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This summary is submitted in response to the request for Public Comment to provide transparency in discussions that I have had with Community members concerning the Evolving ICANN’s Multistakeholder Model process. 

At Large Consolidated Policy Working Group
I was invited to a call with the At Large Consolidated Policy Working Group that was held on 25 September 2019. What follows is a summary of the discussion that took place concerning the Evolving ICANN’s Multistakholder Model process. A transcript of the call can be found here: https://community.icann.org/display/atlarge/2019-09-25+Consolidated+Policy+Working+Group+Call?preview=/117607977/119898180/atlarge-cpwg-25sep19-en.pdf
I attended the call of the At Large Consolidated Policy Working Group at the invitation of the group to discuss the status of the Evolving ICANN’s Multi-stakeholder Model process. The discussion focused on the open request for Public Comment. Members of At Large Consolidated Policy Working Group offered their thoughts on some of the potential solutions to issues that are identified in the request for Public Comment document. 
It was observed that ALAC has identified volunteerism (volunteer burnout) and the complexity of ICANN work as important issues.
It was noted that GNSO PDP 3.0 is identified in the request for Public Comment as a potential solution for the community to consider. At Large believes that PDP 3.0 may “exacerbate our problems” by vetting and reducing the number of people who can participate in GNSO PDPs. It was stated that this may not result in better policy. It was suggested that the GNSO can assist a lot of people in participating. It was suggested that the GNSO should host webinars before a PDP is launched to assist people in understanding the issues, encouraging participation, making technical issues easier. The sort of thing that will encourage people to participate that are not part of the solutions identified in the request for Public Comment.
It was noted that it is difficult to state whether they are sure that ATRT3 and PDP 3.0 referenced in Public Comment will solve the problem. But the question is also how potential solution be implemented and it was asked if commenter can reply “yes” but “this can also be done.” It was also asked if they can comment on what we think is important even if it is not addressed in the request for Public Comment.
I clarified that it is acceptable to state “I don’t know” in response to a question in the request for Public Comment about whether a potential solution could sufficiently address an issue. I also affirmed that commenters can offer other solutions and all thoughts that they have.
It was stated that a fair number of issues identified are not the root causes and that prioritization is a motherhood issue but it’s not the real problem. The real problem is the consensus issue and the culture, trust and silos issues. Those result in us taking so long to get our work done. 
It was stated that asking us to evaluate a process that is not yet complete (ATRT3, PDP 3.0) is a real barrier in responding to the request for comment. It is impossible to know and that makes it hard to respond to who should take on the work. I recognized the difficulty and suggested that one could ask certain questions when considering potential solutions, even if the work is not complete, such as: is the potential solution fit for purpose for only one stakeholder group or broader community work? Using the issue of “prioritization of the work” as an example, I noted that some comments have stated that the Community should take the lead. I also noted that given the Board and Org role in the Planning Process it is difficult to assume a solution to prioritization could be developed in a vacuum. The suggestion being that multiple entities could be engaged to develop a solution.

ATRT3
I had a conversation with Bernard Turcotte who serves as Technical Writer to the Accountability and Transparency Review Team 3 (ATRT3). Given the fact that ATRT3 work is underway and that ATRT3 may develop recommendations to the ICANN Board on issues that are raised in Evolving ICANN’s MSM, I have endeavored to remain abreast of ATRT3’s parallel, developing work to ensure that there is no duplication of work between the Evolving ICANN’s MSM Work Plan and ATRT3 recommendations. The conversation covered ATRT3’s developing work and the surveys that ATRT3 put out to the Community that address issues that have also been raised in Evolving ICANN’s MSM. ATRT3’s work is ongoing and will be taken into account in the Evolving ICANN’s MSM Work Plan.
