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On 16 December 2025, ICANN published the following: (i) the Draft ICANN FY27-31 Operating and
Financial Plan and the Draft ICANN FY27 Operating Plan; (ii) the Draft ICANN FY27 ICANN Budget;
(iii) the Draft IANA FY27 Operating Plan and Budget; and (iv) the Draft Proposal for Changes to
ICANN’s Funds.

ICANN received numerous comments from six community groups and two individuals about one or
more of these documents. These contributions reflect the community’s invaluable insight and
engagement with the ICANN planning process. This Public Comment Summary Report includes
ICANN'’s responses to the submissions.

Following the Public Comment period, ICANN held a public session during ICANN85 Prep Week to
provide an overview of the community feedback. ICANN also engaged with Supporting Organizations
(SOs) and Advisory Committees (ACs) at ICANNSS5 to discuss the comments. These interactions
helped ICANN develop better responses and identify potential revisions to the Draft FY27-31 ICANN
Operating and Financial Plan, the Draft ICANN FY27 Operating Plan and Budget, and the Draft IANA
FY27 Operating Plan and Budget (collectively, Draft Plans).

ICANN appreciates the community’s participation in the Public Comment proceeding as input is key to
the development of the plans, in keeping with ICANN’s multistakeholder governance model. Where
appropriate, suggested changes will be incorporated into the Plans. The revised Draft Plans will be
published on the ICANN Public Comment Proceeding webpage and then presented to the ICANN
Board for consideration in May 2026.
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Monetary references are in U.S. dollars unless otherwise stated. All references to suggested changes
in the plans are subject to Board approval.
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Section 1: Overview

ICANN posted the following documents for Public Comment: (i) the Draft ICANN FY27-31 Operating
and Financial Plan and the Draft ICANN FY27 Operating Plan; (ii) the Draft ICANN FY27 Budget; (iii)
the Draft IANA FY27 Operating Plan and Budget; and (iv) the Draft Proposal for Changes to ICANN'’s
Funds.

The Draft ICANN FY27-31 Operating and Financial Plan and Draft ICANN FY27 Operating Plan
and Budget define how ICANN will support the achievement of the strategies set forth in the
ICANN Strategic Plan for Fiscal Years 2026—2030 and deliver on continuing operations work to
support ICANN’s mission.

The Draft IANA FY27 Operating Plan and Budget includes the work conducted by Public
Technical Identifiers (PTI) pursuant to a contract it has with ICANN (as reflected in the PTI
Operating Plan and Budget), plus the plans for and costs incurred directly by ICANN for
overseeing and enabling performance of the IANA functions. Once the PTI Board adopts the FY27
PTI Operating Plan and Budget, it is then incorporated into the broader FY27 IANA Operating Plan
and Budget, which the ICANN Board considers to support IANA functions operations.

The Draft Proposal for Changes to ICANN’s Funds suggests two potential changes: (1)
establishing both target and maximum levels for the Reserve Fund; and (2) expanding the scope
of the Supplemental Fund for Implementation of Community Recommendations (SFICR). The
changes proposed, if adopted, will influence ICANN’s planning process and any implementation
will be reflected in future Operating Plans and Budgets.

Section 2: Submissions

Organizations and Groups:

(Name [ Submitted By Initials |

ICANN Policy Staff in support of

At-Large Advisory Committee the At-Large community ALAC
ccNSO Strategic Operating Planning . ccNSO
Committee Andreas Musielak SOPC
Registrars Stakeholder Group Sarah Wyld RrSG
Intellectual Property Constituency John McElwaine IPC
Registries Stakeholder Group N/A RySG
Noncommercial Stakeholder Group Farzaneh Badiei NCSG
Individuals:
(Name | Afiiliation (If Provided) m
Alfredo Calderon-Serrano Individual
Michael Palage Individual MP
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Section 3: Summary of Submissions

ICANN received 181 comments from six community groups and two individuals on the Draft Plans.
Six submissions included responses to the questions asked in the Guided Submission Form. This
Public Comment Summary Report addresses all four of these documents and is ICANN’s response to
the comments received. Comments are categorized into eight groups: (1) Planning Assumptions; (2)
Strategic Initiatives; (3) Functional Activities; (4) ICANN Five-Year Funding Projections; (5) ICANN
Budget; (6) IANA Operating Plan and Budget; (7) Proposal for Changes to ICANN'’s Funds; and (8)
General Comments. These categories follow the structure provided in the Guided Submission Form
utilized for the Public Comment Proceeding.

All received comments will be taken into consideration and, where appropriate and feasible,
incorporated into the revised Draft Plans. If needed, updated versions of the Draft Plans will be
published on the Public Comment page.

Section 4: Analysis of Submissions

4.1 Planning Assumptions

The planning assumptions reflect ICANN’s model for outlining tasks and project plans to
operationalize work for both the FY27-31 and FY27 Operating Plans. These plans represent ICANN’s
best estimate of future activities and needs based on data gathered from multiple sources to support
optimal efficiency. The Guided Submission Form asked whether the planning assumptions are clearly
stated and sufficiently encompass the factors considered in developing the plans. ICANN received six
responses: three “yes” and three “somewhat.”

Comments suggested areas where additional detail could be beneficial. ACS recommended stronger
emphasis on the impact of geopolitical instability and digital fragmentation on global participation,
while ALAC suggested greater clarity on how external risks, regulatory developments, and end-user
impacts are reflected in the assumptions.

ICANN assessed external risks, regulatory developments, and end-user impacts when developing the
Strategic Plan. ICANN reviews these factors each year through the Annual Strategy Review process,
which highlights key relevant trends based on stakeholder input. Any strategic risks that impact the
Operating Plan and Budget will be incorporated into the Planning Assumptions.

Both ccNSO SOPC and ALAC commented on the balance among Board-approved implementation
work, prioritization, and ICANN'’s goal of financial sustainability. ICANN maintains flexibility to adjust
activities and expenses over time while preserving its financial sustainability and has begun tracking
projected resources for the 35 Strategic Initiatives to ensure appropriate full-time equivalent (FTE)
staff allocation. As for Board-approved implementation work, the Policy Research and Stakeholder
Programs team tracks the implementation of policies after they are approved by the Board and
prioritized by the community-led Planning Prioritization Process.

ccNSO SOPC noted the risk of volunteer burnout and community capacity constraints, while NCSG
emphasized the importance of a lean, transparent, mission-aligned Operating Plan and Budget, and
urged ICANN to treat civil society participation as core governance infrastructure. ICANN recognizes
the importance of community engagement as well as the workload involved. ICANN remains
committed to supporting SO/AC work through the Policy Development Support function when
planning annual and ongoing work within available resources.
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4.2 Strategic Initiatives

The Guided Submission Form included two questions on ICANN’s Strategic Initiatives (Sls) and
invited additional feedback on specific Strategic Initiatives.

4.2.1 Linkage of Strategic Initiatives to ICANN’s Strategic Objectives

Five of the six respondents provided input on how well the Strategic Initiatives meaningfully advance
ICANN’s long-term Strategic Objectives. ALAC recommended strengthening the linkage between
each Strategic Initiative and the corresponding strategic priorities by providing clearer outcome
indicators, particularly those related to end-user impact. ACS emphasized the importance of ensuring
sustained and stable funding for the Strategic Initiatives and meaningful regional implementation with
measurable benefits for users in underrepresented and developing regions.

ICANN notes that the successful delivery of regional engagement strategies requires collaboration
with regional stakeholders and a focus on outcomes linked to ICANN'’s technical and policy work.
Ensuring tangible benefits for underrepresented and developing regions remains a priority. Several
Strategic Initiatives support this objective, including Sl 3, Improving Stakeholder Representation, Sl 9,
Coalition for Digital Africa, and Sl 24, Universal Acceptance. In parallel, the Global Stakeholder
Engagement (GSE) team continues to advance regionally tailored strategies and targeted outreach
efforts and will report on these efforts to ensure outcomes are measured.

Outcomes indicators tied to the Strategic Plan’s objectives were published as Progress Indicators.
Through the Management Framework Program, ICANN will measure progress against these
indicators within the FY26—30 period to assess the impact and value in achieving the Strategic Plan’s
objectives, goals, and strategies. The community is encouraged to review the Progress Indicators
related to Strategic Goals 1.1, 3.1, and 4.1.

4.2.2 Project Plans and Resourcing for Strategic Initiatives

At a high level, do the Strategic Initiatives seem realistic and
achievable in five years (by fiscal year 2030)?

Somewhat

Yes

No

Exhibit 1: Do the Strategic Initiatives seem realistic and achievable in five years?
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Three of the six respondents agreed that the Strategic Initiatives appear realistic and achievable by
FY30. ccNSO SOPC noted potential risks regarding the achievability of some of the initiatives within
this period. ICANN'’s response to these concerns is addressed below under the relevant Strategic
Initiatives.

ALAC emphasized that continued support for ICANN’s core functions in addition to the Strategic
Initiatives is essential. ccNSO SOPC also raised questions about key dependencies and resourcing
assumptions for complex and time-sensitive Strategic Initiatives. ICANN acknowledges these
comments and will continue to monitor progress and resource allocation within the five-year time
frame while maintaining continuing operations. Projected resources for Strategic Initiatives are
provided in Appendix B of the Draft FY27 Operating Plans. As projects and resources are added and
further defined, updates will be shared with the community.

RySG expressed there was a disconnect between the level of resources required by the ICANN
Reviews process, the ICANN FY26-30 Strategic Plan, and the Draft ICANN FY27 Budget. RySG
encourages that ICANN provide sufficient resources for reviews in the FY27 Community and
Engagement Activity Based Reporting section of the Draft FY27 Budget to address ICANN Reviews,
which has “Reviews and Strategic Initiatives” listed as a category with activities being allocated 4
percent of $63 million.

ICANN would like to clarify that costs to carry out a review cycle are included in the “Reviews and
Strategic Initiatives” section of Community and Engagement. Implementation of Board approved
recommendations such as the Continuous Improvement Program are in the “Implementation and
Stakeholder Programs” portion of the Policy Implementation section of the budget.

ICANN will evaluate ways to describe the “Review and Strategic Initiatives” category in the FY27
Budget to better clarify the description of this work. ccNSO SOPC also wondered how the cost of
these new initiatives compared to the cost of running previous ICANN Reviews. ICANN Reviews are
cross-functional, and ICANN does not have a single, consolidated figure for past cycles.

Sl 1, Pilot Holistic Review, was concluded by the ICANN Board to allow for further ongoing work in the
SOs and ACs on continuous improvement activities and broad participation in a community dialogue
on reviews. (SI#2) CIP aims to evolve ICANN'’s Organizational Reviews into a more dynamic
continuous improvement process for the SOs, the ACs and the Nominating Committee. The current
Review CCG charter anticipates the delivery of recommendations in FY27, with community and Board
consideration expected during the same period. As the recommendations under discussion become
more defined, ICANN will continue to assess and refine resource estimates as the work progresses.
Per ICANN'’s prioritization framework, ICANN does not allocate resources until recommendations are
Board-approved.

4.2.3 Comments by Strategic Initiative

Comments below have been organized by the Strategic Initiative categorization provided by the
submitters.

S| 2: Continuous Improvement Program

RySG reiterated that the work on the CIP should progress as outlined in the ICANN Board Resolution
(2025.05.19.02) and CIP Framework. ICANN confirms the Board Resolution and CIP Framework are
being utilized to structure implementation work. ccNSO SOPC suggested that ICANN and the SOs
and ACs consider using independent reviewers and that ccNSO must have fair representation.



https://www.icann.org/en/board-activities-and-meetings/materials/approved-resolutions-special-meeting-of-the-icann-board-19-05-2025-en
https://www.icann.org/en/board-activities-and-meetings/materials/approved-resolutions-special-meeting-of-the-icann-board-19-05-2025-en
https://www.icann.org/en/system/files/files/cip-framework-02jul25-en.pdf

ccNSO SOPC also raised concerns about timelines and capacity. With respect to the comment on
independent reviewers, ccNSO SOPC may want to include this suggestion in its cross-community
discussions with other stakeholder groups. In regard to the topic of representation, this is discussed in
Principle 4 of the CIP Framework, which notes ccNSO’s active participation in the CIP Community
Coordination Group that developed the framework. ICANN appreciates ccNSO SOPC's recognition of
the significance of the CIP and continues to offer support and resources to help community groups
implement their programs. As the first CIP cycle is operating as a pilot, factors such as community
capacity and patrticipation will be considered when evaluating the results.

ALAC suggested collaboration with ICANN to define and publish a transparent funding framework to
support At-Large’s CIP initiatives. ICANN appreciates the At-Large community’s forward-looking
perspective and encourages continued collaboration with relevant Policy Development Support staff
to identify specific needs and types of resources.

S| 3: Improving Stakeholder Representation

ccNSO SOPC suggested that ICANN attract underrepresented stakeholders. It suggested a pilot
program with subject-matter experts and universities as a starting point and highlighted the need to
increase participation from the Asia Pacific (APAC) and Oceania region. ALAC also noted the
importance of improving participation from underserved regions.

Academic engagement has been identified as a priority in the Strategic Plan and is being tracked
under S| 6, Academic Engagement Plan. ICANN continues regional outreach through this initiative,
the ICANN Fellowship Program, and NextGen@ICANN. Since 2007, the Fellowship Program has
provided 140 fellowships to 86 individuals from the Oceania region and 354 individuals from the Asia
Pacific region, which represents the program’s largest number of regional participants.

ccNSO members and country code top-level domain (ccTLD) operators remain key partners in these
efforts. ICANN remains committed to lowering barriers to participation and strengthening engagement
with communities through the Fellowship Program, NextGen@ICANN, and regional outreach
programs to support inclusive representation in its multistakeholder model.

RrSG highlighted its contributions to this initiative, such as its Observer Program, mentorship
opportunities, and discounted membership rates for participants from less-developed economies.
ICANN appreciates these practical efforts to broaden participation.

MP commented that the goals of this S| feel more aspirational than realistic because participation in
ICANN is dropping. ccNSO SOPC also asked ICANN to ensure that any frameworks developed, or
mechanisms implemented for this SI are monitored and evaluated for effectiveness and efficiency.
ICANN agrees that participation efforts should be monitored and evaluated to ensure their
effectiveness.

Sl 4: Improving Cross-Community Collaboration

ccNSO SOPC emphasized the importance of identifying collaboration gaps and evaluating the
effectiveness of activities under this Sl. It suggested tools such as a collaborative dashboard to track
metrics including participation rates, contribution diversity, and engagement levels.

ICANN agrees with the importance of tracking collaboration outcomes. Participation statistics are

already published for several community programs, including reports from ICANN Public Meetings.
ICANN will continue exploring ways to expand reporting and improve participation metrics. ICANN
also welcomes further discussion with ccNSO and other community groups on initiatives that could



strengthen collaboration and close participation gaps.
S| 5: Improving Community Engagement and Retention

ALAC highlighted the contributions of participants in programs such as the ICANN Fellowship
Program and NextGen@ICANN and noted that many community members volunteer in addition to
their full-time professional responsibilities, without incentives or public recognition. ICANN recognizes
the important contributions of the volunteers, fellows, and NextGen@ICANN participants and will
continue evaluating additional ways to recognize community contributions. This Sl includes efforts to
strengthen onboarding and mentorship, track alumni engagement, expand access across regions and
time zones, and recognize volunteer contributions to help ensure sustainable and inclusive
participation in ICANN’s multistakeholder model. Participants who successfully complete the
Fellowship and NextGen@ICANN programs receive certificates of completion, as do individuals who
successfully complete ICANN Learn courses.

ccNSO SOPC noted that ccNSO members have close relationships with their respective local
communities and can add great value to initiatives aimed at recruiting new participants. ICANN
welcomes further discussion of possible areas of collaboration with the ccNSO.

S| 6: Academic Engagement Plan

ALAC noted that Schools of Internet Governance (SIGs) are mentioned in the ICANN strategy and
believes that ICANN should support these volunteer-driven, community engagement activities. ICANN
regularly reviews its sponsorships and support for regional Internet governance initiatives to remain
flexible in aiding national and regional programs, including SIGs.

ccNSO SOPC recommended shifting toward outcome-based metrics, such as conversion and
retention rates, rather than solely focusing on the number of universities visited. It further suggested
that the mapping and maintaining catalogs and databases of academic institutions should be a
bottom-up effort involving ICANN community members and specialized staff with multilingual and
multicultural perspectives. ccNSO SOPC urged ICANN to set specific diversity targets for the
academic database and stated that priority should be given to institutions in underrepresented
regions. ICANN thanks ccNSO SOPC for these suggestions and welcomes further discussion of how
these ideas may be further explored.

RySG noted that academic engagement can help educate future policymakers and regulators about
ICANN'’s role in supporting a secure, stable, and interoperable Internet. ICANN agrees that academic
engagement is an important pathway for future participation in ICANN’s policy and technical work.

S| 7: New Skills and Leadership Training for the Community

ccNSO SOPC recommended that training activities for community members be developed through a
bottom-up, needs-based approach and extend beyond SO and AC leadership to include working
group and committee leadership teams. It suggested pairing academic cohorts with specific SOs and
ACs and noted that funding allocations for training activities were not clearly described.

ICANN thanks ccNSO SOPC for these suggestions. As noted in the Draft FY27-31 ICANN Operating
and Financial Plan and reflected in the Draft ICANN FY27 Operating Plan and Budget, planning for
this work was initiated in FY26, following the completion of initial work to inventory and assess
ICANN'’s existing training and capacity-development programs. Implementation planning should
incorporate considerations related to budget, staffing, and other resources. ICANN acknowledges
ccNSO SOPC’s comments and will include the input in future planning efforts.

|9



S| 8: Developing Pathways to Community Leadership

ccNSO SOPC noted a linkage between this Sl with SI 7, New Skills and Leadership Training for the
Community, and emphasized that developing community leadership is primarily the responsibility of
the community, with ICANN providing support through resources and program design. ICANN agrees
that these Strategic Initiatives are linked and plans to approach implementation accordingly. ICANN
will begin by consulting with the SOs and ACs to identify community priorities and needs before
developing leadership training programs.

S| 9: Coalition for Digital Africa

ccNSO SOPC noted that African ccTLD representatives should be involved in activities under this Sl.
ccNSO SOPC supports capacity-development training for ccTLD operators, but ccTLD involvement
should be broader and needs-based. It also questioned why similar initiatives do not exist in other
regions. ICANN welcomes participation from ccTLD representatives in Coalition for Digital Africa
activities and notes that regional collaboration is an important component of the initiative. The focus
on Africa reflects ICANN’s commitment to strengthening Internet ecosystem development in the
region.

S| 10: Facilitating Consensus in Policy and Advice Development

ccNSO SOPC acknowledged the importance of facilitating consensus-building but noted that the
proposed approach appears ambitious and may be difficult to achieve. ICANN appreciates the
community’s recognition of the complexity of this initiative. As outlined in the Draft Plans, the first step
is an assessment of existing efforts which can inform decisions about early improvements, including
how to develop and target relevant training for policy leaders.

Sl 11: Improving ICANN Hybrid Meetings

RySG requested clarification on the meaning of “community agreement” in the context of this Sl and
expressed concern about implementing recommendations within the proposed time frame. The Draft
Plans reflect ICANN’s commitment to supporting the community in advancing key policy discussions.
In addition, the FY26 Organizational Objectives highlight continued efforts to improve ICANN
meetings and regional events. ICANN intends to consult and collaborate with the community to
conduct this work, including the timing and feasibility of implementing recommended changes.

S| 12: Advice Consideration Process Improvement

RrSG asked whether the budget for this initiative is considered in the current budget proposal. ICANN
notes that work on this initiative is in its early stages and is currently being performed by existing
resources, including staff. Future expanded work will need to be factored into future budget planning.

Sl 13: Geopolitical Monitoring and Engagement

ccNSO SOPC commented that the focus of this initiative is on Geneva, New York, and Brussels, and
suggested expanding engagement regionally. ICANN’s Government and Intergovernmental
Organization Engagement (GE) team works with intergovernmental organizations (IGOs) whose work
has the potential to touch on ICANN'’s mission; however, engagement is not limited to the
aforementioned locations. The GE team also engages with organizations and policy discussions in
places such as Paris (UNESCO), Vienna (Cybercrime Convention discussions), and across Latin
America and Caribbean (LAC), Africa, and APAC regions. This includes monitoring developments
related to organizations such as the International Telecommunication Union (ITU) and engaging with

110
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governments developing national policies that may affect ICANN’s mission.

When GE staff members are not physically present at engagements, the team partners with ICANN’s
GSE, Communications, and Office of the Chief Technology Officer (OCTO) functions to ensure
appropriate coverage. Through these efforts, ICANN has established itself as a reliable partner in
providing information about how the Internet functions and ICANN’s role.

ccNSO SOPC and RySG both raised comments regarding transparency in ICANN’s interactions with
governments, regulators, IGOs, and other public policy stakeholders. ccNSO SOPC suggested that
developments relevant to ccTLDs should be shared regularly. ICANN welcomes opportunities to
improve information sharing with the community. ICANN routinely publishes opportunities for policy
input on the GE website and highlights initiatives relevant to specific stakeholder groups. When
appropriate, ICANN also submits responses to formal consultation requests.

Additionally, ccNSO SOPC suggested that regular engagement with specific ccTLD groups, such as
ccNSO Internet Governance Liaison Committee, could improve coordination and avoid duplication of
effort. Similarly, RySG encouraged ICANN to coordinate with contracted parties in underserved
regions to strengthen collaboration on government and IGO-related developments. ICANN remains
available to engage with any stakeholder group and appreciates invitations to participate in forums
such as ccNSO Internet Governance Liaison Committee. ICANN seeks to monitor and share relevant
developments whenever possible within the constraints of legal and regulatory frameworks.

Sl 14: Policy Development and Implementation Process Improvements

RySG emphasized that any changes to the policy development process (PDP) must be carefully
considered and can only be made by the Generic Names Supporting Organization (GNSO). ccNSO
SOPC raised concerns about potential capacity constraints for implementing improvements.

The Draft FY27 ICANN Operating Plan and Budget and the FY26 ICANN Organizational Objectives
recognize that the work identified in the initiative will span multiple years. ICANN acknowledges its
role in supporting the community’s policy and advice work, including the GNSO'’s responsibilities for
Generic Top-Level Domain (gTLD)-related policy development. ICANN agrees with ccNSO SOPC’s
caution and will collaborate with the community to implement ongoing efforts, such as improving the
board-readiness of policy recommendations. ICANN has taken initial steps to enhance the visibility
and clarity of reporting on ongoing policy development and implementation, by publishing regular
status updates on community-led policy work throughout the policy lifecycle from development
through implementation. This is closely linked to SI 10, Facilitating Consensus in Policy and Advice
Development, starting with an assessment report due at the end of FY26.

S| 15: Evolving Communications on ICANN’s Multistakeholder Model

ccNSO SOPC commented that ICANN itself as a multistakeholder organization should keep
highlighting its achievements and the value of its collaborative model. ICANN appreciates the
feedback. Strategic Initiative 15 aims to strengthen collaborative efforts to promote ICANN’s
multistakeholder governance model. Potential key activities may include creating additional materials
to effectively communicate the value and benefit of ICANN’s multistakeholder model and highlight
examples where ICANN’s governance model has successfully contributed to the delivery of ICANN’s
mission.

Sl 16: WSIS+20 Review Project and Outreach Network

RySG encouraged ICANN to maintain continuous engagement to support the Internet Governance
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Forum (IGF) and its sustainability and requested clarification on how this would be concretely
addressed under other Strategic Initiatives. ICANN agrees that ongoing engagement is essential and
will continue to monitor developments and engage as appropriate on matters relevant to ICANN’s
mission and multistakeholder Internet governance. ICANN will support and participate in the IGF,
including the Multistakeholder Advisory Group, workshop proposals, and open forums. This also
includes coordination with interested stakeholders from SOs, ACs and the broader ICANN community,
as well as monitoring the WSIS+20 outcomes where they intersect with ICANN’s mission.

ICANN will also participate in other IGO processes such as the ITU Plenipotentiary and the WSIS
Forum and will work with relevant United Nations agencies such as UNESCO, ECOSOC, and UNDP,
where their work relates to ICANN'’s mission. ICANN appreciates RySG’s emphasis on the importance
of sustained engagement and welcomes continued dialogue with the community as these activities
evolve. Engagement and discourse through the WSIS+20 Outreach Network during the WSIS+20
review process yielded positive results, underscoring the importance of ongoing community
exchange. ICANN intends to establish a broader Internet Governance engagement network to sustain
dialogue, share insights, and strengthen collaboration across the community.

SI 17: Improving ICANN Organizational Agility

RySG and ccNSO SOPC both commented on this initiative. RySG emphasized the need for ICANN to
become agile in response to market and regulatory changes, while the SOPC stressed the importance
of defining what “agile” means to align expectations. ICANN agrees that institutional agility and
adaptability are vital for continued success. The Strategic Initiatives support the Strategic Plan, with
Strategy 2.1.1 focusing on improving institutional agility. ICANN is evaluating possible execution
methods, which include improving decision-making within the organization, ICANN’s role in PDPs,
and assessing organizational structure.

ccNSO SOPC also asked how this initiative can be meaningfully pursued without dedicated resources
in the first three years of the plan, as noted in Appendix B. ICANN notes that this Strategic Initiative is
still under the “to initiate” phase and does not have a fully defined project plan. Project and resourcing
plans will be added when the plans for these activities are developed. ICANN will add text to improve

clarity on resourcing for Strategic Initiatives not yet started.

S| 19: Evaluating ICANN'’s Funding Structure

RySG noted that income from the New gTLD Program: 2026 Round, once launched, will be a driver of
future funding and requested that its impact be addressed under this SI.

ICANN appreciates this comment and notes the Draft FY27 ICANN Operating Plan and Budget
includes project funding for the cost-neutral 2026 Round. However, any operational funding impact
from future gTLDs is not yet known and will only be included once delegations occur, currently
anticipated to begin in FY28. There will be both incremental funding increases as well as additional
incremental operating costs in ICANN Operations from newly delegated gTLDs. A full assessment will
be conducted once the number of applications is known. Strategic Initiative 19 supports Strategic
Goal 2.1, Pursuing a Sustainable Future and Strategy, and Strategy 2.1.2, Preserving ICANN’s
Financial Sustainability. This Strategic Initiative’s objective is to establish a process to continually
evaluate and revise ICANN’s funding structure as needed, as the unique identifier ecosystem evolves.

S| 20: Improving Forecasting and Financial Planning

ccNSO SOPC requested greater clarity on why this effort is considered a Strategic Initiative rather
than part of continuing operations. Similarly, RySG noted that the milestones appeared relatively
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vague. ICANN will explore ways to enhance the descriptions in future plans. The activities associated
with this Strategic Initiative support Strategy 2.1.2, Preserve ICANN'’s Financial Sustainability, under
Strategic Goal 2.1, Pursue a Sustainable Future. Maintaining financial sustainability is a cornerstone
of the Draft Plans and is critical to ensuring sufficient resources are available to fulfill ICANN’s
mission. Continued review of funding and expenses is required to achieve this objective. ICANN will
continue to monitor funding and expense projections in response to market changes and adjust
project plans as needed.

Sl 21: Enhancing ICANN'’s Fiscal Sustainability

ccNSO SOPC asked why this Strategic Initiative was renamed from “Ongoing Cost Control” to
“‘Enhancing ICANN'’s Fiscal Responsibility.” This change was made in the Proposed for Adoption
ICANN FY26 Operating Plan and Budget. The table of changes in the highlights document explains
the rationale: The new name reflects a focus on financial sustainability and key project activities.

S| 23: Ecological Responsibility

ccNSO SOPC flagged the potentially conflicting goals of this Strategic Initiative of increasing regional
engagement and achieving meaningful carbon emission reductions, noting achievability may be
impacted without clear metrics to balance these two goals. The audit report of ICANN’s emissions is
being finalized and will provide findings and clear metrics on ways ICANN can reduce emissions,
which ICANN will evaluate and consider.

ccNSO SOPC also suggested expanding this Sl beyond ICANN and to include the broader domain
name industry. It noted that ccNSO community could contribute information on carbon footprints and
related data to complement ICANN’s work. While the initial environmental sustainability audit focuses
on data relating to ICANN's operations, such as its offices, procurements, travel, and meetings,
ICANN welcomes community input and expertise to complement this effort and looks forward to
further discussion with ccNSO SOPC.

S| 25: New gTLD Program

NCSG made two suggestions regarding this Sl. First, it proposed establishing a “financial floor” for the
Applicant Support Program (ASP) to ensure that funds cannot be redirected to administrative costs.
Second, it suggested increasing transparency regarding how the String Similarity Evaluation Tool
methodology informs panel reviews. The ASP is funded in accordance with the relevant Board-
approved Subsequent Procedures (SubPro) PDP recommendations and the GNSO Guidance
Process. For additional information, see the ASP Funding Plan published September 2024. The
ICANN Board has also approved the use of 2012 Round auction proceeds to fund up to half of the
direct costs of support to qualified ASP applicants. Additional details on String Similarity Evaluation
Tool methodology are available in the String Similarity Evaluation Guidelines, which were recently
published for Public Comment.

NCSG and MP also raised questions regarding the New gTLD Program funds and how such funds
would be handled. MP expressed concern for how ICANN can reinforce its role as a nonprofit
organization considering the possibility of surplus funds from the 2026 Round. ICANN notes in the
New gTLD Program: Surplus/Deficit Plan, which the Board recently adopted, that the Board
“Direct[ed] the ICANN President and CEO, or his designees, to provide a recommendation to the
Board, when appropriate, regarding the potential of using the ICANN Grant Giving Program for
proceeds stemming from future auctions of last resort if such auctions are utilized for future gTLD
application processes such as the ones contemplated within the policy recommendations on New
gTLD subsequent procedures.’ As a result, upon the recommendations from ICANN staff, the Board
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will need to determine what happens to any proceeds that may be the result of the New gTLD
Program: 2026 Round auctions. At any point before such a decision, the Board retains the ability to
make decisions on the use of these proceeds in line with its fiduciary responsibility, for example, if
there would be a deficit as the result of a limited number of applications received causing funding
issues for either the processing or implementation of a future round.”

This approach is also supported by Affirmation with Modification 15.4 of the SubPro PDP Final

Report, which notes that, “For the next application round and each subsequent round, an assessment
must take place prior to each round to estimate the application fee that would be necessary to achieve
cost recovery.” Following the completion of the New gTLD Program: 2026 Round contention
resolution, ICANN will assess the available funds as well as the financial state of the round and the
New gTLD Program Fund to determine the timeline for a recommendation to the Board on this topic.

Please refer to Section 4.2.3 Comments by Strategic Initiative, S| 19: Evaluating Funding Structure,
for additional information about 2026 Round funding and a future financial assessment.

S| 26: Identify Opportunities to Enhance the Stable and Secure Operations of Unique
Identifiers

ccNSO SOPC commented that it views this as a critical initiative and would appreciate a high-level
overview of the intended objectives and expected outcomes of this initiative. SI 26 directly supports
Strategy 3.1.3, Cultivate Consumer Choice, Competition, Inclusivity, and Innovation. This Sl is
currently in the “To Initiate Phase.” As soon as the project plan is available, ICANN will provide the
high-level overview and considerations to address what is within ICANN’s remit and update resource
plans accordingly.

S| 28: Technological Development Assessment and Responsiveness

ccNSO SOPC noted that although the Knowledge-sharing and Instantiation Norms for DNS and
Naming Security (KINDNS) initiative has been available for some time, its impact and benefits have
not been systematically defined or measured. KINDNS was developed as a tool that helps DNS
operators to improve their secure operation. Its impact is felt through improvements to the DNS
ecosystem, generally in terms of security, stability, and resilience. ICANN'’s intention is to measure the
tool’s impact and assess the evolution of key DNS operational health indicators. Another indicator
being monitored is the level of DNS Security Extensions validation by Internet service providers.
ICANN will evaluate clarifying the text to improve understanding of KINDNS.

ccNSO SOPC also commented that in regard to OCTO publications, it is not clear if there is a formal
engagement process regarding the intersection of community needs and documentation topics.
ccNSO SPOC highlighted that there could be an opportunity for ccNSO to provide input on potential
topics. Although OCTO does not have a formal process to solicit input from the community, the team
pays close attention to technical topics being discussed in the community to guide its research and
publications. OCTO welcomes feedback from the community on potential topics for research and
publications through the octo@icann.org email address.

S| 30: Regional Events Redesign

RySG said it supports this initiative and noted that it greatly values the Contracted Parties Summit
(CPS) and the colocation of a Board Workshop with the summit, without overlap, allowing Board
members to participate in the CPS. ccNSO SOPC noted that cooperation and coordination with
regional and local stakeholders should be strengthened. However, it also noted that where direct
cooperation with local or regional stakeholders is not feasible for a specific event, ICANN should avoid
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scheduling events that overlap with or duplicate regional industry events. ICANN appreciates the
recognition of the importance of ICANN-hosted regional events and the value of collocating events
where feasible. ICANN is aware that scheduling conflicts with regional industry events do arise and
agrees they should be avoided if possible.

S| 31: Security Risk Identification and Mitigation

ccNSO SOPC commented that ccNSO community would welcome a discussion on a potential
approach among ccTLDs to further strengthen member security and improve information- and threat-
sharing. ICANN welcomes this invitation and looks forward to collaborating with ccNSO leadership to
facilitate these discussions in the near future.

4.3 Functional Activities

4.3.1 Service Groups

Continuing Operations are distributed across 33 Functional Activities and are necessary to operate
the organization or to support ICANN’s mission. Functional Activities are grouped into five service
groups. ICANN asked whether this structure helps readers better understand what ICANN does to
support its mission. All six responses selected “yes.”

ACS noted that these groupings improved clarity but inquired if mapping to community outcomes
would enhance usability. ACS also appreciated that separating Policy Development and
Implementation Support from Community Engagement and Services provided transparency (policy
implementation vs. outreach). NCSG advocated for clear functional-level expenditures for Policy
Development Support and Community Engagement to ensure these functions are protected and
encouraged ICANN to publish funded participation distribution by region and stakeholder group,
together with multiyear participation continuity metrics for sustainability.

ICANN notes that supporting community outcomes is indicated in the Functional Activities’ Description
and Key Activities areas but makes note of these comments and will review further. ICANN also
publishes ICANN Meeting Funded Traveler Reports on an ongoing basis.

ccNSO SOPC recommended that the Service Groups be mapped to the Strategic Initiatives for future
Budgets. ICANN notes that the work of the Strategic Initiatives can be cross-functional, which makes
it impractical to map neatly to Service Group labels. Currently, the Leading Functions are noted for
each Strategic Initiative in the Draft Plans, but ICANN will evaluate this comment for future cycles.

4.3.2 Specific Functional Activities

Constituent and Stakeholder Travel (Funded Travel)

ALAC had some feedback and suggestions about the flexibility to allocate existing travel envelopes
and deadlines to approve travel and inquired if a standard link could be provided to help participants
obtain visas more easily. ICANN appreciates these comments and the community’s engagement and
effort to participate in person at ICANN Public Meetings. Because lodging costs and airline fees are
usually reserved and committed in advance once a meeting is confirmed, these expenses are
incurred regardless of whether a participant can attend and cannot be recovered or redirected. ICANN
recommends that groups have their participants block those dates on their calendars and secure
necessary approvals as far ahead of time as possible. If cancellation does occur, ICANN Travel
Support is available to assist in fulfilling a replacement.
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ICANN publishes visa-related information on the ICANN Public Meetings page in advance to ensure
that travelers have equitable access. In addition, visa resources are available online, including via
Sherpa, which ICANN uses to support participants preparing visa applications.

Contractual Compliance

IPC noted that ICANN Operations expenses appeared to hold steady, including expenses for
Contractual Compliance that is allocated within the Policy Implementation section of the Budget. IPC
asked for confirmation whether the Contractual Compliance budget accounted for the expanded
workload to effectively implement forthcoming DNS Abuse mitigation measures. Similarly, ALAC
recommended that ICANN allocate sufficient resources to enforce contractual compliance and to
effectively mitigate abuse. It also noted that nonaffiliated research organizations could play a role in
identifying abuse trends and crafting effective countermeasures.

ICANN appreciates these comments and is fully committed to supporting the community’s work to
combat DNS abuse, including through vigorous enforcement of the requirements in the Registrar
Accreditation Agreement and Registry Agreements. Contractual Compliance has established
processes, systems, and a strong, dedicated team focused on this work. It is also working on
improvements to its effectiveness, including developing enhanced triage systems and exploring
automation where appropriate. In addition, Contractual Compliance is in the process of designing a
proactive enforcement framework to supplement existing complaint-based and audit activities. This
framework is not yet operational; however, the intent is for it to incorporate diverse information
available to ICANN, which may include research produced by nonaffiliated organizations. Contractual
Compliance will request additional resources if they become necessary.

Global Communications and Language Services

ALAC appreciated the work of Language Services in incorporating Real Time Transcription (RTT) into
the core budget for At-Large meetings and noted an increase in attendance and engagement due to
human captioning/RTT. It is great to hear that attendance, engagement, and participation have
increased due to the inclusion of RTT for At-Large meetings.

Global Stakeholder Engagement

Both NCSG and ALAC expressed support for ICANN’s outreach work. NCSG specified that it
supported increased allocation for outreach targeting academic and philanthropic organizations, while
ALAC commented that a new specific budget item would be helpful to add predictability to ICANN’s
contribution efforts. These comments are noted, as academic engagement and outreach are an
important part of ICANN’s efforts to recruit active contributors to its technical and policy work, and to
promote understanding its technical mission and remit. ICANN regularly evaluates its contributions to
and sponsorship of regional events and activities and maintains flexibility to support programs at the
national and regional level.

ALAC in particular commented on its close and complementary working relationship with GSE. It
stressed that sufficient support, particularly for the Regional At-Large Organizations (RALOSs), is
necessary to effectively support its activities. This includes onboarding tools, skills building and
leadership development, and access to information on positive outcomes of the Policy Development
Accelerator Program for ICANN newcomers, the ICANN Fellowship Program, and the
NextGen@ICANN Program. ALAC also requested training programs be held in two different time
zones to allow more participation and expansion of self-learning modules for end users.

ICANN appreciates this support and continues to explore ways to highlight and share positive

|16


https://apply.joinsherpa.com/

outcomes from programs such as the Fellowship and NextGen@ICANN programs, ensuring that the
impact of these initiatives is visible and accessible to the wider community. ICANN publishes statistics
for the Fellowship Program and for the NextGen@ICANN Program. In FY27, ICANN will conduct a
20-year survey of the Fellowship Program, capturing additional data and information to showcase the
results of the program. ICANN remains committed to working collaboratively to strengthen onboarding
pathways, enhance mentorship and newcomer program alumni tracking, improve transparency
around program outcomes, and expand regional and time-zone accessibility.

These efforts complement the ICANN Policy Development Accelerator Program and support ongoing
capacity-development goals, with attention to accessibility across different time zones to broaden
participation. The Policy Development Accelerator Program also recently completed its third cycle. As
part of its work under the current ICANN Strategic Plan and Operating Plan, ICANN will assess the
scope, reach, and objectives of the program to ensure that it continues to meet the needs of the
community and is integrated with other training and capacity-development activities supported by
ICANN.

Additionally, ICANN continues to work on expanding both the quality and availability of self-paced
learning modules and appreciates ALAC's support and suggestions for collaboration to develop
regionally relevant content. This is an important area of focus for ICANN, and collaborating with the
community to understand its needs is crucial to these efforts.

ALAC also encouraged ICANN to have more institutionalized recognition and support mechanisms for
community volunteers beyond the Community Excellence Award and provided several suggestions on
how to individually recognize volunteers. ICANN appreciates these thoughtful suggestions.
Community volunteers are vital to ICANN’s multistakeholder model and mission, and ICANN
continues to welcome feedback on additional ways to recognize their contributions. Under the current
Strategic Plan and Operating Plan, ICANN is working with community leaders to identify more
leadership pathways, enhancing participation from underrepresented regions, and improving
community retention and engagement. ICANN will consider these suggestions as part of that work.

Government and Intergovernmental Organization Engagement

ALAC provided suggestions to meet existing geopolitical challenges, including adopting a proactive
approach to addressing risks from geopolitical tensions, emerging technologies, and climate change,
broadening engagement with research institutions, and strengthening ICANN'’s capacity to address
evolving global and regional dynamics. It requested consistent updates on geopolitical challenges and
ICANN’s geopolitical engagement effort and recommended leveraging existing resources by engaging
end-user representatives and other stakeholders to incorporate diverse perspectives in crafting
inclusive and balanced responses to geopolitical risks.

These suggestions reflect ALAC and the At-Large’s commitment to ensuring the Internet remains
accessible, stable, and aligned with public interest and global governance principles. ICANN’s mission
and commitment to the global public interest supports the U.N. Sustainable Development Goals.
ICANN’s GE team will continue to lead monitoring of geopolitical tensions through Strategic Initiative
13, Geopolitical Monitoring and Engagement. The GE team will also continue to provide the
geopolitical, legislative, and regulatory development update to examine current Internet governance
issues and their impact on the ICANN ecosystem. ICANN hopes to leverage existing resources to
incorporate diverse perspectives and welcomes further discussion with ALAC and the At-Large
community through community engagement and through feedback via the Annual Strategy Review
process.
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ALAC also recommended allocating contingency funds and increased funding for partnerships with
research institutions and stakeholder groups to reinforce ICANN’s commitment to a secure, inclusive,
and innovative Internet, while enabling proactive responses to global challenges and addressing the
needs of diverse stakeholders in alignment with Sustainable Development Goal 17, Partnership for
the Goals. ICANN is committed to a constructive and inclusive partnership with research institutions
and stakeholder groups. ICANN'’s mission is aligned with many of the principles outlined in the
Sustainable Development Goals and continues to be proactive in monitoring global challenges and
addressing the needs of diverse stakeholders. Funding for partnerships with research institutions and
stakeholder groups is evaluated annually through the regional GSE plans.

Contingency is for unplanned expenses and corresponds to a budgeted amount of expenses; it is not
allocated to any specific activity, function, or cost to enable appropriate flexibility throughout the fiscal
year. Requests for contingency spend go through a rigorous and extensive financial review process.
Proposals are vetted and reviewed by the requesting executive, the Chief Financial Officer, and the
President and CEO for approval before any contingency spend occurs.

Meetings

ALAC had several recommendations for the Meetings team to provide additional accessibility and
enhanced inclusion. Suggestions include ensuring that venue information desk staff are
knowledgeable about working with attendees with accessibility issues and adding a private section to
the registration information for specific accessibility needs.

ICANN appreciates these suggestions. For each ICANN Public Meeting, ICANN works closely with
the venue and local providers to ensure that all event support personnel are familiar with the venue
layout and key locations, including meeting rooms, restrooms, and medical facilities. ICANN provides
a detailed venue map and clear directional signage (including large-format signage) to help
participants navigate the space effectively. In addition, on-site event staff are briefed on the venue
layout and are available to guide participants to specific locations or escort them if additional
assistance is needed. During ICANN Public Meeting registration, participants have the option to
indicate their accessibility requirements in a free-text format, allowing them to describe their individual
needs in a way that feels appropriate to them. The information provided is treated as confidential and
is shared only with the relevant ICANN staff responsible for accommodations. Regarding tactile
mapping or indoor navigation technologies (such as beacon systems or applications like
BlindSquare), these solutions are currently not implemented as a standard practice, and their
feasibility would depend on the capabilities and infrastructure of the host venue and location. ICANN
will explore these options further as part of ongoing efforts to enhance accessibility, taking into
account venue limitations and local provider availability. ICANN makes every effort to provide
appropriate support wherever possible and, when necessary, follows up directly with individuals to
better understand and address their specific requirements.

Policy Development and Advice

ALAC expressed that the community’s work to develop policy and advice is core to ICANN'’s
multistakeholder model of governance, and a considerable, but appropriate use of resources. ALAC
supports the tracking of process effectiveness metrics and recognized that significantly more resource
allocation would be required to track these efforts. ALAC expressed concern over the impact of
resource support for this work while balancing support for other required policy-related projects.

ICANN thanks ALAC and the At-Large community for their support of metrics to track how resources
are used to deliver on ICANN’s mission, and the recognition that developing and deploying these
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metrics will also require resources and impact workloads. ICANN is committed to balancing the
various needs across the community and organization, including supporting the priority policy work of
the community to ensure that policy processes are efficient and their outcomes implementable and
effective, as prescribed by the Strategic Plan.

NCSG stated that a reversal of an adopted policy recommendation should remain exceptional and
must be predicated on material, documented new information. It requested a minimum 90-day window
for GNSO Council responses to allow for thorough internal consultations. The ICANN Bylaws describe
the consultation process following a determination by the ICANN Board that a GNSO policy
recommendation is not in the best interests of ICANN or the ICANN community. The Board is
committed to collaborating with the GNSO Council in such an event, to ensure smooth and timely
communications and constructive discussions that will enable the GNSO Council to make its decision
on any supplemental recommendations in the time frame that it may consider appropriate. ICANN
remains committed to supporting the Board and the GNSO community throughout this process.

Policy Research and Stakeholder Programs (GDS)

ALAC and NCSG noted the importance of policy research in various stages of policy development
and implementation of Board-approved recommendations. NCSG specified that there should be
dedicated funding for community-identified research.

ICANN appreciates the support for policy research work and continues to seek out ways to optimize
cross-functional resources to support the research needs to help drive informed decision-making and
notes that a portion of the Policy Research and Stakeholder Programs budget is allocated for
research requests that come from the community. The draft ICANN FY27 Budget includes dedicated
funds for Policy Research and Stakeholder Programs on par with previous budgets.

Strategic Initiatives (GDS)

IPC commented that resources should be fully accounted for to carry out expedited policy
development process activities and was encouraged to see the Draft ICANN FY27 Operating Plan
commit to maintaining the Registration Data Request Service (RDRS) in the interim and preparing for
a future System for Standardized Access/Disclosure to Nonpublic gTLD Registration Data (SSAD). It
asked for assurance that the FY27 Operating Plan and Budget have allocated sufficient funds and
personnel.

The Board adopted a resolution in October 2025 authorizing the continued operation of RDRS until
December 2027, “while the community continues its deliberations regarding the future of the service
and related policy recommendations.” The resolution noted that this work can be supported with
existing ICANN operational resources. ICANN estimates approximately two FTEs will be required to
maintain the RDRS for the two-year period, with nominal additional costs related to software licenses
and other potential external fees.

ICANN continues to remain engaged in ongoing community discussions regarding the SSAD policy
recommendations. The operational costs cited above for maintaining RDRS also consider ICANN staff
support for community policy work, and parallel work on related projects, such as a law enforcement
authentication mechanism that may be utilized in RDRS or a subsequent service. Those same
resources are also anticipated to be dedicated to any subsequent policy work, both during the PDP,
as well as into the implementation phase. A full accounting of the needed resources will only be
possible once the policy work is complete. With respect to developing and implementing the SSAD,
the community has not yet begun policy work. In addition, neither the timeline for completion of the
work, the scope of subsequent implementation efforts, nor the expected outcomes are clear. ICANN is
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unable to estimate or budget for implementation of unknown policy requirements.
Technical Services (GDS)

NCSG commented on Trademark Clearinghouse (TMCH) requirements, a global repository for
trademark data in the domain name space. It stated that rights protection updates must not expand de
facto exclusivity or undermine expressive uses of the DNS and asked ICANN to explicitly assess and
document the human rights and public-interest implications of applying these updates retroactively.

ICANN notes that an important principle used in developing the current rights protection mechanisms
is that they protect existing rights but do not create new rights. ICANN envisions this continues to
apply and is unsure as to what retroactive updates the comment is referring to. ICANN notes the
recent Public Comment proceeding on the TMCH requirements updates, which apply to registry
operators and registrars going forward. ICANN appreciates NCSG’s efforts around applying the public
interest and human rights analysis to new and pending policy recommendations and expects to
continue to work with NCSG in this regard.

4.4 ICANN Five-Year Funding Projections

4.4.1 Clarity and Comprehensiveness of Funding Assumptions and Projections

ICANN uses a “base case” scenario for Operations funding projections, intended to be the most likely
and conservatively determined scenario. ICANN'’s three-step process to forecast its future funding
levels is described in the Draft Plans. Respondents were asked whether the funding assumptions and
projections within this section of the Draft Plans were clear and comprehensive. Five of the six
responses selected “yes.” MP selected "no" and said that a comprehensive economic study would
provide ICANN with better insight into market trends.

ACS felt the assumptions and projections were clearly articulated and generally comprehensive but
noted that the projections would benefit from clarity in operational responsiveness. Suggestions
included more explicit articulation of internal triggers or thresholds that would prompt cost
reprioritization if low-case scenarios materialized and a greater discussion on longer-term or emerging
structural risks, such as artificial intelligence, that could affect transaction volumes beyond the FY27—
31 period. ALAC stated that while the foundation of the assumptions was understandable, additional
detail could communicate how these projections translate into specific activity and expense plans for
the FY27-31 period.

ICANN appreciates these comments. The Funding Forecast Assumptions document outlines the
funding-related assumptions and projections incorporated into ICANN’s Five-Year Operating and
Financial Plan for FY27-31 and includes a qualitative assessment of the expected impacts of key
marketplace trends on ICANN'’s funding scenarios (see Table 1, Pages 13—16). This qualitative
analysis plays an important role in shaping the development of assumptions across prospective low,
base case, and higher-growth funding scenarios. However, the qualitative assessment should not be
interpreted to mean that each identified trend or potential impact is assigned a specific quantitative
weight or “factor loading” within any given scenario. The scenarios are not constructed through a
mechanical attribution of individual qualitative drivers to modeled outputs. Rather, the qualitative
assessment provides context, helping to ensure the overall posture and coherence of scenarios.

The Funding Forecast Report necessitated conducting a marketplace scan for a specific and limited
purpose, narrower in scope than the “Comprehensive Economic Study of the DNS Marketplace”
referenced in the comment. The primary objective of the Funding Forecast Report is to articulate the
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funding-related assumptions and projections incorporated into ICANN'’s Five-Year Operating and
Financial Plan. To maintain alignment with the forecast horizon, the key trends and forward-looking
insights summarized in this document — including analysis of potential structural risks identified
through marketplace research on a variety of topics — are limited to the same five-year period.
Although a broader evaluation time frame is beyond the scope of this document, ICANN conducts
such assessments annually through the Annual Strategy Evaluation process to ensure continued
visibility into emerging trends and to inform future editions of the Five-Year Operating and Financial
Plan.

4.4.2 Request for Comprehensive Economic Study of Domain Name
Marketplace

MP responded “no” to the guided form question on the clarity and comprehensiveness of the funding
assumptions and projections and detailed in his comment that a comprehensive economic study of
the entire domain name marketplace, both primary and secondary, would provide ICANN with better
insight into market trends. The NCSG also expressed that there is a renewed need for a
comprehensive DNS market study in the Middle East, as the region continues to face significant
economic and geopolitical uncertainty.

ICANN appreciates these suggestions and has facilitated and funded certain economic studies in the
past (for example, studies requested by the Competition, Consumer Trust, and Consumer Choice
Review Team and a variety of regional studies). It is important to note that a large comprehensive
economic study would entail a high resource demand and would also require significant stakeholder
participation and willingness to provide private data (e.g., secondary market transactions). Therefore,
such a study would require careful consideration and alignment across all parts of ICANN on the
objectives, intended actions or impact to follow from the study, and availability of data, qualified
expertise and resources.

ccNSO SOPC had a specific question on the projected decrease of gTLDs in the base scenario.
ICANN notes that the basis for projecting fewer gTLDs at the end of FY27 than the beginning is the
historic trend of gTLDs that terminate their agreements with ICANN over time. This assumption is
reviewed quarterly along with other funding assumptions, like the volume of domain name
transactions, and revised as necessary. However, this has a relatively small impact on overall funding
assumptions compared to other inputs like domain name transaction volume.

4.5 FY27 ICANN Budget
4.5.1 Total ICANN Segments

The Draft ICANN FY27 Budget includes financial overviews of Total ICANN, which is made up of the
following segments, each with its own source of funding: ICANN Operations, New gTLD Program,
Grant Program, and Supplemental Fund for Implementation of Community Recommendations
(SFICR). ICANN’s Reserve Fund is also included for completeness. Financial tables, along with
additional projected details regarding each segment, are included in the Budget. Respondents were
asked whether the different segments and the work they are doing are clearly communicated. Five
respondents answered “yes”, and one respondent answered “somewhat.”

ccNSO SOPC commented that it is clear how the buckets are listed, but their connections to outputs
can be unclear.
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Each segment of Total ICANN is defined based on its source of funding (inputs). ICANN Operations is
funded by the Operating Fund, which is discussed in Section 4.2 of the Budget. The New gTLD
Program is a cost-recovery program, funded by application fees from new gTLD applicants. The Grant
Program is funded by auction proceeds from the 2012 Round of the New gTLD Program. The SFICR
and Reserve Fund are funded through contributions from the Operating Fund, subject to the approval
of the ICANN Board.

The outputs of each segment are the expenses required to carry out its work. ICANN Operations
supports the ongoing operations of the organization; the New gTLD Program results in the expansion
of the DNS through the delegation of new gTLDs; the Grant Program awards grants to approved
grantees and their projects; and the SFICR supports the implementation of community
recommendations that are not included in ICANN Operations. Finally, the Reserve Fund contributes to
the ongoing financial stability of ICANN and acts as funding of last resort, if needed, subject to Board
approval.

4.5.2 Planned Head Count and Personnel Expenses

Four of six commenters responded “yes” to the question: “Do the planned head count and personnel
expenses adequately reflect the work ICANN needs to undertake during the fiscal year?”

ALAC encouraged ICANN to clarify the specific drivers of the head count increase, the expected
deliverables and benefits for global Internet end users, and the mechanisms in place to ensure
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staffing remains sustainable and aligned with base-case funding projections throughout FY27. The
ASC felt the head count and expenses remained reasonable and aligned with ICANN’s operational
responsibilities and encouraged continued staffing support for multilingual engagement, regional
outreach, and community responsiveness.

The ICANN FY26 Budget planned for an ending head count of 460. As noted on page 8 of the Draft
ICANN FY27 Budget, ICANN plans for an average head count of 468. The additional eight FTEs are
evenly split between ICANN Operations and the New gTLD Program. This is driven by required
additional work, especially as the 2026 Round opens and processing begins. The FY26 forecast of
457 is the average number of FTEs in the organization across the fiscal year and reflects lower head
count at the beginning versus the end of the fiscal year.

ICANN continues to develop plans for staffing in a prudent manner. Requests to create new positions
or fill existing vacant positions must be approved by the ICANN President and CEO, the SVP,
Planning and Chief Financial Officer, and the SVP, Global Human Resources. This process allows
ICANN to strategically evaluate each new hire, control head count growth, and ensure proper
allocation of resources (please see Page 46 in the Draft ICANN FY27 Budget for details).

ccNSO SOPC noted that it would be helpful to see where head count increases to support stability-
relevant work (IANA, DNS security, etc.). NCSG noted concern that flat head count figures (below 470
FTEs) may mask internal reallocations away from policy development and toward administrative
activities. It requested confirmation that sufficient staff are allocated to support the implementation of
registration data reforms and human rights impact assessments.

ICANN publishes its expenses by Functional Activity and Service Group annually, which may be
helpful in comparing year-over-year growth by group (FY27 vs. FY26). Additionally, Section 3.2 of the
Draft ICANN FY27 Budget compares the budgeted head count for FY27 to the forecasted FY26 head
count and the FY25 actual head count. There are currently no plans to reduce head count in any
function, including Policy Development Support.

ICANN is committed to supporting the community's policy and advice work conducted through the
various SOs and ACs and will continue to work with these structures to ensure that PDPs are
adequately resourced in accordance with their chartered scope and planned deliverables. ICANN is
committed to ensuring that Board-approved policy recommendations are implemented in accordance
with their intent.

NCSG also asked for clarity on the budget for General Data Protection Regulation (GDPR)
compliance efforts. ICANN notes that GDPR compliance is supported across several functions within
the organization. In the context of NCSG’s comments regarding registration data, please see Section
4.3.2 Specific Functional Activities, Strategic Initiatives (GDS), in this report.

Please see Section 4.3.2 for IPC’s comment regarding resourcing for Contractual Compliance
function.

4.5.3 Activity-Based Reporting

Five of six respondents selected “yes” to the question: “Does Activity-Based Reporting continue to aid
in understanding the work of ICANN Operations?” The sixth respondent did not select an answer.
Supporting comments highlighted the benefit of the existing Activity-Based Reporting (ABR) format
such as transparent budget allocations. RySG commented on the allocation to “Reviews and Strategic
Initiatives” in the ABR. Please refer to Section 4.2.2, Project Plans and Resourcing for Strategic
Initiatives, for ICANN'’s response. There was some confusion on the definition of the activity labels
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used. ICANN will evaluate the naming of the ABR labels in the Budget for further clarity.

ACS suggested that highlighting regional and end-user impact would be beneficial in future versions.
The ICANN activities with direct end-user impact are included in the ABR under Section 4.3.3,
Community and Engagement. For further detail on the specific key activities allocated under this
expense category, ICANN encourages the community to reference the Functional Activities under the
Community Engagement and Services group in the Operating Plan. For example, ICANN’s
Engagement Programs are anchored in the global public interest within ICANN’s mission, and their
key activities include facilitating support for human rights discussions relating to ICANN’s mission.

NCSG noted the significant allocation to the Community and Engagement activity and requested
clearer articulation of how these resources directly enable effective participation by noncommercial
stakeholders. ICANN confirms that of the $63 million budgeted for Community and Engagement in
FY27, 28 percent is dedicated to support ICANN Public Meetings, which includes travel support for
NCSG and other community groups. An additional 15 percent of this budget is specifically used to
support constituency groups, including NCSG, at all other meetings and events.

NCSG also requested visibility on expenditures related to Policy Development Support and
Community Engagement functions. ICANN has posted a Draft FY27 Head Count and Expense by
Service Group/Functional Activity table, which provides a more detailed breakdown of expenses for
the Functional Activities. This information is provided for each annual Operating Plan and Budget.
ICANN will clarify the text to highlight the purpose of this table.

4.5.4 ICANN Meetings

When asked if ICANN Public Meeting budgeted costs appear reasonable, two respondents selected
“yes” and three selected “no.” IPC did not select an answer and noted that it does not possess
sufficient knowledge to answer.

Do ICANN Public Meeting budgeted costs appear
reasonable?

No Response

Yes

No

Exhibit 3: Do ICANN Public Meeting budgeted costs appear reasonable?

Explanations for selecting “no” differed, with MP suggesting that ICANN should move to two Public
Meetings per year instead of three. ALAC commented that in-person Public Meetings remain critical
for meaningful multistakeholder engagement and that the Budget must support global participation,
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including travel for underrepresented regions. ccNSO SOPC noted that since there is no reduction in
Public Meeting budget size, it seems that the ICANN Public Meeting budget does not reflect the
ongoing discussion of “How we Meet,” which includes cost-savings initiatives. Additionally, ALAC
wondered if the meeting costs include the outputs of Functional Activities, statistics, and reports that
follow Public Meetings. ccNSO SOPC also queried whether macroeconomic assumptions sufficiently
accounted for rising meeting costs and asked if ICANN can confirm whether the Draft FY27 ICANN
Operating Plan and Budget incorporates current inflation-related assumptions for expenses.

ICANN remains committed to the full participation of global stakeholders in ICANN-supported events.
Supporting constituent travel at ICANN Public Meetings has remained stable year on year despite
rising costs and efforts to reduce overall expenses.

When reporting ICANN Public Meeting costs, reports only include direct costs associated with the
meeting. Outputs of Functional Activities, statistics, and reports generated by ICANN staff after the
meeting are not included. ALAC also reemphasized the need to review the pattern of rotation of
ICANN Public Meetings, and indicated fewer meetings have been hosted in the LAC region. ICANN is
committed to regular rotation of in-person ICANN Public Meetings across the five regions. ICANN
recognizes that since returning to in-person Public Meetings after the COVID pandemic, the most
recent ICANN Public Meeting in the LAC region was in March 2023 in Cancun, Mexico. ICANN is
actively exploring future meeting locations, and regional distribution of locations remains an important
consideration. ALAC also inquired if ICANN gathers the registration information of meeting attendees
and how they are funded. ICANN currently does not track funding sources for Public Meeting
attendees beyond staff, contractors, and funded travelers.

At this time, the community-developed “How We Meet” recommendations have not yet been
approved. Therefore, the Draft FY27 ICANN Budget does not consider any changes to ICANN Public
Meetings in response to these recommendations. ICANN expects that any amended and future
Budgets will reflect any corresponding changes in meeting duration, size, and requirements as they
are approved. The community-based “How We Meet” project group discussed the need for and
advisability of a certain number of ICANN Public Meetings per year. It also presented several ideas to
the broader community for input. Ultimately, there was not clear support for reducing the current
number of Public Meetings, and as such the group’s final report did not include a recommendation on
this topic.

RrSG appreciated the transparency for ICANN Public Meetings and costs but noted that it would like
to see ICANN consider additional sponsorship opportunities.

Meeting sponsorships are conservatively reflected in the Draft FY27 ICANN Budget in the Funding
section. These sponsorships are not reflected as a reduction of meeting expenses. The “How We
Meet’ project recommendations include a proposal for ICANN to develop a comprehensive
sponsorship strategy for ICANN Public Meetings. As part of the implementation plan, ICANN is
actively working on this recommendation and looks forward to sharing more information when the
strategy is complete.

NCSG requested a clear breakdown of the Travel Support budget for FY27 compared to pre-
pandemic levels (FY19) and advocated for robust funding for travel support for members of the Global
South. It also requested that ICANN publish information on funded participation distribution. ICANN
does publish ICANN Meeting Funded Traveler Reports, which are broken down by Funding Group.
From FY19 to FY27, funded traveler seats have increased by 15 slots, reflecting continued efforts to
strengthen inclusive participation across the ICANN community. The selection of funded travelers for
each Public Meeting is determined by the SOs and ACs. ICANN supports the process administratively
but does not make individual selection decisions. ICANN encourages those interested to connect with
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their relevant SO or AC for additional details regarding eligibility criteria, geographic considerations, or
selection procedures. Additionally, the ICANN Meeting Reports provide attendee data by ICANN
regions.

4.5.5 Grant Program Expenses

ALAC and MP provided comments about the Grant Program administration and personnel costs in
comparison to the amount awarded for grants.

The ICANN Grant Program budget is monitored monthly. Overhead costs, including staff, are in line
with or lower than those of comparable global grantmaking organizations, as are overall
implementation costs. The program operates with two fully dedicated staff, supported by staff for
services such as implementation operations, communications, legal services, and financial reviews —
totaling approximately three FTEs. This staffing level is expected to remain stable even as the number
of grantees and awards increase. The program’s FY27 operating cost of $1.7 million covers all
operational expenses, including eligibility checks, independent panel assessments, and preparations
for future cycles, as outlined in the Grant Program Applicant Guide and aligned with the community’s
recommendations. Future cycle costs will depend on application volume. ICANN is committed to
optimizing internal and external administrative expenses to maintain efficiency.

As shown on Page 35 of the Draft FY27 ICANN Budget, the Grant Program is modeled to maintain
operating costs of six to eight percent of the grant awards across the full life of the program. The first
cycle incurred more expenses due to implementation of a new program, and as more cycles occur,
the ratio of expenses to run the program versus the amount of awards will be in line with industry
standards. ICANN will evaluate clarifying the text to enhance understanding of the financial tables
provided.

4.6 FY27 IANA Operating Plan and Budget
4.6.1 Funding of Planned Activities

Four of the six respondents agreed that the planned activities in the FY27 IANA Operating Plan and
Budget were sufficiently funded. Two respondents selected “somewhat.”

ALAC highlighted that professional services are higher due to the long-term resourcing planning and

work related to the New gTLD Program 2026 Round. It also noted that allocations for Personnel and

Administration have increased from prior years due to increased costs of rent, offices, compensation,
and benefits. ccNSO SOPC asked whether the shared cost reduction could affect resilience or surge
capacity and whether there are plans to increase the IANA team size in FY28.

The FY27 IANA Operating Plan and Budget accounts for the resources that the IANA function
currently anticipates to be used within the fiscal year to support the 2026 Round while maintaining
PTI's core budget resources.

If the timing changes for the usage of IANA resources to support the 2026 Round, PTI and ICANN are
committed to evaluating the budgetary impacts and providing additional resources to PTI such that
PTlI's core work is maintained. Budgeted direct dedicated staffing for core PTI operations remains at
19 full-time equivalents (FTEs) of the 23.5 FTE for the PTI FY27 Budget. Additional resources needed
to address work on the 2026 Round is addressed through an increase in professional services in the
PTI FY27 Budget.
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One of ICANN’s FY26-30 Strategic Initiatives is to implement an IANA Long-Term Sustainability Plan.
The analysis is underway, and any impact on the projected resources for IANA for an approved plan
will be included in accordance with ICANN’s budgeting practices. IANA’s FY27 staffing reflected in the
Operating Plan and Budget includes resources to support active policy implementation work and
resources for the 2026 Round. To note, should there be a need for additional resources to account for
the work on the 2026 Round, ICANN commits to making funding available to IANA.

The annual IANA Operating Plan and Budget consist of the full PTI Operating Plan and Budget as
well as other costs associated with the support and delivery of the IANA functions that are not
performed directly by PTI. As such, clarifying language about the PTI resources to support the 2026
Round and PTI core functions has been added to the PTI FY27 Operating Plan and Budget.

MP asked how gTLD and ccTLD financial contributions are allocated for the IANA functions. Funding
sources do not have a direct link to the IANA function. Funding related to gTLDs depends on the
number of contracted parties and domain name transactions. Funding related to ccTLDs is received
through voluntary contributions from ccTLD operators. The IANA functions are funded by ICANN
based on operational needs and are unrelated to the sources of funding received by ICANN.

4.6.2 Relationship Between the PTI, IANA, and ICANN Budgets

Four of six respondents said that the information provided was adequate to explain the relationship
between the PTI, IANA, and ICANN budgets.

ACS suggested that the relationship could be made clearer for non-specialist community members
and that additional explanatory diagrams or summaries would improve accessibility. ICANN welcomes
the suggestion and plans to include explanatory alternative text for Figures 1 and 2 in the Proposed
for Adoption IANA FY27 Operating Plan and Budget. ICANN also welcomes additional community
suggestions that could improve clarity in future planning documents.

ALAC recommended including more quantifiable and measurable key performance indicators (KPIs),
particularly in the Operational Excellence and Community Engagement focus areas. IANA notes that
KPIs are included in the Draft PTI Operating Plan and Budget for the three focus areas of the IANA
2030 Strategy: Innovation, Operational Excellence, and Community Engagement. For staff training
and resilience, KPlIs include reducing or eliminating identified single points of failure and tracking staff
satisfaction through ICANN'’s annual staff engagement survey.
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Is the information provided adequate to explain the
relationship between the PTI, IANA, and ICANN
budgets?

No Response
16.7%

Somewhat
16.7%

Yes
66.7%

Exhibit 4: Is the information provided adequate to explain the relationship between PTI, IANA, and
ICANN budgets?

4.7 Proposal for Changes to ICANN’s Funds

4.7.1 Reserve Fund Target and Maximum Levels

Regarding establishing target and maximum levels of the Reserve Fund, two of the six respondents
agreed with the ranges ICANN is considering. Two selected “somewhat” and one respondent selected
“no.!!

Do you agree with the ranges ICANN is considering for the
Reserve Fund's target and maximum levels?

No Response
16.7%

Yes
33.3%

Somewhat
33.3%

No
16.7%

Exhibit 5: Do you agree with the ranges ICANN is considering for the Reserve Fund'’s target and
maximum levels?
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RySG and ccNSO SOPC requested clarification on why the Reserve Fund target should exceed 12
months of operating expenses. MP suggested the target remain at one year. ALAC agreed with
establishing a target level but did not support setting a maximum level, and requested information
supporting the proposed ranges, including a quantitative risk analysis and an assessment of the
likelihood of adverse scenarios (stress testing) that would justify the thresholds. ACS similarly
suggested that ICANN clarify how funds exceeding the maximum threshold would be used to advance
the public interest and explicitly link reserve management decisions to ICANN'’s responsibility to
maintain a secure, stable, and resilient DNS.

ICANN notes that the proposed ranges were presented as guidance to solicit community feedback on
appropriate thresholds. Industry standards generally range from 12 to 24 months. Some submitters
believed that the Reserve Fund’s target balance is 12 months; however, under the current investment
policy, 12 months represents the minimum level, not the target. ICANN seeks to maintain a higher
target to account for potential investment declines or situations where the fund must be used. In order
to ensure the Reserve Fund stays at or above its minimum balance, ICANN must target a higher
balance to allow for these potential declines.

Establishing a maximum level would allow ICANN to reallocate funds once the Reserve Fund balance
comfortably exceeds the target. Even if ICANN does not contribute additional funds beyond the target
level, investment income could significantly increase the balance over time. Under the current policy,
excess funds cannot be reinvested into operations or projects except in case of emergency. The Draft
Proposal for Changes to ICANN Funds includes a decision tree outlining potential options for
managing funds under a revised policy.

4.7.2 Expanding Scope of the SFICR

Four of the six respondents said it was clear why ICANN is proposing to expand the scope of the
SFICR) to become a Project Fund. One responded “somewhat.” ALAC sought confirmation that any
use of the Project Fund would require Board approval. ICANN confirms this is correct and spending
against the fund will be reflected in ICANN'’s financial reporting.

Is it clear why ICANN is proposing to expand the
scope of the SFICR to become a Project Fund?

No Response

16.7%
Somewhat
16.7%
Yes
66.7%

Exhibit 6: Is it clear why ICANN is proposing to expand the scope of the SFICR to become a Project
Fund?
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ACS, ccNSO SOPC, RySG, and NCSG also raised questions about the transparency related to
potential Project Fund allocations, including clearer criteria for eligible projects and governance or
oversight mechanisms.

ICANN will work to define project eligibility criteria, which are expected to align with criteria for projects
that are funded by the SFICR in that the projects may: (1) not be included in the annual operating
plan; (2) be large in scope and cost; and (3) span multiple fiscal years. Use of the Project Fund would
need approval from the ICANN Board. The community would have opportunities to opine on the
Project Fund activities through the annual Budget process and liaising with the Board.

ALAC, ccNSO SOPC, and RySG also noted that the SFICR was previously used to support
development costs for the New gTLD Program. They asked whether those amounts would be
returned to the SFICR. ICANN confirms that funding for development costs prior to the launch of the
2026 Round will come from remaining New gTLD Program 2012 Round application fees and available
SFICR funds, as approved by the Board in May 2025. ICANN will assess whether the 2026 Round will
reimburse the SFICR/Project Fund after the application window closes.

Finally, RySG asked why the proposal for changes to ICANN funds was not published earlier as a
separate proceeding given the high volume of materials in this Public Comment proceeding. ICANN
notes that the proposal is directly related to the Funds Under Management section of the Draft ICANN
FY27 Budget. Including the document within this proceeding was intended to provide the community
with full context regarding expected fund balances and to support informed consideration of the
proposed changes.

4.8 General Comments

4.8.1 General Questions

On a scale of 1 to 10, where 10 indicates “Very Well” and 1
indicates “Needs Major Improvement”, how well do you believe
ICANN is performing in financial reporting and transparency?

2

Exhibit 7: How well do you believe ICANN is performing in financial reporting and transparency?
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Respondents rated ICANN’s performance in financial reporting and transparency between seven and
nine out of 10.

ccNSO SOPC highlighted positive improvements, such as the addition of Appendix B and including
the definitions of “base,” “high,” and “low” funding scenarios in the Financial Plan.

ACS suggested that future plans more explicitly link activities to public interest outcomes and address
emerging systemic risks that may disproportionately affect users in developing regions. ALAC
similarly noted that reduced participation from underrepresented regions could reduce ICANN'’s
effectiveness in addressing the needs of the global community. ICANN appreciates this feedback and
will consider and evaluate the possibility of making global public interest more explicit in future
narratives.

ICANN also thanks the community for feedback on the guided submission form. Half of the
commenters found the form effective, with ACS noting that the focused format is particularly helpful
for At-Large and regional participants. However, several suggestions were made for improvement.
ACS, ALAC, ccNSO SOPC, and MP recommended maintaining a hybrid approach that allows both
the guided submission form and separate document submissions. RrSG noted that while the form was
useful, it would help if the Public Comment page clearly indicated whether a proceeding uses a
guided or unguided format. It also expressed concern that the form added limited value in helping the
community analyze the documents, noted inconsistencies in how questions were framed, and said
that the structure sometimes limited substantive feedback.

ICANN appreciates that the guided form made it easier for some groups to submit comments and
appreciates the constructive feedback. If used in future proceedings, ICANN will work to standardize
the questions to improve clarity, consistency, and usefulness for commenters. The team will also
consider making the submission format clearer in the proceeding description. Continued improvement
of the planning process remains a priority. The team will continue to refine its approach to enhance
future plans.

Do you find this guided Public Comment
submission form effective?

Somewhat

Yes

No

Exhibit 8: Do you find this guided Public Comment submission form effective?

4 .8.2 Additional Comments

The SOPC noted that Board consideration of community-developed ccNSO policies takes significant
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time and suggested that ICANN consider an increase of resources allocated to this part of its
operations. ICANN appreciates this comment and agrees that these deliberations have taken
significant time based on the scope of the recommendations and the importance of the policy issues
addressed. The Board has dedicated a caucus group to look at ccNSO PDP4 recommendations to
consider these recommendations in detail. Based on lessons learned through this process, ICANN is
currently reexamining how it prepares for and supports the Board’s consideration of policy
recommendations to identify opportunities for added efficiencies.

NCSG suggested that ICANN consider allocating a budget line for commissioning time-bound studies
to examine human rights implications of major policy proposals, implementation frameworks, or
operational systems. ICANN appreciates the opportunity to address this important topic and supports
the community’s work on human rights in several ways. ICANN maintains a dedicated human rights
webpage that centralizes relevant documents, resources, and updates to ensure transparency and
accessibility. ICANN continues to dedicate resources to support the community’s discussions on
implementing the Human Rights Core Value, consistent with the Human Rights Framework of
Interpretation, and provides research, analysis, and subject-matter expertise to assist community
efforts related to human rights.

NCSG also submitted a budget proposal for an Independent Empirical Assessment of the Uniform
Domain Name Dispute Resolution Policy (UDRP) for inclusion in the upcoming Budget. ICANN
understands that the GNSO Council continues to consider whether and when to initiate a review of
the UDRP and the scope of work required. Under the ICANN Bylaws, the GNSO is designated as the
body responsible for developing and recommending substantive policies relating to gTLDs to the
Board. ICANN encourages NCSG to continue engaging with the GNSO Council, to ensure any review
of the UDRP that the Council may decide to initiate is conducted with a data-driven focus.

ccNSO SOPC acknowledged the Management Framework Program and noted that it hoped to see
tangible results in FY27. Progress measurement is valuable, and ICANN is developing a progress
measurement and reporting program that includes a framework and dashboard. Work is currently
focused on data collection for both ICANN’s Operating Plan and Strategic Plan, with the first
publication planned for FY28.

RySG and MP noted that while ICANN has improved how information is presented, concerns remain
about the effectiveness of the Public Comment process. They highlighted the complexity and volume
of planning and budget materials, which can be challenging for volunteer community members or
those without a finance background. MP also noted that while ICANN allocated approximately eight
weeks for the comment period, two to three weeks fell during the year-holiday season, and community
engagement in this process may be dwindling.

ICANN'’s planning cycle aims to provide sufficient time for community input before Board adoption.
The ICANN Bylaws require that proposed plans be submitted to the Board at least 45 days before the
start of the fiscal year. Each year, ICANN conducts a Funding Forecast analysis that is completed in
October to prepare the following fiscal year’s budget. Concurrently, ICANN works with the functions to
determine the activities for the next fiscal year. Through collaboration between functions, the
Executive team, and the President and CEO, the draft Operating Plans and Budgets are developed
and typically published in December.

The Planning and Finance team recognizes that the volume of materials is significant, and the timing
may be challenging. To support engagement, the Public Comment proceeding remains open for
approximately 60 days each year. The team also provides highlights documents and interactive
webinars and conducts outreach through Prep Week sessions and meetings with SOs and ACs and
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working groups within those SOs and ACs.

Community input remains critical to the planning process. Delaying the Public Comment period until
after the holiday season would reduce the time available to review feedback and incorporate changes
before plans must be presented to the Board.

In total, this proceeding received eight submissions from two individuals and six groups, yielding a
total of 181 comments, slightly more than previous years. ICANN appreciates the community’s
continued engagement and looks forward to furthering participation in future planning cycles.

Section 5: Next Steps

ICANN appreciates the community’s input and support in this Public Comment proceeding. ICANN
reviewed and responded to all comments received, and where appropriate, will incorporate the
comments into the next version of the related documents, or will evaluate them for future planning
cycles as appropriate. The updated plans will be published and available prior to the Board’s
consideration.

In May 2026, the Board Finance Committee will consider recommending that the Board adopt the
plans. Following the Board’s adoption of these plans, the Empowered Community may consider
whether to reject the plan as adopted. If no Empowered Community rejection process is pending, the
proposed plans will go into effect on 1 July 2026.
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