Meeting with: Non-Commercial Stakeholder Group (NCSG) leadership
Date: 31 January 2019
Attendees: Goran Marby (ICANN CEO); Stephanie Perrin (NCSG Chair); David Olive (SVP, Policy Development Support); ICANN Policy support staff


High level notes [these are only intended to capture the high level themes raised during the discussion]:

TOPIC 1: GDPR & Privacy
· NCSG held a session at ICANN63 in Barcelona about privacy management standards. Toward the end of the workshop, the idea of outsourcing the access function by establishing an external third party “digital trust” was discussed. The concept originated with civil society, based on the understanding that it will be inappropriate and impractical for ICANN org to determine access on a case-by-case basis.
· Since the data in question will reside with the registrar, the system can be token-based.
· Where GDPR is concerned, ICANN org has consulted with the European Commission’s DG-Justice and other departments who have indicated that unified access may be workable. However, the policy conversation should not just be about GDPR but about privacy at a more global level. There is also a need to develop the appropriate technical mechanism.
· [bookmark: _GoBack]NCSG agrees that the policy outcomes should diminish the legal risks for the Contracted Parties.
· Goran is very pleased with the discussions and progress of the Expedited Policy Development Process (EPDP). ICANN org did not support the idea of having discussions only between ICANN and the Contracted Parties or that it should simply focus on compliance issues – this is why the original “calzone” model, the Cookbook and other materials were produced, to facilitate a community conversation. Although ICANN org does have legal responsibilities under the applicable law, which meant that the format for the community discussion is somewhat unique, it is not for ICANN org to make policy decisions.

Action Item: None at this time.

TOPIC 2: Multi-stakeholder Model
· NCSG has committed, knowledgeable members participating in the EPDP but one concern is whether they will be able to commit more time and effort to Phase Two, especially as some of the longstanding issues and disagreements are likely to be rehashed.
· The Contracted Parties did not necessarily support having NCSG (or other non-contracted parties) participate on an equal basis in the EPDP. 
· The disagreements and negotiations that took place to form the EPDP team could be an indication of problems with the multi-stakeholder model of policy-making at ICANN.
· This is a timely topic as the Board intends to kick off and facilitate a community discussion about institutional governance – and whether and how it will be necessary to adjust the ICANN structures and model – at ICANN64 in Kobe. This will likely involve the use of a professional facilitator to focus the discussion and so that the Board is not perceived to be imposing a “top down” viewpoint.
· NCSG has successfully engaged and recruited members through global outreach – but they are not necessarily able to participate effectively. This could be due to language issues but one significant factor is the sheer amount of time it takes to participate in policy discussions. 
· NCSG also has resource issues with respect to funding or supporting participation, even though it has benefited from several Additional Budget Request (ABR) approvals that support its outreach and capacity building efforts. It understands that ICANN is not an educational institution or a government but there is a fundamental problem in that there is not a resource base that provides sufficient neutral participation, especially given the complexity and global reach of the current policy challenges. ICANN may have the responsibility of brokering the balance that is needed.
· ICANN org may be able to assist by simplifying the issues.

Action Item: NCSG is encouraged to participate in the discussion that will take place at ICANN64.

TOPIC 3: Budget Planning
· The proposed FY20 budget is not that different in terms of amount and allocations from the current FY19 budget.
· The one significant difference is the $3 million that will be put into the reserve fund.
· The FY21 budget may be quite different as there are anticipated expenditures that will be needed, e.g. Work Stream 2 and CCT implementation, potential recommendations from SSR2, strategic planning outcomes. Nevertheless the overall revenues are not expected to expand, so it may be necessary to re-allocate funding from certain projects in order to fund these efforts. The community will need to be prepared for more substantial changes than exist under the present and proposed FY20 budgets.
· It will be critical to have a community conversation about priorities and how the limited monies should be allocated.
· NCSG agrees that there should not be any more “free riding” by any community groups. Metrics can be developed to assess contribution and participation levels.


Action Item: None at this time.
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