Dear Steve and Fadi,

I am writing to you in my capacity as chair of the ccNSO Strategic and Operational Planning Working Ggroup (SOPWG) to share with you the concerns and frustration of the SOPWG Working Group - and ccNSO Council for that matter - with ICANN’s Strategic and Operational Plan and& Budgetary planning process., The main causes of both our concern and frustration are and in particular with the absencelack of predictability of the planning processes and the lack of meaningful responses to and action improvements based on the input we the SOPWG providehas been providing over the years.

As you undoubtedly know, the goal of the SOPWG is to coordinate, facilitate, and increase the participation of ccTLD managers in ICANN's Strategic and Operating planning and budgetary processes. The SOPWG is expected to achieves this goal, through by preparing submissionscomments on frameworks and draft strategic and operational plans and budgets. These comments are  both , which are submitted directly to ICANN as well as and shared and discussed with the community to inform and be used by them. The submissions are prepared by the membership of the SOPWG[footnoteRef:1], typically executive level members from our community with a keen interest and expertise in strategic and operational planning and who are wilingthe willingness to spend a relative large amount of their time on the work of the SOP WG to help to further improve ICANN.  [1:  The listing of members can be found at: http://ccnso.icann.org/workinggroups/sopiwg.htm] 


The SOPWG risks to achieve the exact opposite of its goal.
The lack of improvement of ICANN’s planning processes and the wholly insufficient  responses to our input, constitute in fact a clear signal to the community that this form of engagement is ineffective and in the end, a waste of precious time and expertise.
significant meaningful resul
Since the creation of the SOPWG in November 2008, we witnessed were confronted every year with significant changes in the planning process for either the Strategic Plan, Operational Plan and Budget or both. In addition to those changes, deadlines were and are hardly ever met. Over time, tThis lack of predictability makes it impossible to meaningfully plan the activities or our working group and constitutes an  of proces, is creating an ever-increasing increasing hurdleobstacle to participate for effective and efficient meaningful in the processengagement in ICANN’s strategic and budgetary processes. 

As a working group we Determined to find our way around this obstacle, we have over the years submitted comments on the draft Strategic and Operational Plans & Budgets that we consider to be quite significant. both from a community perspective and in order to assist ICANN. As a result of the lack of visible improvements in certain area’s - we have submitted the same comments on ICANN’s Plans on numerous occasions and year after year.

The lack of meaningful responses and improvements based on our comments contrasts with the wide respect the SOPWG has earned for its work and the level at which comments have been publicly supported and repeated by other communities like the GNSO and the GAC.

On several occasions we have expressed (both during meetings as well as in writing) our concerns directly to you, most recently in our “Summary of previous comments of the ccNSOP WG on ICANN’s Strategic Plans” of 10 May 2013.

In addition - as a result of noted lack of improvements in certain area’s - we have submitted the same comments on ICANN’s Plans on numerous occasions and year after year.

We fully understand that ICANN in the end decides, and that it is impossible have made it clear at numerous occasions that we do not expect ICANN to accept incorporate all comments submitted by the community unconditionallyin its plans. 
HoweverWe, we do expect and even urge ICANN to live up to its own planning, plans and budgetary responsibilities.  
And in additionHowever, we also expect ICANN to provide a reasonable, matchingclear and intelligent  rationale if based on its assessments it does not see terms to adjust a (Strategic or Operational) planit decides against incorporating (public) comments into its plans and/or procedures..

I expect the two examples below (derived from our most recent comments: those on the FY14 Draft Operational Plan & Budget) Undoubtedly, the following two examples willto illustrate both points:

· On the FY 14 Ops Plan & Budget we submitted the general comment that it lacks measurable goals (a comment that was widely echoed by the community during the Durban meeting and that we have made repeatedly over the years). ICANN staff responded with “metrics and deliverables are continuously being developed”.  Which leaves the SOPWG with the question how ever (again) I can only qualify this as substandard: how can the budget and operating plan can have been approved if deliverables and metrics are still being developed.?
· We also raised the point that the rationale for an astonishing  23.8% increase in expenses for ICANN operations had to be clarified in our view.  The reaction was a two sentences reference to a new strategic planning process, which is anything but a rationale.

These and too many other examples, makde it very clear to us that we spend far more energy time and brainpower and time on our comments, then ICANN spends on a meaningful responses let alone whether reasonable suggestions do have an impact and result in and/or the implementation of improvements based on those commentsimprovements.
 
In an attempt to move forward, moving forward we urge you to ensure that ICANN implements and maintains predictable processes and really constructively engages with the community., firstly creating predictable processes and live up to them and, more importantly, by really engaging with the community, And constructive engagement implies by first and foremost taking input and feed-back from the community very seriously, . This does not only entailsby matching input it with an appropriate and adequate responses , but also byand using that inputit to continuously improve. 


Roelof Meijer,
Chair of the ccNSO SOP WG

