MANAGEMENT SUMMARY

ICANN Board rejection of consensus-based GNSO policy recommendations are a relatively recent, but now consistent feature of the Policy Development Process. The rejection of the community-based, bottom-up recommendations and the multi-year delays that result denigrate the reputation of the multi-stakeholder model of DNS governance. 

The effort described in this paper followed from the GNSO Council’s ongoing discussions regarding “Board readiness,” its shorthand for operation of a Policy Development Process (PDP) that improves the chances of timely ICANN Board adoption. 

In order to identify possible improvements in the PDP, our team interviewed selected PDP members, chairs, Board liaisons, and policy staff support of Processes that resulted in Board rejection of the consensus-based recommendations. The PDPs include the two Registration Data, the Subsequent Procedures, and the IDN PDPs. Question lists were created and tailored for each group and participant type. In all, we conducted [[[xx(include the test interviews]]] hour-long interviews. 

In our FINDINGS (based on facts and opinions stated by the interviewees), we confirmed that the PDP teams and the Board operate with different objectives in mind and are guided by different, sometimes competing, sets of information. PDP Teams seek to find constructive consensus among the ICANN communities while the Board seeks compliance with its Bylaws and conservation of its budget. There are limits on information sharing.

Traditionally, the Board begins its consideration of policy recommendations months after the PDP team has issued its Final Report and disbanded, and its volunteer members have gotten on with their day-to-day careers and lives. This obviates any chance for meaningful interaction between the PDP team and the Board. (The recent implementation of Board liaisons to PDP teams have improved this situation somewhat.) 

During those intervening months, the Board must take on competing versions of: the competency with which the process was conducted, the risks associated with implementation of the recommendations, and the degree of support for the consensus-based recommendations. 

Based on the Findings resulting from the interviews, we make six sets of RECOMMENDATIONS (comprised of 20 sub-recommendations in all) aiming to improve the likelihood that GNSO policy recommendations can be adopted by the Board in a timely way. The recommendations generally seek to improve information sharing and transparency, improve access to resources, align goals across the organisation, and enhance coordination.
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