DRAFT

Meeting Report  and Recommendations of the Amsterdam Consultation on the ICANN Strategic Plan
Overview: On February 7-8, 2005, the gNSO Council supported the organization of the Amsterdam Consultation on the ICANN Strategic Plan, held in Amsterdam, Netherlands. The meeting was attended by ICANN staff, representatives from the NRO; regional cc organizations; ccNSO; cc managers; and gNSO Councilors and constituency members. The meeting’s participants agreed to provide a set of recommendations that represent a consensus of the participants to the ICANN public comment list on the ICANN Strategic Plan by February 28 and to work together to provide input and advice on the design of an extended and collaborative consultation process for the ICANN Strategic Plan to be developed by the Luxemburg meeting in July, 2005.  The Organizing Group of Councilors, rapporteurs, and participants list is -shown in Appendix A. 
Summary of the Meeting: 

The purpose of the meeting was to provide participatory consultation on the ICANN Strategic Plan. The meeting was held in Amsterdam, Netherlands, February 7-8, 2005, as two half day sessions. 32 individuals participated in person; 5 via dial in. Five ICANN staff attended and participated in the meeting in person; CEO and President Paul Twomey participated via conference call to make opening comments. . 

Day One was co-moderated by Philip Sheppard and Ken Stubbs, past–chairs of the DNSO/gNSO Council. This section of the meeting included comments from Paul Twomey, ICANN CEO and President; an extensive presentation from Paul Verhoef and Kurt Pritz,  ICANN. Prepared comments/presentations and “open mike” comments from the community were also provided by several participants.  The chart below identifies the form of presentation.   PowerPoint’s are available on the gNSO site; for those who made ad hoc comments, brief summaries of  major points from their statements are provided in Appendix B. 
Table 1:  List of Speakers:  

Presentation methodology
	Paul Verhoef/Kurt Pritz, ICANN
	PowerPoint

	Marilyn Cade, Commercial and Business User Constituency
	PowerPoint

	Maureen Cubberly, Councilor, gNSO
	Verbal comments/summarized in Appendix B

	Marc Schneiders, Non Commercial Constituency
	Statement based on Written comments

	Marie Zitkova, Chair, Registry Constituency
	PowerPoint

	Axel Pawlik, NRO
	Verbal comments/summarized in Appendix B

	Thomas Roessler, ALAC
	PowerPoint

	Mark McFadden, ISPCP
	PowerPoint

	Chuck Gomes, Verisign
	Verbal Comments/summarized in Appendix B

	Paul Kane, CENTR chair/as an individual
	Verbal Comments/summarized in Appendix B


	Chris Disspain, ccNSO
	Verbal Comments/summarized in Appendix B 

	Jordyn Buchanan, Registrar.com
	Verbal Comments/summarized in Appendix B

	Jennifer Northover, Councilor, InternetNZ
	Verbal comments/summarized in Appendix B

	Danny Younger, GA
	Written comments via StratPlan list

	Bruce Tonkin, Melbourne IT
	Written comments via StratPlan list


Summary of points made in Day One: All presenters made the point that whatever consultation had taken place to date was not sufficient. All also agreed that the matters in the StratPlan deserve extensive consultation, for both the current version and future year’s versions. There was broad commitment to participate in consultation and to provide suggestions on how to develop and deliver consultation on an ongoing basis on the development of the strategic plan through its implementation.  A call for more, and broadened consultation was strongly supported by the Participants, and a specific recommendation developed in how to advance that. 
The session was highly participatory and provided for interaction between presenters, audience, and ICANN staff to clarify questions and examine issues and perspectives.  While there were a wide variety of specific points made, there were also many common themes. Security was a broadly supported theme, although many commentors advised on different ways to address security. The role of ICANN in actual research was questioned, but general support for convening as a forum of the DNS “industry/sector”. Several questions were asked regarding the two “unrestricted funds”, including sustainability, what accountability mechanisms were proposed; and whether there were other ways to achieve much of the objectives associated with the funds.  Some participants noted that there are existing organizations already engaged and collaboration may be a better approach.

The development of light weight agreements with root servers was supported. Compliance with contracts was mentioned by several participants; as was the need to clarify that staff are supporting in roles/functions. Several comments about the role of the stakeholders were made in different presentations. Commentors supported the need for a predictable process on the introduction of further gTLDs. Commentors acknowledged that broader participation including from developing countries is needed. Some more detailed comments were made by individual presenters, and these are reflected in their presentations/summary of comments. 

The second day of the meeting was co-moderated by Grant Forsyth, BC/Councilor and Tony Holmes, ISPCP/Councilor. Rapporteurs for both days were: Jennifer Northover, Eva Frölich, Niklas Lagergren, David Maher, Mark McFadden and Marilyn Cade. Day Two included a report from the co-moderators on ideas for a possible consultation process; and a series of rapporteur reports on key themes that had emerged from the presentations and discussions on Day one.   The group worked interactively to develop a set of comments/recommendations to submit to the ICANN public comment process on the ICANN Strategic Plan. [These are included in the Recommendations Section at the end of the document.]
During the second day, there were extensive discussions on how to modify, extend, and change the consultative process; how to provide significant inputs into it, and the possibility of extending it beyond the Argentina ICANN meeting. After discussing the pragmatic realities, the participants reached several recommendations which are shown in the Recommendations Section. 
The participants did not believe that there is yet in place a completely adequately defined and structured consultative process; therefore, it was agreed to work on developing and presenting a recommendation to ICANN for use in future Strategic Plans, beginning 2005-06 and beyond. This process is also described in the Recommendations Section. 
To support the present consultation on the Strategic Plan, the participants will work to provide group recommendations from the Amsterdam Consultation, and also noted their intention to participate fully in the present process through the contribution of comments. 

A summary of the discussion on submitting comments follows:

1) Year One of the Strategic Plan is over half over by the time of the April meeting in Argentina, and that there is a pressing need to prepare and seek approval of the budget for Years 2004-2005; noting that the fiscal year ends in June.   

2) The priority of the participants will be on providing input and comments to meet the February 28 comment period. 
3) The report of the meeting will be prepared, with agreed recommendations developed during the second day. This will be distributed to the participants in the meeting for agreement on a time table and process described below.

4) The report will include specific recommendations that were developed as a group...  All participants will be invited to agree to the recommendations as individuals, or on behalf of their affiliated group, according to their choice. 

5) This final report, with its recommendations will be submitted on February 28, 2005, via the public comment list on the ICANN Strategic Plan.

6) All individuals who made comments or presentations that want their full contributions posted to the public comment list are invited to do so, on their own. 

7) Based on discussions with ICANN staff, the participants expect that ICANN staff will publish a next version of the plan, taking into account all contributions, in March, for consideration at an open public forum/meeting in April’s ICANN meeting. Several participants advised that the publication significantly before the April meeting is important due to the need to have time to consult within SOs, constituencies, ALAC, etc. 
Developing a structured Consultation Process across the SOs/ALAC/Advisory Committees: 

On a parallel track, the SOs/ALAC will work together between now and April ICANN meeting to organize discussions online to prepare for a face to face meeting of the SOs/ALAC in Argentina to discuss the development of a formalized consultation process that involves cross SO/ALAC consultation and participation in the Strategic Plan development and consultation on an annual basis and as part of ICANN’s formalized and supported activities.
To accomplish an effective face to face meeting, volunteer organizers will be invited from each of the groups to participate in planning the meeting for Argentina. The organizers will work with ICANN staff to ensure that there is a time allocation that can be set aside, and meeting space made available for the meeting. The meeting will be organized and managed by the leadership of the SOs/ALAC with the purpose of providing for follow up and development of input to ICANN by the Luxemburg meeting on a documented and effective consultative process for input, participation, and contributions by the SOs/ALAC. 
As part of the Argentina meeting, agreement will be reached by the organizers on needed support and the SOs/ALAC will determine how to organize such support, along with a calendar of activities to develop a formal contribution to ICANN prior to the Luxemburg meeting so that it can be discussed with staff and Board. Discussions and consultations with the ICANN staff will take place throughout this. 
Recommendations of Supporting Participants of the Amsterdam Consultation on the ICANN Strategic Plan --See Appendix B
The section below will not be included in the submission but is provided for guidance on time lines and process to the meeting participants.

Timelines and process for finalizing draft report of meeting and recommendations for posting to the public comment process on the ICANN Strategic Plan: 

a. Draft report of meeting with recommendations distributed 2/13 via the StratPlan list and to all guests. The draft will have a list of Supporting Participants, with the names of all participants in the meeting, both in person and remote. 
b.  In addition,  questions can be sent to Glen de Saint Gery at gnso.secretariat@gnso.icann.org  or Marilyn Cade at marilynscade@hotmail.com.. 
c. Edits/comments are needed by 2/20 to the Stratplan list. Suggested edits are welcomed. Keep in mind that we are trying to put forward a document where there is broad support, thus not every recommendation that was discussed is included in the set of recommendations. 
d.  In addition to the recommendations and the meeting report, participants should check the spelling and titles associated with their names/or their groups, and advise in their comments of any changes. This is very important. 
e. The Organizing Group of Councilors will prepare the final comments of the Amsterdam Consultation and distribute the final version via the StratPlan list by 2/22. The plan is to submit the contribution, over the names of those shown on the list of Supporting Participants 
f. By 2/25, participants MUST advise if they want their names removed from the list of supporting participants. Removed names won’t be removed from the meeting minutes, but will not be included in the list of Supporting Participants. IF anyone has questions, please email marilynscade@hotmail.com and gnso.secretariat@gnso.icann.org so that they can be addressed.
g. On 2/28, the meeting’s recommendations, the meeting report, and the list of supporting participants will be posted to the public comment on the Strategic Plan list.

Appendix A:  Summary of key points from Verbal Comments/ad hoc comments 

	Maureen Cubberly
	· Has taken much feedback herself on SPs she has developed for clients. Good idea to have a plan/applaud work to date. Missing some things/not fatal. Can be fixed with mutual commitment for input by stakeholders, and incorporation of feedback by staff in next version. 

· ICANN’s abilities to see synergies critical to success. External and internal resources rarely adequate for all needs that can be identified within any organization. Prioritization always impt. 

· Core values that guide ICANN are good ones. Like to see SP ensure that core values guide this particular stage of growth. 

· Strong on level of detail on what staff can do. Missing what stakeholders are doing, and can do. 

	Axel Pawlik
	· Only main points now. Will provide input into public comment process for NRO. Not clear that ICANN has to undertake all activities. Operation of root server not necessary for ICANN to do to accomplish mission. Might create conflict of interest with agreements with RS operators. 

· Consultation process flawed/to non existent. Have heard that there were many conversations with individuals. No formal consultations. Need to change into more structured process. 

· Budget should reflect how money is spent. Like more details. RIRs are and like to contribute to developing country outreach participation. 

· Willing to work with ICANN staff. 


* Speaking as an individual

Key Points from Open Mike Comments. 

	Speaker
	Summarized comments

	Chuck Gomes
	· Verisign noted that DNSSEC might be an appropriate focus for ICANN in security area. Noted will be costly for registrars/ISPs. 

· Better definition of the proposed security fund is a good idea. Could be very effective.

· Note Mark’s point about ICANN having inward focus – too many pressures on ICANN; put it in an awkward situation; difficult to manage its mission when demands are made outside of its mission.

	Paul Kane
	· Draft Strategic Plan should limit the scope not broaden it.

· The SP should state objectives, future activities.

· Proposal to add ICANN staff for providing support to regions should be reconsidered as there are regional offices such as CENTR, APTLD that already have budget to assist, e.g. with travel costs. 

· ICANN should instead consider a role of coordinating existing resource base. 

· Potential abuse situation if ICANN links award of registry operations (as in .net) with creation of “special funds”. Should be sure that are not issues association with such linking.



	Chris Disspain
	· Want a finalized plan to be inclusive of feedback and comments of all ICANN constituencies. 

· Suggest a f2f meeting in Argentina to gather final comments, and achieve approval for a finalized Plan. Would be better from cc point of view to have opportunity of face to face discussions in Argentina to develop comments.

· Is possible to have extension to Luxemburg?

	Jennifer Northover
	· Congratulated ICANN on having undertaken Plan development. Draft Strategic Plan is great in detail for a first document but incomplete in some areas – other presenters have already mentioned these – e.g. Maureen Cubberly. As it is enhanced, can create a template to be used for future years Strategic Plan documents.

· Need to include analysis of external factors – environment, other players, as this describes the landscape in which ICANN operates now and extending into the future.

· Strategies – alternative mechanisms for delivering activities are not discussed – cannot determine rationale for ICANN doing things in the way they outline – e.g. whether through own staffing, or whether partnerships, or outsourcing might be as effective. E.g. outreach programmes could be delivered through ISOC, regional cc and RIR organizations. Likewise with root server management.




Appendix B: Recommendations from Day Two
Development of a set of Consensus Recommendations for the Public Comment list/which could be posted by the Supporting Participants list, Amsterdam Consultation on the Strategic Plan.

The Group worked on Day Two toward a set of short consensus supported recommendations that could be submitted to the Public Comment Process. Consideration was given to the development process of the Strategic Plan/its associated consultation throughout development and ongoing, and the four topical areas that the Plan addresses.  The PowerPoint’s from Day One/comments should be reviewed for more detailed inputs. Day Two is an attempt to have a set of comments that can be broadly supported. The Rapporteurs captured summary notes and provided them. 

The materials that follow are taken from the PowerPoint presentations that were used to guide the Development of Recommendations from the Amsterdam Consultation.   Only those sections that are relevant to the Recommendations are Included; some small editorial changes have been made for clarification. Please review and comment regarding whether we are capturing the intent of the discussions/agreements on recommendations for the Strategic Plan Public Comment process. 

Consultation on StratPlan Development
Suggested Approach

[NOTE: This is an outline from the discussion that Grant Forsyth and Tony Holmes led. It is provided as a background document. To be useful in the recommendation, it will need a paragraph of explanation from Tony and Grant. ]

Overview of Discussion on Day 2, Session One

· Generic StratPlan Development

·  ICANN Consultation Opportunities

· Current StratPlan 

· StratPlan Current & Future Years

· Current Consultation Opportunities

· Time Line

Generic StratPlan Development

· External analysis

· Internal review (SWOT)

· Future view 

· Identified gaps & opportunities

· Possible solutions, necessary resources

· Operationalise & prioritise

· Monitor achievements

ICANN StratPlan 
· Consultation Opportunities
· Current ICANN StratPlan
· StratPlan Current & Future Years
· Current Consultation Opportunities
· Time Lines (Need input of SOs/ALAC/Advisory Committees)
Stability and Security


General Comments: 
· No support from the NCUC

· Support for DNSSec (gtld registry)

· Crucial area, increased efforts - supported by gTLD registries
· ICANN does not assemble the right industry (to do the broad security areas). 
·  ICANN does assemble the right players ( DNS industry ) to address DNS (ALAC)
· Security and stability - very important area (many)

· Icann has a limited/focused role

· DNS related security received broader support

· ICANN need to clarify the intended scope of the ”facilitator of network security research”

Root servers

· Relationship must be formalised and consistent

· Light weight agreements 
Summary

· Important area

· A lot of support from participants

· Agreements with root servers important/light weight approach

· ICANN provides the forum for the addressing and naming community

· More clarification is needed about what intend to do/may be other ways to accomplish objectives that need further examination and consideration

Competition and Choice

General Comments
· Foster innovation, competition, agreement compliance and growth in the registration of Internet resources to benefit providers and users of registration services.

· Define and implement a predictable strategy for selecting new gTLDs, and provide support for their successful launch so that the stability of the Internet is maintained.

Comments from the floor

The floor agreed that it is very important to have competition and choice. 
For adding gTLDs:

· Process needs to be well-defined, objective, and  transparent. 
Comments from the floor
Handling complaints:

· A complaint handling process which includes policy, technological solutions and effective reporting should be implemented.
· (The floor supported the importance of dealing effectively and efficiently with complaints that are about ICANN’s mission and activities).
Compliance

· Acknowledge that compliance is very important. Two comments:
· Compliance management needs to be developed hand in hand with policy development – to give policy meaning.

· New tools may be needed if creating new types of contracts. 

Independent bottom-up coordination
· Converging views of Participants:

· Need to outline role of staff (e.g. in PDPs, etc.) and assess staffing requirements (with participation of the SOs/leadership in the process)
· ICANN not « staff-centric » ( Sum of its constituents

· Staff consideration ( No substitute to open consultation (re: Strategic Plan)

· Open questions:

· Role of staff vs. role of the « constituents »?

· Staff-driven vs. staff-supported – e.g. PDPs?

· Imbalance of current representation?

· Participation/representation vs. efficiency/accountability?

· As ICANN grows, how will consensus be detected?
GLOBAL STAKEHOLDER REPRESENTATION

Summary Comments: 

· In general, global stakeholders are represented, but uneven distribution (e.g. developing countries)

· ICANN should reach out to and [facilitate][encourage] participation by self-organized community groups 

· Consultation processes should be improved

· There should be cross community interaction, including consultation with Board, and through public comment process

· Need for more formal consultation procedures

· Use of technology blended with regional meetings
PRINCIPLES
DRAFT Presented by Mark McFadden

Participants Agreed concept of Principles was helpful and to consider these/or modifications/edits

1. The relationship between ICANN and Root Server operators must be formalized, consistent and coherent

2. IANA must complete the evolution to an effective business service operation

3. Preserve an independent, transparent address policy development entity

4. The effective development and implementation of policy requires an aware and educated community

5. Compliance is a crucial part of policy development for the Internet

6. Policy development processes must be flexible – there is a wide variety in complexity in different policy development requirements

7. ICANN should use technology – where appropriate – to expand the participation base in its policy activity

8. ICANN’s Strategic Plan must recognize the likelihood of ICANN’s evolution – responding to the external environment

9. ICANN must focus on its core value of technical policy coordination and implementation

10. ICANN must be fully committed to acting as the sum of all its constituent organizations and interest groups
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Rapporteurs

PAGE  
12

