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These comments are presented in my personal capacity but are based on my experience as an elected representative of the Business Constituency on the GNSO Council (Generic Names Support Organisations) of ICANN. I provide this critique as a contribution to a productive dialogue and fully accept that some of my responses will be addressed through additional explanation and thus a better understanding on my part.

Grant Forsyth

This critique follows the same layout as the Budget document. Where no comment has been provided against a subject heading, the proposed approach of the Budget is supported. The text in “quotes” and or in italics are direct extracts from the original document. My response and suggested response to specific aspects of the plan are provided in bold. 

Operational Objectives

Compliance

Improvement in Registration Services
”eliminating backlog” – is to be commended and would be enhanced if tied to explicit targets. As a general comment, I would note that the plan would be greatly enhanced if the plan had more transparent, quantifiable (where practicable) measures against which to plan and monitor.

Services to registrants
While registrants are the ultimate beneficiaries of ICANN’s efforts, as coordinator of the unique naming and numbering of the internet their interests are best addressed through stable and secure registry and registrar services – both at the gTLD and ccTLD level. ICANN’s involvement with registrants should be as input to and feed-back on policy development and implementation at the registry and registrar level.  ICANN’s involvement in ensuring registries have proper “failover” arrangements is an excellent way of delivering to registrants through working with registries.  Just as ICANN has facilitated the establishment of the UDRP which is not “delivered” by ICANN.

“staff the public participation function to educate consumers” –support: utilising automated facilities to provide information and education that empower consumers to, themselves, resolve issues is effectively. This process should be constructed to automatically gather statistics at the appropriate detail, to inform ICANN as to the proper delivering of policies and enforcement of those policies.

“Meeting needs of … consumers is already a significant element in ICANN’s budget, but there are many activities that are under funded and under staffed” – as noted above, ICANN’s direct support of consumers should be severely constrained. Gathering input on such matters as consumers’ experience of various registry/registrar functions should be largely automated. Wider experience and consultation should be by way of the various constituencies that support the diverse range of consumers. Reduce staffing and funding – other than those to Improve automated systems for the gathering of statistical evidence of the results of registry/registrar practices. 

“require substantial investments in … regional presence and personnel” –eliminate: commensurate with ICANN’s role of coordinating the names and numbers through registries and registrars, there is no call for a greatly expanded regional presence. This is a role better left to other organisations such as the in-country cc management organisations or regional TDL groups.

IANA Performance

Implementation of New Registry Servcies

Contingency Planning

Globalisation
”ICANN has been contacted by several governmental and non-governmental agencies regarding establishing regional presences/partnerships in certain locations. The budget contains seed money to develop those inquires…” – eliminate: other than for the purposes of systems disaster mitigation, physical geographic diversity is not a requirement for ICANN to fulfil its mission. These invitations would be better directed to supporting existing in-region groups who could then funnel input into and provide liaison back from ICANN

Given that I do not see the need or value in ICANN going out and setting up physical presences around the globe, I consider that ICANN should develop specific recommendations.  May be it is (a) appointing a senior staff role to promote outreach of ICANN which explicitly target individuals and organisations in countries and regions to encourage them to join one of the established ICANN constituencies, (b) employing or partly funding liaisons from each of the five ICANN regions who are based in their regional TLD groups? (c) beefing up the ALAC human/systems (not offices!) infrastructure?, or (d) specifically tasking the cc community through the ccNSO ? Such suggestion would be a good topic for a joint GAC, GNSO, CCNSO group – an excellent way of pulling these organisations together along with new staff support. 

The MOU with the Department of Commerce

Litigation

World Summit on an Information Society (WSIS)

Introduction to ICANN Operational Objectives

Ensure Stability and Security
Consult with the managers of root name servers and other appropriate experts in order to transition, under appropriate terms and conditions, ICANN's signing of the authoritative root.  [Sorry, I don’t understand this]
Promote Competition
Determine the allocation method (e.g., auction, published criteria, individual RFPs, etc.) for designating new TLDs:  This presumes that new, additional TLDs is the way (and only way) of promoting competition. The whole approach to new TLDs needs to be developed prior to a consideration of “allocation”.
Conduct economics studies to determine the effects of various pricing, allocation and business models for new TLDs: I am not sure that ICANN need concern itself over “business models”, as long as the registry policies, improved competition (ie not allowing the current dominant registry to leverage its market power into new markets) and consumer protection (escrow of registry data) is in place, what concern is if of ICANN?
“Create a customer service program” – As long as the “customer” being referred to here are registries and registrars, then I am comfortable. Consumers should not be taking their “inquiries” directly to ICANN other than through constituencies.
Policy Making Support
”Continue its efforts to achieve stable agreements or frameworks of accountability with ccTLD operators”: support
“Potentially fund selected GAC activities such as travel for the chair, meeting participation, and sponsoring regional meetings”: - eliminate: there are far more needy recipients for private funding (and ICANN’s revenue sources are largely derived from private funds) than governments. Perhaps the governments of the GAC could consider how they might work to support participation of representative from countries less able to afford participation.
Global Participation by Stakeholders
”Continue to facilitate the building of an "At-Large" network of user groups throughout the world and support the advocacy efforts of these groups and the At-Large Advisory Committee (ALAC)”.:  I think I support this – ie helping others to get involved in ICANN, rather than funding ICANN to go out into and establish themselves in their communities. Or is this the proper role for cc organizations?
“create a user's/consumer's "guide" for domain name registration” – unnecessary: this is a job that is better left to those that have a direct incentive to facilitate registrations – such as ISPs and registrars. 
“establish an "At-Large Fellows" program” – care needs to be taken that such programs would not cut across existing support programs run by various regional groups
“Increasing public participation” – unnecessary: most of the “public” have no interest in the coordination of names and numbers of the internet. This is a function that they are quite content to leave to others – and quite rightly so. If they do have a particular interest, then they should be encouraged to engage through local or regional representative groups – it is these groups that ICANN should work to interface to.
“Sponsorship of Internet community related events,” – unnecessary: ICANN should work to represent its work and leave local and regional organizations to represent the interests of individuals etc
ICANN Administration and Infrastructure

Proposed Revenues

gTLD Registrar Fees

Registrar-Level Transaction Fee

Per-Registrar Feed

gTLD and sTLD Registry Fees

ccTLD Contributions
It is desirable for cc communities to reach an agreed understanding of support for and support from ICANN and funding of that support.
Regional Internet Registries

Alternate Sources of Revenue
” ICANN has developed a staffing plan to accelerate the execution of frameworks of accountability with ccTLDs. One aspect of these discussions is how to secure a more consistent base of funding from these stakeholders.” -As noted above, more certainty of financial support from the cc community for agreed levels of service  - both direct and indirect to the larger internet community, is to be welcomed.
“there is a substantial opportunity for commercial organisations that benefit directly from successful operation of ICANN's functions to contribute to some of the associated costs.” – caution: needs to be taken in tying any of ICANN’s mission critical funding to non contracted funding. Funding of discretionary larger community-good deliverables (eg some of the special purpose contestable funds) would be acceptable.
General Comments

It would be immensely helpful if the operational plan used paragraph numbering (including bullet points) so that explicit references to plan items (see below) can be made efficiently, effectively without any ambiguity.

It would be helpful if the budget line items are explicitly referenced back to the operational plan descriptions.

It would be helpful to group the operational and budget items according to the key strategic objectives and the MOU objects, with a comment as to what degree the planned actions during the period of this plan will meet or fulfil the objectives.

It would be helpful if “new” initiatives are identified (on top of “business as usual”) and similarly, “incremental” budget amounts be identified over and above business as usual.
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