a question of coherence and coordination.”
In this regard, “many forums provide very strategic and aspirational outcomes. But it's difficult
to really know how we can put things on the ground (i.e. operationalize). Not all the
mechanisms and all the organizations have the same objectives.“ “There is not a common
sense of purpose between the different forums.”
“People have limited resources: they cannot go everywhere and need some more organized
ecosystem. I want to go to the forums where I know what the objective is, and if they will
produce any outcome, what kind of outcomes. They should complement each other.”
For instance, “e-LAC could discuss action plans on the basis of principles adopted elsewhere.
One of the actions could then be to develop national legal frameworks for privacy issues.”
“Except in Europe, in the rest of the world, 98% of policy-making happens nationally.”

Integrating and connecting processes
“It is not a problem of a lack of mechanisms, but rather of how we make sure that we can
communicate better and integrate better the work that is being done by those mechanisms
and organizations.”
“NRIs play an important role in building consensus to bring subjects and themes to the global
scene. We should put some effort into considering how to involve them further and better
on the international scene because they are the engine and also the first element of contact
with the ‘real world’.”
“A lot of organizations at a high or low level are doing events. What is the connection
between events that address similar topics?“ “There is a need to locally, regionally or even
thematically, connect all of the processes that were mentioned.”
A key question is: “how do those national or regional initiatives that are relatively wellestablished report back [and forth] to the different local, regional and global levels?” What
are the “channels of communication and reporting?” “This is essential for inclusion.”
The in-conference poll showed an extremely strong support (81%) for interconnecting the
different processes and events already taking place, the number of which are only likely to increase
in the future.

Note: 45% of respondents strongly agreed, which is a rare situation in such polls and a positive signal.
It probably indicates a relatively clear understanding of participants of how this could be done, as the
quotes above illustrate. Key notions here were: “value chains”, clear distribution of roles according to
the different functions identified, the organic and self-organized nature of many initiatives, channels
of communication/reporting between events or processes, and stages of development of policies.
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Question 2 - Do you see scope for combining the three models and if yes, how could this
be operationalized? (Q14 of the list communicated by the BMWi)
On strengthening the IGF (IGF+):
“The IGF+ model is a must: it makes the discussion easier because this is a must, but we also
have to look at the other models, what are the things that already exist or things that we have
to push for in order to combine things.”
It is important to identify “what is the specific benefit of the IGF, how it connects to the
other processes and its role in the value chains.”
“There is a narrative that the IGF is only a forum for discussion, but not impactful enough in
terms of policy movement. We should take this opportunity to strengthen it and provide
some parts that maybe were missing initially because the maturity of the discussion was
different 10 or 15 years ago. We are at a stage in which we can advance one step forward in
the maturity of some of these initiatives and provide them with the opportunity to go into
more complete recommendations and more concrete action and solutions.”

On cooperation networks
“National and regional IGFs are in a certain way already a way to bridge the first and the
second model because they're not organized by the IGF itself, but they are more bottom up
initiatives spontaneously created by groups of actors, almost permissionless.”
“New initiatives, such as the GIFCT, the CyberPeace Institute, or the Facebook Oversight
Board are already examples of issue-based cooperation networks.” “They emerged from the
bottom up through a combination of sometimes companies, governments, and civil society.”

On combining models
“This is not a beauty contest.” “We should frame the problem in terms of a combination of
the functions, rather than asking people to just choose one model versus another.”
“The issue is not only about resources, it's about attention and the difficulty of connecting
the different forums. A lot of things are already well-developed in different places in terms of
discussion. Rather than create totally new structures, it is better to combine some of the
elements of the second and third proposal to fit them into the idea of IGF plus structure.“
“There seems to be a strong movement towards an IGF plus model that includes elements
from the other two models, which is a very comprehensive and also compromising approach.”
The in-conference poll confirmed an extremely strong support as well (88%) for combining
components of the three approaches proposed in the Panel’s report.
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Note: The distribution between respondents who Agree (62%) and those who strongly agree (26%)
probably indicates remaining uncertainties regarding how to do such combination of components
correctly: there were indeed fewer concrete suggestions in the comments than for the
interconnection of events and processes in Question 1, which had an opposite balance (36% vs. 45%).
Key concepts: the COGOV model is not something that has to be built from scratch, given that a rich
network of initiatives and “cooperation networks” already exists. Combining the different model
components along functions should be a major topic for implementation of the UN SG Panel report.

Question 3 - What role do you see for the UN in the future of global digital cooperation?
What would the profile, responsibilities and role of a Technology Envoy (to be appointed
by the UN Secretary-General) be? (Q16 of the list communicated by the BMWi)
On reporting
“The global IGF is clearly a watering hole where the different organizations report every year
on what they are doing. This is what the OECD or UNESCO are doing in their Open Forums.
How can this function be strengthened?”
But “it is a decentralized ecosystem. So, it is not sufficient to report to the IGF. We need to
know what are the other forums of mechanisms that we have to live with.”

On mapping and making the information flow
“The UN can help very much to help stakeholders understand how the ecosystem works.”
“It's not about everyone doing the same thing but it's really about everyone having one place
where they can go at least to find what each one is doing and then perhaps not duplicate
efforts, but aggregate value.”
In that spirit, “each forum or mechanism needs to understand and clarify its role in the value
chains, its objectives, the results it will produce and the other mechanisms it is connected to.”
“We should know from where we should receive inputs and to where we should submit our
outcomes. That would also make things easier for developing countries and small actors to
participate.”

Avoiding a top-down approach and the creation of bottlenecks
“There are many good ideas in the Panel’s report. The only thing I am a little concerned about
is that we should not take a top down approach about the regional hubs or help desks. The
digital policy hubs, the regional policy hubs already exist. There are not only one per region,
there are often many. We need a better coordination, but we don't need the models coming
from outside of the regions. We need to be able to build our own solutions for the future.”
“There is not a problem of the lack of mechanisms, but rather of how we make sure that we
can communicate and integrate better the work done by mechanisms and organizations. We
should not create new decision-making bodies and bottlenecks.”
“We should steer in a direction where we talk about independence, self-determination and
autonomy of these different spaces/processes to generate the collaboration we need.” “We
need to preserve the flexibility of the way those regional or national events are organized,
while reconciling it with the need to coherently deal with the global nature of the internet.”
“More people should take part of the organization and the modeling of the programs and the
agendas of NRIs. Not only a matter of resources but also of attention.”

More coordination among international organizations
“The UN is already moving in the direction of trying to integrate more the UN family digital
efforts, for instance in a recent cooperation between UNICEF and ITU. “
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“The IGF is a very important space. I would love to see it a lot less isolated from the rest of
the UN work and from the other networks work. There should be a lot more coordination
from the IGF within the UN so that it can be articulated with the other initiatives the UN has.”
“This should start internally within the UN system, but also be expanded to other
organizations and mechanisms.“
“We should feed the UN system this need for more coordination to facilitate participation.”
The in-conference poll confirmed the strong sentiment that there is not enough coordination either
within the UN ecosystem or between the UN and other international organizations: only 9%and 11%
of respondents respectively considered that it was sufficient.

Note: The relatively important proportion of “neither agree nor disagree” responses in both instances
(30 and 28%) probably indicates a recognition that some coordination does exist, even if more than
half of the respondents consider it insufficient (51 and 53% respectively).
Key concepts regarding this third question are: avoiding a rigid top-down approach to preserve the
dynamic, spontaneous and self-organizing nature of the numerous initiatives, processes and events
that are emerging, while at the same time helping clarify their respective roles in the value chains and
the channels of communication between them to allow a fluid circulation of information.
Coordination is key, but as the saying goes: everybody loves coordination, but nobody wants to be
coordinated. The UN should thus pay attention to the difference between “coordinating others” and
“coordinating with others”.
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STAKEHOLDER BREAKDOWN

The Virtual Conference gathered more than 100 participants, from a diversity of stakeholder groups:

______________________________
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ONLINE SURVEY HIGHLIGHTS
In addition to the virtual consultation, the full 17 questions of the questionnaire have been circulated
as a survey, generating only a limited number of responses. Some “survey fatigue” was manifest, given
its length and the degree of detail of the questions. Furthermore, the COGOV and DIGITAL
COMMONS models were clearly less understood than the IGF+ model.
The most illustrative comments are nonetheless extensively listed in the annex. A few points deserve
to be highlighted, as they were not explicitly mentioned in the oral discussion:
•

Confirmation of the importance of connecting the different initiatives, to “help the
exchange of information” along “value chains” and also to “avoid duplication”. One
contributor mentioned in that regard that “more than a Tech Envoy, what is required is a
Digital Cooperation Observatory” to fulfill this role.

•

On the Advisory Group: calls for “oxygenation” of the Advisory Board”, as there is a “low
rotation and people become entrenched along with their ideas”. Another formulation is:
“rotation of some seats in the ecosystem.” One contributor “does not see the difference with
the current MAG”.

•

Mention of the “use of digital tools and platforms” to facilitate involvement of smaller
actors. This is an important element that has not been mentioned so far and deserves
attention.

•

Several comments on IGF funding, including:
o A stronger use of virtual events, which “lower costs and democratize participation”
o The need of “funding for capacity-building”;
o That “important additional resources will be needed if the Observatory, Help Desk(s)
and Policy Incubator are inserted in the IGF structure”;
o The need for “more transparency in the execution and use of resources”;
o The need to create “a position for a dedicated manager in charge of funding”;
o A reference to “domain name registrations as the funding source of organizations
such as CGI.br, ICANN and ISOC”;
o Encouragement to involve “the international funding entities (development banks
and national cooperation agencies)” in the funding effort.

•

One actor suggested that “the Policy Incubator, the Observatory and Help Desk should be
grouped in a single structure and not separated” and that “the Cooperation Accelerator
breaks the multi-stakeholder approach” (see answers to Question 6).

•

On COGOV, a reiteration of the notion of layers and value-chain approach mentioned in
the oral discussion, with an additional reference to “emerging issues”.

•

Apparent lack of interest (or probably understanding) regarding the Digital Commons model.
__________________
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ANNEX – SURVEY RESPONSES

1. Do you support the recommendation of a multistakeholder ‘systems’ approach for
cooperation and regulation that is adaptive, agile, inclusive and fit for purpose for the fastchanging digital age? To what extent is the “multistakeholder” aspect important?
Oxygenation of the advisory board.
The main effort should be in connecting better the existing initiatives rather than create new ones.
Multistakeholder component is essential, but for being truly representative need to be an ecosystem
organised in a way that is feasible to follow for smaller actors that cannot be present in every discussion. It is
not only matter of resources, it is a matter of human capacity to focus in a limited number of issues.
Whatever “systems” approach, it should not be intrusive on technological sovereignty and independence.
Yes, but is very important that the multilateral system based on the States generate mechanisms for inclusion
and consultation with other actors, because the digital ecosystem requires private actors and civil society to
play a leading role on a global scale.

2. In what ways would a new/ improved model promote actionable outcomes?
The creation of help desks, policy incubators or observatories can help to provide a more comprehensive
view of what is being discussed in the different groups and facilitate more agile participation of smaller
groups. I do not think this a place for drafting model regulation without risk of a up-bottom approach, but it is
definitely a place to look for guidance on alternative models materials.
The new model should encourage the development of policy principles and standards ensuring the
representativeness of all stakeholders.
It should also simplify governance and avoid duplication by encouraging cooperation between the different
fora that have proliferated worldwide.

3. How can broader participation of government and business representatives, particularly from
small and developing countries and SMEs, be ensured? Is there a role for the UN?
The UN does not have a direct role but it can persuade through cooperation at least the governments,
especially the regulators.
As for SMEs in developing countries the definition is quite broad but an approach through the chambers and
unions can be a good first step
Definitely there is a role to play for the UN in better connecting existing initiatives. Not only initiatives that
are part of UN bodies, but many of them coming from Technical standard setting organisations, international
trade institutions and private initiatives.
Maybe more than a tech envoy what is required is a digital cooperation observatory that is able to identify
the different elements in discussion in each setting and help to make cross-references that feed each other’s
work. Also provide reference to secure the multistakholder participation, not only of government
representatives of different regions, but also civil society groups and SMEs.
This UN body should closely work with MAG IGF and NRI to identify these actors in a bottom up approach
that secures diversity.
Wider participation can be ensured through capacity building.
The recommended role for the UN is to be the binding bridge between the countries and organizations
involved, attending to the empowerment of small and developing countries.
Promote the use of digital tools and platforms to encourage the participation of both governments of small
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and developing countries and SMEs.
The United Nations should coordinate the institutionalization of the platforms, encouraging the participation
and debate of developing countries by promoting digital training and bringing into the debate issues relevant
to SMEs and small and developing countries.
The United Nations should provide mechanisms for coordination and exchange of information among the
various forums, so that the conclusions can be more widely disseminated.
The means necessary to achieve the: Development Support and Capacity, Conflict Resolution and Crisis
Management.
In addition: the digital inclusion of vulnerable groups, the use of free software, curbing corruption and respect
for national security and sovereignty.

4. What means of implementation are required for a sustainable system?
Sustainability requires the rotation of actors in some seats of the ecosystem, as well as international
cooperation and allies with an interest in the ecosystem
The fundamental is the allocation of a coordination role in some part of the structure. The current problem of
ineffectiveness is linked to the fact that there is a tremendous amount of work spread in a wide range of
initiatives and the governments, companies and civil society groups working at national/local level are many
times disconnected of those experiences, and there is no clear place for them to look for support when they
need it for making decisions on the ground.
Another essential piece of this is making part of this chain of value the international funding entities
(development banks and national cooperation agencies). They play a fundamental role when they fund
projects moving the local policy decision-making in one direction or another. They need to be coordinated
with the other spaces in order to produce a better articulated and coherent digital cooperation ecosystem
that not only look for economic development but also for fulfillment of HHRR.

IGF+ MODEL
5. What structure, membership and responsibilities could a new Advisory Group have? What are
its potential benefits compared to the current MAG?
The most worrying thing about the different forums is the low rotation of the advisory groups as people
become entrenched along with their ideas.
I do not see additional benefits, neither understand what are the differences with the current MAG.
Mechanisms should be created to improve funding for international participation events, and for a neutral and
expeditious resolution of conflicts of interest.
The multi-stakeholder advisory group has to focus on strategic and not logistical decisions.

6. What structure, membership and responsibilities should Cooperation Accelerator, Policy
Incubator Observatory and Help Desk have?
Cooperation Accelerator seems to me vital but then after the COVID its membership should be composed of
a wide multi-stakeholder participation
The policy incubator : must have a strong academic component but diverse since the reality of the ivy league
is not the same as that of the population in central america or the caribbean
Help desks are vital for the feedback of field realities.
The cooperation accelerator breaks the multistakholder approach and I do not see additional benefits in its
creations. The conversations among specific stakeholders groups are currently possible inside IGF through
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DCs or the high level representatives meeting hosted in IGF.
The Policy Incubator does not make sense as a separate piece from the Observatory and Help Desk, on the
contrary the three should be part of the same structure intended to provide a link between the general open
ended discussion facilitated by IGF and the operationalisation of solutions on demand of specific groups. How
I see, this body should fulfill the mission to identify through the Observatory what issues are being discussed
in different forums, map out the relevant actors engaged on those conversations and the different proposals
coming from them. Then, in the value chain should be the time for Help Desk to respond on demand of
specific groups requests facilitating the information linked with their requirement. Finally, the Policy Incubator
could provide a back-office capacity to help to craft some of the alternatives coming from the help desk
according the particular needs of the specific group request.
Cooperation accelerator: for the exchange of teachings and knowledge of the Internet model
Policy Incubator: yes but only if this does not conflict with the internal policies of each of the member
countries and seeks to close the digital divide and reduce corruption.
Observatory and Help Desk: to help inter alia Development Support and Capacity, Conflict Resolution and
Crisis Management.
Cooperation Accelerator and Policy Incubator should depend on IGF+ following its processes and structure.
The groups should be more open to be joined by all stakeholders.
Observatory and Help Desk: we do not support this because of a problem of legitimacy.

7. What are your thoughts on a new IGF Trust Fund? If considered, how should it look like, what
expenses should it cover, and–accordingly–what annual budget would it need?
A new FF IGF should help to increase stakeholder participation and training. I believe that the covid has
demonstrated that it is more sustainable to hold virtual events, which lowers costs and democratizes
participation.
IGF funds should be used to build capacity for new and existing actors through partnerships with academia
and then that knowledge can be disseminated and multiplied to impact the grassroots.
It will depend on the final structure agreed. A lot of additional resources will be needed if the Observatory,
Help Desk and Policy Incubator are inserted into the IGF structure because this will require a permanent
capacity that currently IGF secretariat and MAG lack.
All the current expenses in the IGF organisations should at least maintained or increased too (particularly
funding for securing participation from Global South).
More time and detail is needed in order to achieve its correct analysis, to resolve the requested
determination, however it is suggested that more transparency should be allowed in the execution and use of
resources for that purpose.
The current IGF has to address its current funding problem so that it has a multi-year structural capacity to
avoid recurring annual debates. A position for a dedicated manager in charge of funding seeking resources
beyond the contributions of the United Nations and Governments would be advisable. CGI.br, ICANN, ISOC
are interesting models since their financing comes from domain names registration.

COGOV MODEL
8. What gaps in the existing digital architecture could the COGOV model address? What are its potential
benefits compared to the business-as-usual scenario? How might it interact with existing mechanisms?

I see no benefit in maintaining the current structure as it does not affect the ordinary population
It will improve coordination, which is fundamentally lacking in the current scenario and renders less effective
the numerous overlapping initiatives.
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9. What structure, membership and responsibilities could the distributed co-governance
mechanism take on? How might principles governing the logical and infrastructure layers be
applied in economic and social layers of governance?
The structure should implement the idea of layers organised in a "value chain", meaning there will be spaces
for discussions of visions and alternative models (current initiatives), then a role of gathering that information
and a coordination point where exchange and reference can happen for the ones looking for information for
decision making in particular areas (role of the IGF+).
We want to stay out of it
The IGF+ has proven its value and only requires proper funding
The IGF+ is a structure that is already in place and needs to be updated and strengthened to take on new
responsibilities

10. What existing networks, if any, fit the necessary prerequisites of transparency, inclusion,
multistakeholderism, to serve as pilots for COGOV?
IGF (including NRIs), Internet & Jurisdiction.

11. How would the COGOV Architecture contribute to the development of digital norms?

It will structure an uninterrupted value chain from general discussion in traditional and emerging issues and it
will translate them in operationalized solutions crafted for specific requirements but infused of the principles
coming from HHRR international framework, multistakeholder and multidisciplinary engagement.

DIGITAL COMMONS MODEL
12. What gaps in the existing digital architecture would the Digital Commons model address?
The Digital Commons could proactively identify specific topics in which urgent policy action is needed at
global level. It should resemble a task force. Some of the possible actions of engagement could be Climate
Change action linked with technology use. Another could be inclusive digital innovation in infrastructure and
services (different than just digital economy focused in economic growth).

FINAL QUESTIONS
13. Which aspects/features of the proposed architecture should be further considered?
I think the purpose set for digital commons resemble a lot the purpose of Best Practice Forum already existing
in IGF functioning as intersessional activity. I believe that the main difference between the two could be the
broader participation that should be part of the Digital Commons proposal.

14. Do you see scope for combining the three models and if yes, how could this be operationalized?
Totally. I described it in my previous answers. The base should be IGF+ and complement as described by the
other two under the concept of value chain.
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15. What are key shared values, principles, understanding and objectives for a global digital
cooperation architecture that should be included in any possible global document on Digital
Cooperation?
Values: Human dignity, Collaboration, Diversity, Trust, Openness, Transparency and Sustainability
Principles:
Respect for human rights in accordance with international human rights obligations.
Acknowledgment for local and social context. Digital issues require a relevant engagement with local realities
and needs. The use of ICTs cannot be regarded as silver bullet to address structural social problems from the
sole perspective of technology, without deeper engagement with the historical, social, economic, political and
cultural context of the population intended to be served by the ICTs solutions. Meaningful engagement with
local actors, as well as special consideration for asymmetries in accurate information, are necessary to address
contextual differences.
Technical cooperation, scientific collaboration, and technological capacity building. Cooperation should
promote the transfer of knowledge to the communities in which ICTs are implemented in order to foster
critical engagement with the technology and foster subsequent innovation under the control of those
communities. Legal restrictions set by rules such as intellectual property rights should be overcome to foster
participation and collaboration.
Multi-stakeholder and inter-disciplinary approach. Cooperation should consider in all cases a multistakeholder involvement with meaningful instances of participation for all concerned communities. ICTs
solutions fostered by cooperation should be evaluated from a multi-disciplinary perspective that incorporates
social sciences and technical expertise for participation in design and implementation.
Freedom of information. Cooperation should foster ICTs that allow exercise of the right to access, share,
create and distribute information of any kind without further restrictions than the legally established, in
accordance with international human rights obligations, taking into special account the value of the right to
receive information and the needs for transparency and openness.
Accessibility. Cooperation should promote the design, development, production and distribution of
accessible ICTs solutions. This means that all policies that allow for solutions implementing ICTs should make
them accessible for all communities, including the adoption of measures to allow all individuals, especially for
underserved communities and marginalized groups, to enjoy the benefits of ICTs.
Culture and linguistic diversity. Cooperation should respect, protect and promote cultural and linguistic
diversity in all its forms. Mechanisms to promote and foster inclusion of diverse actors should be adopted,
including measures to overcome barriers for meaningful participation. Diverse participation must be
guaranteed and evaluated in every step of each process.
Enabling of sustainable development and innovation. Cooperation should foster the implementation of ICTs
solutions that allow the full realization of internationally agreed sustainable development goals. Cooperation
should be structured to provide tools for meaningful participation of the communities affected by the ICTs
solution to participate in their development processes.
Security, stability and resilience of ICTs. Cooperation should promote the development of ICTs solutions that
are secure, stable and resilient by design and the information exchange between different stakeholders to
allow trustworthy ICTs solutions implementations.
Open and distributed architecture of ICTs. Cooperation should promote the design and implementation of
open and distributed technologies that better support secure, stable, resilient, reliable and trustworthy ICTs
solutions.
Transparency and accountability. Cooperation should provide high level of transparency regarding the criteria
under consideration to promote the implementation of specific ICTs solutions and how the human rights
impact assessments of those technologies in a particular context is being made. Cooperation should be
responsible to conduct research prior and after the ICTs solution implementation to collect evidence of their
impact in the exercise of human rights. Cooperation should be hold accountable for the promotion of ICTs
solution implementation without prior assessment of the regulatory, social and political context where
specific ICTs solutions are promoted.
Evidence driven. Cooperation should be fueled by concrete context specific quantitative and qualitative
evidence about the positive impact for sustainable development and human rights enjoyment of ICTs
solutions implementation.
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Measurable Impact. Cooperation must be subject to monitoring and periodic review and evaluation of its
processes and outcomes. The impact of each process must be given concrete measures of success, with
mechanisms for timely follow-ups to assess their success.

16. What role do you see for the UN in the future of global digital cooperation? What would
the profile, responsibilities and role of a Technology Envoy (to be appointed by the UN
Secretary-General) be?
I do not see a role for this, considering the previous described model other than implement it, but not sure if
that matches with the concept of Tech Envoy.

14

