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Jordan Carter: Hi everyone. Thank you for coming on to our third meeting of working party 

one of the Cross Community Working Group on enhancing ICANN 

accountability. 

 

 My name is Jordan Carter. I’m your (unintelligible) chair and chair and we’ve 

got 20 minutes. So the reason we put the agenda so probably a little bit less 

busy than it looks. 

 

 And there are a couple of items if we just move into reviewing the agenda that 

we probably don’t need to deal with so much. 

 

 In terms of the outputs for the face to face meeting and we had a very brief 

discussion there but the co-chairs and rapporteurs are setting up a call for 

tomorrow to work through a program. 

 

 And I think it will be more helpful, easier for us to reply to a proposal as the 

working party rather than trying to brainstorm it all ourselves. 
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 But unless people object wildly I think we can probably hold that one until 

some more thinking has been done for us to respond to as a working party. 

 

 And the second point is that in Item 3C the GAC consensus and how ICANN 

board responds. And it’s obvious in the personnel list that this is an issue of 

some sensitivity. 

 

 And (Mathieu Weill) has suggested that the co-chairs were going to talk with 

Thomas Schneider, the chair of the GAC about it. 

 

 And I think we should just suspend discussion on the issue in this working 

party until our next meeting which I think we’re going to have to have. And 

I’m sure there’ll be a conversation about this item in the face to face. 

 

 And some people have put parts up with good reasons why we might not need 

to make changes here. 

 

 And I would like to make it clear for the call and for the record that I’m not a 

particular advocate for this solution as suggested in the template. 

 

 I was just have to draft it. And I tried to be clear about what it would or 

wouldn’t do. 

 

 And so we can just check in briefly if people are happy with that course of 

action about holding discussion on it when we get to that part of the agenda. 

 

 But I think the substance of our meeting will be looking at the work that Steve 

has done in the OC and the bylaws and remove those directions discussion. 
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 And then the next steps in our work we do need to do we need to check in on 

what (Becky) has assigned to us and what we are (unintelligible) (Becky). 

And we need to flesh out some volunteers for the mechanisms that are set out. 

 

 And that - so that - and haven’t done any drafting in it except for Roelof has 

done. 

 

 So are there any other agenda issues that people want to raise or suggest that 

we do or do not deal with? 

 

 Kavouss has suggested he’s asked whether I - we plan to address the issue on 

booking.com. I don’t plan for us to address that because it doesn’t - it’s a 

decision of the IAP. 

 

 And improving or changing review and redress mechanisms is the subject of 

working party to not working party one. So I don’t think that we should 

discuss it here today. And Kavouss do you want to respond to that? I see that 

your hand is up. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: I - yes good morning Jordan. I think you are morning for you. No I did not 

suggest that you discuss. I just raised the question do we CCWG discuss that 

if it is (unintelligible)? 

 

 I have no problem because I mentioned in my email the issue of the booking 

(column) has two aspects. One aspect is the spelling or language similarity. 

The other is the accountability. 

 

 I distinguish both of them but if you want to discuss it (unintelligible) about it 

to I don’t want to bother you nor to disserve you thank you. 
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Jordan Carter: Okay thanks Kavouss. And are there any other - if there are other agenda 

issues or tweaks? I think we might do the next item which is a record back 

from the CCWG meeting and which was held I don’t know, 28 hours ago or 

so. 

 

 And there was we kind of got our ordering a bit wrong in the sense that we did 

end up having a discussion both on the - and ICANN board responding to 

GAC advice with the thresholds and the issues of removing directors. 

 

 And what came in the directors appointment is something we can discuss in 

that agenda Item 3C - 3B and I think we see then. 

 

 And the other thing that came up was the need to do some urgent work about 

the shape of our meeting. 

 

 And right at the end of the meeting was some questions that the timelines for 

all of this work raised by Robin Gross and a few others. And that’s an item we 

need to address as well but we don’t need to address it today. 

 

 Are there any other - I’m assuming that most of you either are just sitting in 

the meetings with the CCWG and or are looking at the notes after they come 

out. 

 

 Are there any other points that arose at that meeting that you think need to be 

specifically drawn to the working party one’s attention? 

 

 Okay I see no - Kavouss your hand is up. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes Jordan. I have a general point. I don’t know at what time you want to 

raise it? 
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 I think at some time we have to include in any action line the implementation 

time required listening to the (Larry Silting) had mentioned that we need to 

act as to how much time or what is the timeframe required for the 

implementation. 

 

 It is not an urgent issue but perhaps it’s some flag to raise for any action that 

we propose. This is a timeline for implementation yet to be identified or need 

to be identified something like this, not urgent but not to forget. Thank you. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thank you Kavouss. I agree that we do need to think about timelines 

implementation and the process for that. 

 

 What I’m hoping is that in the calls that we have with the co-chairs on Friday 

which is scheduled for an hour or so we have a chance to both discuss the 

shape of the output we need for the consultation through April how our 

meeting in March can help us get that ready and also how we’re going to be 

planning the implementation side. 

 

 And I’m sure we’ll speak about that question more both in (unintelligible) and 

in the meeting (unintelligible) and in May for face to face after the 

engagement with the community that’s due in April. So we will come to that. 

 

 If there are no other specific (unintelligible) in the CCWG discussion 

yesterday I think we should move on to the work items discussion. 

 

 And I’d like if I could to start us out with the work of Steve and (Jenna) and 

(Clara) have been doing on the affirmation (unintelligible) the bylaws. 
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 And Steve I believe that you’ve done some work about incorporating 03 in the 

bylaws and 03 of the ASU reviews. 

 

 And sorry, (Alice) that’s not going to be the right document that you’ve got on 

the screen. 

 

 Steve are you on the call? And if you are would you take the working party 

through those (unintelligible) the bylaws items. Is that all right? 

 

 Steve I don’t know if you’re talking but none of us can hear you. We can 

unfortunately hear someone’s who is coughing. I hope you feel better soon bit 

while you aren’t and while you’re coughing if you are able to use the mute 

button that would be great. Thank you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Jordan this is Steve. Were you asking me for something? I had to step away 

and grab a call? 

 

(Alice): Apologies for jumping in. This is (Alice). Jordan can you still here us? And 

(Ann Young) is not on the call or... 

 

Steve DelBianco: Oh, the - I think the rest of us are here. 

 

(Alice): Okay great so it’s just Jordan then. Let me email and see what kind of issues 

are (unintelligible). Jordan are you back on the call? 

 

Roelof Meijer: This is Roelof. Steve, (Barry) has phrased the question that Jordan asked you 

in the chat so I don’t know if you saw it and maybe you can respond? 

 

Steve DelBianco: Hey, hi Roelof it’s Steve and I had missed that earlier so I‘m very happy to do 

that if people want me to. I can quickly address that till Jordan gets back on? 
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 So folks Alice are you able to bring up what I circulated a couple of days ago 

which was all four... 

 

Alice Jansen: Yes. 

 

Steve DelBianco: ...of the affirmation reviews... 

 

Jordan Carter: Yes. 

 

Steve DelBianco: ...in the bylaws? 

 

 Thanks Alice. And everybody can scroll in this document. 

 

 If you jump down into the document you’ll see that on Page 4 and 5 we have 

the first two affirmation reviews. And we’ve discussed those on prior calls of 

this work party. 

 

 And there was a little debate about whether to change anything but the - my 

notes show that even though we debated both ways we didn’t really change 

any words on the accountability and transparency review or the security 

stability and resiliency review. 

 

 But before I jump into the two new ones were there any other final comments 

about this? And for those of you that are new on the call like Jeff Neuman for 

instance and Jim Baskin this is part of our task was to take the four 

affirmation of commitments reviews and move them into the bylaws so that 

the affirmation no longer is a bilateral agreement between the US government 

and ICANN that either party could cancel. 
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 And moving them into the bylaws we had four specific changes we were 

going to make. We were going to be sure that the community leaders are the 

ones who designate the representatives on the teams, not the chair of the board 

and the chair of the GAC. 

 

 We also said that we wanted to make the cycle a little more practical, the 

cycle meaning the - how frequently these reviews are done. And you’ll see 

we’ve come up with some different ideas on that. 

 

 We wanted to make sure it’s clear that it’s up to the Review Team selected by 

the community about whether to accept comments from the community or 

experts. And then it’s up to them to draft and submit the final report to the 

board. 

 

 And we said that the ATRT review, the mother of all reviews would have an 

additional task. It would have the task of deciding whether to recommend the 

sunset of the other three reviews or the creation of a new one. 

 

 It might even amend a review such as the word Whois could change to EWG 

or directory services at some point in the future. And this is a way of making 

it a little more permanent. 

 

 Kavouss I see your hand up. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes Steve thank you very much for your words. I have one comment. I think I 

have seen your first draft. You have included the activation of committing to 

bylaw but you start this on Paragraph 9. 
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 In previous paragraphs there are some elements which are also can be - to be 

included in the bylaws. So I tried to comment on that and I will send you 

some message tomorrow. 

 

 But I just wanted to tell you and other distinguished colleagues that it is not 

only Section 9 and above but also Section 8 and before that have then have 

some elements which are to be included or considered to be included in the 

bylaw. This is something that I just wanted to mention. 

 

 And one point also is that I think you have just started to put them but you 

have still waiting for some comments for at least part of 91 some parts talking 

that the ICANN should review the effectiveness (unintelligible). 

 

 I am not in favor of that. It is not neither did ICANN note the bylaw to 

mention that the effectiveness of GAC to be considered. 

 

 If GAC is not effective just suppress them, delete them. But we should not put 

them (unintelligible) of GAC. 

 

 Why among all the perceived communities we just put the finger on the GAC 

and saying that we should talk about the effectiveness of GAC. GAC is 

effective otherwise it should be deleted. Thank you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Thank you Kavouss. First I want to acknowledge that you’re exactly right. 

There are four other paragraphs from the affirmation that are definitely worth 

considering bringing into the bylaws, in particular Paragraphs 3, 4, 7 and 8. 

And Matthew Shears has been working on those trying to draft. 

 

 It’s a relatively easy thing to take the language over from the affirmation of 

commitments because those are simple one sentence commitment paragraphs. 
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 One of them will be somewhat controversial because it’s a commitment of 

ICANN to remain with a presence in the United States even though it will also 

create presence around the world. And maybe that isn’t really controversial 

anyway. 

 

 But Matthew Shears, a CDT is the one running that part of this task. And I 

don’t think we have Matthew on the call today but when you send it over to 

me Kavouss I will certainly really it to Matthew and (Fiona). 

 

 Now (Matt) - your other comment Kavouss is looking at the affirmation of 

commitments ATRT. So for the folks who are scrolling along you would go to 

Page 4 of the seven pages of the document (Alice) has in the screen. 

 

 And under that ATRT review we brought over from affirmation verbatim the 

six different elements that ICANN was committee to review. 

 

 And Commitment B is assisting - assessing the role the effectiveness of the 

GAC. 

 

 So Kavouss we did our job to bring things over from the affirmation. But if I 

hear you’re right you’re requesting that this group consider amending that part 

of the ATRT? Do I have that right? 

 

 Kavouss are you suggesting to take out the word GAC or to get rid of the 

entire Item B? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: No. First of all Steve I’m not criticizing you at all. I appreciate your effort. 

But I’m talking of the essence of the paragraph, the statement saying that the 
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ICANN reviewed the effectiveness of GAC. The word effectiveness is not 

appropriate word, monitoring the activities but not effectiveness. 

 

 There is no doubt that the GAC is effective because that GAC dealing with 

some issues specifically ccTLD and gTLD and we’re all effective so we do 

not put in doubt the effectiveness of GAC. 

 

 So I’m not just concerned about the use of the word effectiveness. I am prefer 

to have some other word like monitoring or something like this but not putting 

doubt on the effectiveness of GAC. That is my point. 

 

 And I appreciate very much your work and please do not take that criticism at 

all of your work. Thank you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Thank you Kavouss. So I’m going to make a note that Kavouss has suggested 

taking out the words and effectiveness on Item B. So it would say assessing 

the role of the GAC and its interaction with the board. 

 

 And we’ll take that under advisement. Is there anyone on the call that wants to 

engage in a discussion one way or another on that? I’ll take a queue. 

 

 Kavouss I might say that the bar will be somewhat higher for us to argue for 

changes to what’s in the affirmation. It doesn’t mean we can’t do that. We’ve 

made many other changes to the affirmation review. 

 

 Is there anyone on the call that feels that it would be inappropriate to strike 

and effectiveness from Item B? 

 

 Jeff Neuman go ahead. Go ahead Jeff. I can’t hear you. 
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 All right I’m afraid I don’t hear Jeff. And unless somebody else does I’ll 

move on to Jordan as the next one in the queue. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks Steve. I think I’m making noise this time which helps. 

 

 I was just going to suggest that it would be useful to know whether any of the 

other ongoing reviews of advisory committees or SOs are in the bylaws with 

the same language. 

 

 If all of the reviews say role and effectiveness of and then I think we should 

stay consistent with that both because it’s a - sort of asserts fair treatment and 

because it’s already the wording that’s in the AOC. 

 

 If all of the other reviews don’t talk about effectiveness then I think we’ve got 

a pretty strong case for striking it out. 

 

 And so I support what you said which is that you’re going to take this under 

consideration and it’s an issue we can deal with later. Thanks. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Thanks Jordan. Jeff Neuman you have your audio sorted out yet? All right, 

why don’t we move on? No one else in the queue on that one. 

 

 Kavouss I’ve got it written down. I want to make sure I’ve got it right. Your 

request is to strike the words and effectiveness. So instead of it would now 

read assessing the role of the GAC and its interaction with the board. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Thank you Kavouss. And Jeff Neuman if you get things sorted out just pipe in 

any time. 
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 (Olivier) is asking on the chat how do we guarantee implementation? And 

that’s a great question (Olivier) because one of the community empowerment 

items was that we set the community where the super majority vote of its 

representatives would be able to force the board to take up action on 

affirmation review recommendations that had been through an entire vetting 

by the community and have been submitted to the board for approval. 

 

 So (Olivier) if that’s what you’re talking about it has to do with 

recommendations which is the last part of each review and the obligation of 

the board to take action on implementation. Do I have that right? 

 

 Got it, so (Olivier) that is a power that we started to discuss at the Frankfurt 

meeting. 

 

 And Jordan I’m going to turn to you which group because I’m so confused 

about these different work parties. Which group is taking on this notion of the 

community being able to force the board to take action on approved 

affirmation review recommendations? Is that ours? 

 

Jordan Carter: Hi Steve. Yes according to our work status chart that I referred in the email it 

is still something that we see as ours. 

 

 And the note that I had made there in terms of acquiring implementation is 

stressful but we do need to discuss that as the topic at the CCWG and meeting 

because it applies to well beyond our working party. 

 

 And secondly I wondered whether it was already covered by the mechanisms 

in 1A to 1C so the ability to approve on our bylaws changes to challenge 
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actions (unintelligible) bylaws and the synergy to improve budgets and strat 

plans. And... 

 

Steve DelBianco: I would ask you... 

 

Jordan Carter: ...we need... 

 

Steve DelBianco: I would say it’s probably not covered by those three because those are all in 

reaction to something the board did as opposed to motivating the board to do 

what it said it would do but hasn’t. 

 

Jordan Carter: Well it remains the subject of this working party. And it doesn’t have any 

volunteers dealing with it. So I think we need to either choose to deal with it 

or kick it up to the CCWG. 

 

 So maybe we could note that down as an item to do a call for a volunteer, 

volunteers to do some work on before our next call and deal with that in the 

call for volunteers part of the agenda down in Section 4. If that’s okay we 

could move on from that point. 

 

Steve DelBianco: It is. And to get us started I -- this is Steve -- I’ll volunteers one of the many 

members I hope that will jump in on that. 

 

 This will be a general purpose community power to motivate the board to take 

up implementation of a bottom-up consensus policy or an affirmation of 

review recommendations. 

 

 (Olivier) I wanted you to note that at the bottom of all four of these reviews 

there’s a statement I took right from the affirmation. 
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 And it says quote, the board shall take action within six months of receipt of 

the recommendation. That is a bit unsatisfactory to say take action right? 

 

 So what - in fact what has happened is the board action is for it to consider the 

recommendations, ask a few questions and then some subset of the 

recommendations. And I think so far on the affirmation review the board has 

accepted all the recommendations. 

 

 So do we want to - a question for this group is do we want to change those 

words to the board shall consider for approval and begin implementation 

within six months of receipt? Do we want to do more than just the word take 

action? I’ll take a cue on that. Kavouss? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Not on this point. I am on other point. In your group and other groups the 

whole CCWG reference is made to super majority. 

 

 Supermajority I have studied some 20 or 25 international organizations. And 

our parliamentary supermajority is something above 50% plus one. 

 

 It should be 3/4 and it should be 4/5. So we have to put in a square bracket 3/4 

or we can stop 4/5 and later on decide which supermajority for which action 

we opt to because that was important to mention. 

 

 And the other issue is that when we’re talking about the NTIA doing 

something in affirmation of commitment it is a single authority who could 

react or act immediately. 

 

 But when you challenge it or transfer that to the community the way the 

communities react is not as quick or identical to the way that NTIA acts. 
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 So we have to look at that one. How the community acts or reacts in respect of 

any actions if we modify - not modify, if we transfer the affirmation of 

commitment into the bylaw the modality and the time for reaction and the way 

for reaction. 

 

 It is simple. It’s one or (unintelligible) like NTIA. (Unintelligible) something 

for its (unintelligible) if it speaks NTIA says no I want to give it to the 

community whereas ICANN in GAC opposed to that. 

 

 But when it goes to the community whether the community the acts are the 

same manner or not that is something that we have to be very careful. Thank 

you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Kavouss this is Steve. On your first point on super majority I agree 

completely. Everyplace we say the word supermajority we ought to be 

bracketing it as to whether that means 3/4 or 4/5. We’ll figure that out later. 

 

 And please understand it could be different for different powers. The power to 

spill the board might require a 4/5 right? But the power to overturn a board 

proposed budget might only be 2/3 or 3/4. 

 

 We haven’t crossed that bridge yet and I agree with you that we should always 

think of the word supermajority in brackets. 

 

 On your second point I’m confused. Nothing in these four affirmation of 

commitment reviews require inaction by NTIA. 

 

 They’re not a party so the way we’ve moved them into the bylaws. And I 

don’t see where we create timing problems for the community for things that 

the NTIA used to be able to do themselves. 
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 Did you spot something in these four reviews that gives me an example of the 

concern you’re raising? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes I have given an example. I - the example was that .XXX was disapproved 

or contested by GAC, was disapproved and contested by ICANN board but 

was approved by NTIA. 

 

 How quickly the community really reacts to the singular course of action like 

that? Would it be the same things or would have another course of action 

going to the majority or super majority or (unintelligible)? That is my 

question. 

 

Steve DelBianco: And Kavouss, this is Steve. That example doesn’t even help me because 

Triple X wasn’t approved by NTIA. It was ICANN’s board who approved it, 

and when it went into the delegation to the root, all NTIA did was stamp a 

piece of paper that said, “Yes, this was approved in due course through 

ICANN’s processes.” So NTIA is not in the chain of command, either in these 

reviews or even in Triple X. I don’t see how the concern makes its way into 

this document. I may just not be understanding you. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, if you look at the reports of the committee to the senate, it’s nothing that 

I can disapprove this delegation of (unintelligible) but NTIS says I approved 

that because of the inclusiveness of the internet. So ICANN disapproved, 

Jacques disapprove, NTIA approve. This is what the report says. If in reality 

something else -- you will know better than me -- I have no problem. 

 

Steve DelBianco: And that’s not what happened of course. That’s not what happened. The 

Board approved it, and the GAC said there was no active support which is not 

the same thing as having a consensus against it. And we could be here a long 
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time discussing Triple X. NTIA had no role approving or disapproving Triple 

X. The GAC was muddled, and the board approved it. And this particular set 

of affirmation reviews have nothing to do with that. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Then I will send you the report of the NTIA to -- or report of the committee to 

the senate saying that NTIA -- irrespective of the ICANN decision -- did 

approve the - I can send you that portion to see that to what extent that report 

is correct or I am correct. I am not claiming... 

 

Steve DelBianco: Okay. That’s fair enough. Kavouss, I look forward to your note as I do all of 

them, and I’ll reply. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Thank you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Anyone else from the queue on the ATRT? And remember Olivier put a topic 

in front of us that we haven’t finished yet. The topic is at the very last line of 

each of these four reviews, does this work party want to suggest strong or soft 

language than take action within six months? Do we want to clarify that the 

board needs to vote upon approval and begin implementation within the word 

take action? They could queue on that particular proposal. If that’s what 

Olivier was after. I don’t know for sure. Go ahead Fiona. 

 

Fiona Asonga: I think (unintelligible). This is Fiona Asonga. Personally having 

(unintelligible) approval (unintelligible). It think it’s important that we 

commit the board’s role because taking action is so broad (unintelligible) that 

even the acts of looking at the reviews released to them and discussing them 

and process taking action. 

 

 So for six months if they just read and go through them, yes they’re taking 

action. But that does not translate into action implementation. So if it’s less 
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broadly (unintelligible) takes much longer before we are able to see any action 

on the recommendations of our review team being implemented, and that 

means that the (unintelligible) we extend the period of the reviews from a 

three year period to a five year period, all that means is that we would be 

taking even much longer before we begin to see any concrete results. 

 

 Also the board’s recommendations (unintelligible). I would - for the time 

being I am comfortable with the wording the committee has proposed but 

maybe we need to (unintelligible) a bit more once we - once actually see a 

(unintelligible) we need to change. 

 

 But I’m in support of a bill using a stronger (unintelligible) and taking action. 

Thank you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Fiona, as near as I could tell, I put into the chat a proposed set of words that 

are stronger than take action. And I would ask the folks on this call if we 

would support this as an amendment to the words take action. Everybody is 

typing in the chat rather than speaking up. Okay, I can work with that. 

Kavouss, did you have something to say on this? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, I would suggest that in similar cases we say take the required actions. 

Thank you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Kavouss, if we did that, it begs the question of what is the required actions. So 

I don’t think that solves our problem, to just say take the required action. 

Because then somebody will say, “Well what do we think is required?” 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: It means you ask that - if you raise the question. This is something to be done. 

That is the requirement. And you have to action on that. If you take action, 

means that they consider, they may reject, or they may accept. But if they take 
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the required action that you ask some specific action to be taken. That is what 

they use usually in the international law. Take the required action. 

 

Steve DelBianco: We’re trying to shortcut that by giving you five words that exactly say what 

we say the required action is, and to Jeff Neuman’s point, consider approval, 

give the board the opportunity to say, “You know what, four out of five of 

these recommendations are okay, but one of them’s terrible. We’re not going 

to vote. The board votes not to approve all five recommendations.” 

 

 That is a board decision, and we have a community empowerment - 

community veto decision, Jeff, that allows the community to override the 

board’s decision. So if the board doesn’t like a really bad recommendation out 

of a review team, it doesn’t have to accept it. It would be up to the community 

to get super majority to override. And I’m trying to catch you up, Jeff, on a lot 

of stuff that I think has happened before. 

 

 All right, so I’m going to move on because Jordan is giving me the prod -- the 

cattle prod -- and I haven’t even got to the two new affirmation reviews to 

consider. So please, everyone scroll down to the last two pages of this 

document. And they are the last two of the affirmation reviews. 

 

 Number Three which is paragraph 9.3 and Number Four which is paragraph 

3.31. So the first one is a tricky one. This review number three -- it’s on page 

six of seven -- and it says promoting competition, consumer trust and 

consumer choice. This one was a challenge for us to bring over from the 

affirmation, because in the affirmation it speaks to this as sort of the one-time 

contingent event of ICANN’s round of new gTLDs. 

 

 At the time in 2009 when they wrote the affirmation, it wasn’t even a 

foregone conclusion that we would do the new round. So it has words like if 
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and when a new round is done or expansion is done. So we have tried here to 

use words that made it more general. And we have said that within a year of 

any new round -- I’m looking at the very first paragraph -- any new round of 

new gTLDs within a year of when they’ve been in operation for a year there 

should be a review. And the review would consider the exact same elements. 

 

 Safeguards and the application and evaluation process up under A and B that 

are in the affirmation. And then for those of you who are new to our group, 

this is standard language we’ve adopted to give the community the ability to 

name the review team. The community has the ability to ask for outside 

experts if it wants. The community can review internal ICANN documents 

with obligations of clarity. And finally the output is published for public 

comment and the review team will decide how much of that to incorporate 

before it sends recommendations over to the board. 

 

 One of the challenges on this review is -- let me clarify for you -- the 

affirmation and commitment says that there was a review one year after the 

new gTLDs were in operation, another one two years after that review, and 

then one every four years thereafter. If in fact we’re moving to a more 

frequent calendar of new gTLD rounds, I am proposing a little bit simpler 

here. To say you would do one of them a year after a round is in operation, 

and then in the bottom here it just say a periodic review less frequently, so 

once every four years. So that if we just did one on the new gTLD round, we 

wouldn’t have to do another one for four more years unless it was a brand new 

round that intervened, and then you’d have to do a review of that round. 

Because more than likely each round will have a different guidebook and 

different set of RPMs and implementation and application process. 

 

 So Jordan, I know we’re running out of time. So do you want to take a queue 

on this or just let everybody ruminate for now? Got it. I will keep going. Is 
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there a queue on this particular review? And Robin, I love the chat, but if we 

go back to the previous review, I will run out of time on what Jordan wants 

me to get done. So I’m sorry. Let me move ahead then. 

 

 Folks, would you please scroll down to the final affirmation review known as 

the Whois review. Yes, and this was drafted in 2009 as part of the affirmation. 

 

((Crosstalk)) 

 

Steve DelBianco: It was required that every three years -- no less than every three years -- for 

ICANN to review how well it is executing its commitments under Whois. And 

now since 2009, we realize that there have been opportunities to redesign the 

directory services -- that’s what the Expert Working Group’s all about -- and 

we still might be three to five years away from an implementation of a 

replacement for Whois. 

 

 So we are probably due for the next Whois review later in 2015 because that 

will have been three years since the last one. So that is on the table right now, 

and we will probably not get this transition done before that affirmation of 

commitment’s review has to be begun. 

 

 So what I propose here is every three years. And recall this, that if the Expert 

Working Group is successful in 2019 or 2020, then we have a brand new 

system that replaces Whois with a directory services. Well then the ATRT 

team under Paragraph One could sunset this review and eliminate it, or it 

might replace it or edit the review so that it doesn’t refer to Whois anymore 

which by then could be an obsolete protocol. 

 

 So Jordan, it’s up to you. Do you want to take a queue on this or just let 

people consider it? 
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Jordan Carter: Oh yes, no you take a couple of minutes if people have got comments on this. 

 

Steve DelBianco: All right. So in the comment let’s first talk about the Whois review and then 

we’ll work backwards. Are there any objections to this new draft language for 

the Whois review? Go ahead Kavouss. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. Not on this one. On the previous point that we’re talking about the new 

gTLD. Perhaps you may refer kindly to the discussers took place - a very 

heated debate in the GAC with respect to the new gTLDs (unintelligible) and 

it was mentioned that they have to stop that and we have to take actions on the 

experience gained with respect to the first challenge and without taking that 

into account do not go to the second round. 

 

 This is not - this is something we should not in the affirmation of commitment 

that any new round should be based on the experience and shortcomings, 

deficiencies, problems of the previous round. So this is something that should 

be mentioned in that. Thank you. 

 

Steve DelBianco: That kind of makes sense. So in 9.3, Kavouss is recommending that the output 

of the review should be considered in the design of subsequent rounds. 

Something like that. It could be added as a sentence to the end of this. But 

keep in mind that - Kavouss, that if you and I were on the review team, one of 

the recommendations of the review team might well be the lessons learned 

from this round should be incorporated in the next round. 

 

 So if the community wanted to do that, Kavouss, it would make it a 

recommendation. And therefore, it does not need to appear in the Bylaws. 

What about that? Don’t put thing in the Bylaws that the community can 

control on its own. There’s no need for the Bylaws to have elements in it that 
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would constrain or compel what the community is likely to want to do when 

it’s appropriate to do it. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Not exactly. If your intent’s that any new action should take into account the 

experience gained of the previous action, it is a principle, and principle and 

does not need the community two years. And it is something should be put 

into the - in the Bylaws. Just for your consideration, see? So other people they 

can read. I should have no problem to withdraw. 

 

Steve DelBianco: All right. Who else is in the queue? All right, there has been some chat 

discussion on the last review on privacy and probably not appropriate to put 

into the Bylaws. This says consumer trust -- and if you recall from the 

affirmation of commitments there was a discussion of privacy experts being 

available -- law enforcement and experts on privacy -- the notion of legitimate 

needs of law enforcement. Promoting consumer trust. 

 

 I don’t know that we have to add anything to these words right now. And on 

the other hand, Jeff Neuman is suggesting we delete this right now as if it 

shouldn’t be in the Bylaws because the next review should be the last one. 

 

 I believe we have to be conservative as drafters here. We want to try to bring 

from the affirmation review language that is in place right now. It’s ICANN’s 

obligation. And as we bring it over, we want to empower the community. And 

one of the key ways to empower the community, Jeff, is to let the community 

decide that it’s time to sunset the Whois review. And if you - Jeff if you go 

back to 9.1 in this list, you’ll see that one of the powers given in the ATRT is 

to recommend the sunset of review. 
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 Let’s let the community decide that rather than this drafting group decide to 

get rid of the Whois review. And Jeff, if you read 9.1, it’s both. They can 

sunset or create new ones. And that is the community. 

 

 Okay, Jordan, I don’t want to let this get too far out of control. Happy to go on 

as long as you like, and I’ve taken a lot of notes and I guess I could make 

some edits, but how do you want to proceed? 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks, Steve. Well, I think the point is to have the session we’ve been 

having, so this has been very good segment of the meeting. And Jeff, just so 

you know, your last chat comment, that is provided for in Part One of what is 

set out here. And it’s clear that we do want the community to be able to 

choose different types of reviews and remove expired new reviews. So that’s 

covered. 

 

 Thank you, Steve, for that presentation that grew into that discussion. And we 

do need to move on. So my suggestion would - Jeff, the reason that 

(unintelligible) is because it’s already in the AoC, and it’s - (unintelligible) is 

about transferring those into the Bylaws. That’s all. I think that probably it’s 

(unintelligible) at some point we’ll need to work out how we want to exactly 

title this, but at least we’ve got some (unintelligible) to do that with. 

 

 I think the best way to proceed on these is for people to see back other 

(unintelligible) suggestions and drafting suggestions to Steve through the 

(W21) email list or direct to him. And we can turn on to the next agenda item 

if that’s okay. 

 

 And the next agenda item is that question o the removal of ICANN directors. 

Just before I do achieve that subject change, Kavouss I see that your hand is 
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still up. Is there a point you need to make now? No. Okay, I’ll assume that’s 

an old hand. 

 

 I don’t want to spent too much time on this removal of ICANN directories 

because to (unintelligible) discussion that many of us who are on this call had 

on the CCWG call. And there is a bit of a confusion in the template about 

whether we’re talking about the removal of the whole ICANN board by a 

community mechanism or whether we’re talking about the recall of a specific 

director by their appointing body, and sort of not being clear about separating 

them. I think my template has unhelpfully confused for the debate. 

 

 And my advice to you as the drafters is that I should try and unconfuse that 

debate by preparing two separate templates. And the one that’s part of what 

(unintelligible) and I would suggest -- the one that we need to do as part of the 

(unintelligible) future transitions as well as work -- is the removal of the 

ICANN board. So it’s (unintelligible). 

 

 So with your permission and taking on the feedback that was on the call and 

the discussion we had here, so we do have a few minutes to discuss it. My 

intention would be to go ahead and prepare an updated template that deals just 

with that - with the removal of the whole board by (unintelligible) mechanism 

and then later, probably as part of a exchange to work on the notion of recall 

of particular directors by their constituencies or by (unintelligible) that 

appointed them. 

 

 So I’d work on a queue on that point. In terms of the material that’s already 

there, it’s relatively simple to read. I would add two other points I guess just 

in closing this introductory part. One is that you create a power like removing 

the whole ICANN board to affect the way directors think about their duties to 

the community. It (unintelligible) the temperature of it in the sense that people 
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know that there’s an ultimate backstop. That if the board is moving the 

corporation in a different direction, it isn’t just subject to replacement to the 

action composite, but if the community’s back is up and it can remove the 

whole board. 

 

 You don’t create a method like this because you expect or anticipate or want 

to be using it frequently. And you generally also don’t use the mechanism like 

this to deal with a particular performance rating of one or two directors. And 

to deal with that latter problem, to deal with a director that’s grown out of 

touch with their constituency or who is utterly incompetent and, you know, if 

there is already an action to the board to remove them so they haven’t 

exercised that option directly. And that’s what we should talk about there. The 

recall option. 

 

 And so I just wanted to make those points about this one. Are there any 

comments or thoughts or suggestions as the (unintelligible) but more work-

ups? And at this point I’d welcome a (unintelligible). And Kavouss, I do still 

see your hand up. I don’t know if it’s a new hand or an old one. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. I think the (unintelligible) removal or recalling the whole board and one 

or two member were discussed in the CCWG and in the (unintelligible) to 

you. I think both options should remain. I heard someone saying that we 

should just opt for the first one, but the removal of the whole board is a very, 

very rare instance. But I suggest that the removal of one or two or whoever of 

the board then they should also remain. 

 

 But an issue is that they should have different criteria. Removal of the whole 

board should have the very stringent criteria of just say four seats, someone 

who (unintelligible) the removal of the board member may be just a lesser 

stringent criteria. 
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 However, we should think of what would happen in the case of removal of the 

whole board. Who will act in the meantime? How we should replace that - not 

replace, how to fill up the gap? It is the time that remove the whole board or 

the - and removal of the one or two members, that both should remain. I think 

I will send some message to the previous mailing list asking that options 

needs to remain. Thank you. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks, Kavouss. There has been none so far suggested that we don’t deal 

with the individual case. I was positing for discussion. It may be the 

individual recall and (unintelligible) two items. The first transition. Robin has 

said as an example that she thinks not. And that was (unintelligible) speaking 

up, so we’ll (unintelligible). 

 

Tijani Ben Jemaa: Yes. 

 

Jordan Carter: Just so you know, Tijani, we can’t hear you. 

 

Tijani Ben Jemaa: You hear me now? You hear me now? 

 

Jordan Carter: Yes. We can hear you now. Thanks. 

 

Tijani Ben Jemaa: Okay. Thank you. So first of all, the removal of the whole board and the 

removal of some members -- one member or some members of the board -- 

should remain both in my point of view. And the separation between Work 

Team One and Work Team Two is not obvious for me. I have to understand 

better why we should put one under Works Team One and the other in Works 

Team Two. 
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 But Kavouss reiterated the (unintelligible) expressed by Emily last time in the 

CWG - I mean CCWG call about what would happen when we recalled the 

board. And I propose that we don’t have to have an empty seat at all. We 

don’t have to have a situation where ICANN doesn’t have a board. 

 

 So to prevent that, I think that we need to make - to change the appointment 

rules so that every appointment could be for two persons. One member - one 

director, and the other is the alternate. And the alternate doesn’t have any role 

except if the director is not there anymore. Leave that if he’s ill or if he’s dead 

or if he is removed. Thank you. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks, Tijani. Yes, I just read that in the chat as well. We’ve been trouble 

with the audio. That is to be appointed if the one was removed there would be 

an immediate person to fill the seat. And I think one of the things we need to - 

I made the (unintelligible) for discussion. I don’t mind either way. We can 

(unintelligible) transition. 

 

 And I think something we need to think about is whether directors are 

appointed by a constituency - say a ccNSO director. Say we’re talking about 

(unintelligible), and refused to be removed, would it be the case that only the 

ccNSO could do that? Or should it be the ccNSO and/or the community 

mechanism? Or should it be only the community mechanism? 

 

 Because I think it’s clear that in terms of removing the whole board it has to 

be the community mechanism and the - an individual (SRIC) saying, 

“Goodbye board.” That’s pretty clear in my head. And I’m assuming - and 

I’m going to draft my template so the individual removal and that it’s the 

appointing body that has a mandate still with an appropriate (unintelligible). 

And if people think that we should consider a different one and let me know 

on the email, that’s probably the easiest way, or there’s a little bit of time now 
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to if you want. Tijani I see your hand up, is that your (unintelligible) or is that 

your (unintelligible)? 

 

Tijani Ben Jemaa: It gives a new hand about the replacement as your order if you recall and you 

adjust this as you have said, I don’t see why only the point, the concierge that 

appointed the director has the right to recall him. I think that it must be with 

agreement of this concierge but all the community can also recall him. Thank 

you. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks Tijani, that’s a helpful suggestion and so if we could get that in the 

note that one piece of feedback please is that it could be the canoe that 

removes the individual director but it would need to be at the consent of the 

appointing body and to count on (Bruce), no the (unintelligible) doesn’t 

provide for the removal of any director by any means except the board doing 

so at the moment. I am pretty sure the CCN (unintelligible) and 

(unintelligible) which is great and please, (DelBianco) you’re next. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Okay, thanks Jordan. I want to focus on what is our priority to get this 

transition done and I point to the fact that board members in Singapore, Larry 

Strickling starting a year ago in Singapore and again in Los Angeles, and then 

several members of the U.S. Congress who rarely exhibit such actual 

knowledge of the subjects that are being heard before them, all gravitated to 

this idea of spilling the board and one senator went so far as to say shouldn’t 

that be a necessary, not sufficient, but necessary condition in the transition? 

And Strickling didn’t acquiesce to that, but he has already said many times he 

thinks that’s a missing element of community empowerment.  

 

 I only share this with you to say that let us not snatch defeat from the jaws of 

victory, let us focus on writing up a community mechanism, super majority, to 

spill the entire board on the full expectation that it should never be used, but 
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that the prospect of its use would give the opportunity to balance the board’s 

consideration. They know they have a fiduciary duty to the corporation but the 

idea that they could all be spilled would say they may have to pay a little more 

attention to the will of the community if it’s expressed in a near consensus 

fashion in a way that makes sense on a key decision the board has to make.  

 

 So, they are on a fence. The board is being told by the general council that if 

they switch this singular pleural policy, they may get sued by applicants. On 

the other hand, if the community had spoken loudly and in a consensus, the 

board might say well look, if we try to keep the corporation from being sued, 

we are going to all get dumped. And that is the kind of consideration we want 

to provoke. So to do that, we should focus exclusively on a mechanism called 

spill the board and a separate mechanism for recalling one or several board 

members and we have ruined this opportunity to success by trying to do both 

in the same mechanism. 

 

 So my proposal, Jordan, is split the mechanism, or spill the board. Let’s get it 

done. Let’s make it work stream one before the transition and then make 

another mechanism that might have completely different standards involved 

where there might be a standard of misconduct or there might be a different 

voting threshold or there might have to be rules to protect somebody from 

being targeted inappropriately. And that will never make it into work stream 

one. That will be work stream two and we will get to it after we do the 

transition. Who is with me? 

 

Jordan Carter: Okay thanks Steve. That was my initial proposal that we fix this item off. I am 

glad you are with me. Let’s move on to the next hand, (Unintelligible). 

 

Man: Thanks, Jordan. Yes, I was already typing. I am with Steve and then secretly 

hoping that the second one will never make it into work stream two. Because I 
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think we are spilling a single or a few board members we fall in the 

(unintelligible), given the community the possibility to micro-manage and to 

interfere with day to day operations when there’s not really a problem. Like I 

said, my email, I don’t think that one or two dysfunctional board members 

will make the whole board dysfunctional and I don’t think that the community 

should get the power to interfere in the board as long as it functions well. And 

I have trust in the board, especially when the community has the power to 

spill the whole board. I trust in the board acting itself on dysfunctional board 

members, individual dysfunctional board members. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thank you (unintelligible) and the next hand up is Kavouss. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Hello, do you hear me? Hello? 

 

Jordan Carter: We do now, Kavouss. We just started hearing you. Please carry on. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: I am waiting, okay. I am waiting for my turn, yes, same thing I had before. 

 

Jordan Carter: Does that mean that you don’t have a point to ask here? And Kavouss I guess 

yours is an old hand as well, or did I cut you off? 

 

Man: (Unintelligible). 

 

Man: I have a comment on the last intervention, around sometime I have to make it, 

yes. 

 

Jordan Carter: Go ahead. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, I don’t think the removal of the one or two board members is interfering 

in the day to day, it is an action that is required. The community has 
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designated or elected someone and is come to the conclusion that does not 

represent what they want and they have the power to remove that. I don’t 

think it is day to day.  

 

 And second, the whole board member, even if it is currently some power to 

remove one of these members, they don’t have such a right because each 

board member is representing the community. I don’t think that they have to 

collective right to remove them. This removal should be made by the 

community and I don’t think that that is an interference in day to day so both 

options should remain. 

 

 Now, currently the current proposal is at least one option, it’s good 

(unintelligible) to have an ultimatum that we will not have any time, any gap 

for either one or two or several board members, all the time (unintelligible), 

we have always somebody who is replaced and that has happened in events 

similar to the (unintelligible) or some alternative (unintelligible) or alternates 

so both options remain, the ultimate and removal of the one or two or several 

board members is not interference to the day to day. It is an action required 

because community does not seem to be happy after the voting with the 

procedural aspects of super majority, that board member does not meet the 

requirements of the community, so it removes. Thank you. 

 

Jordan Carter: Thanks, Kavouss.  I’m going to call (unintelligible) thanks for all the 

comments that have been made. It’s been a helpful discussion along with what 

was on the WG call a couple of days ago, a day ago, and the way I am trying 

to perceive is to restructure the (unintelligible), as I said at the start, one on 

filling the whole board, one on removal of the directors by the appointing 

bodies and I will add in the consideration of alternate. 
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 Certainly I’ll state that I’m filling the board as work stream one, re-transition, 

and I’ll leave the (unintelligible) of that and open at this point (unintelligible) 

that when we should do that. It doesn’t matter; I hope of course that they are 

(unintelligible) ready for discussion and by the next week or at the face to 

face. So if we can click on them, we’ll place that onto the next agenda item, 

which is there was going to be the (unintelligible) issue. I’ve explained why 

we are not going to deal with that. And so we are not going to deal with that. 

And either given the time this fall, I am glad that we’ve spent time today, next 

agenda item so we can finish on time.  

 

 I’m not aware in any way of any other work items that are ready for 

discussion at this point. Are there any that I’ve missed that anyone urgently 

would like to discuss at this point? No? Okay, I see no hands up so we will 

move onto item #4, which is to check along progress on work items that have 

not been discussed and if you scroll down this chart that’s here in the window, 

which I pretty sure you all have individual control of, the ones where we 

haven’t had a conversation as I’m aware are the issue that we’ve mentioned 

before, working party, item 13A requiring implementation and Steve has now 

volunteered to do that one. Where there’s no content, we obviously can’t have 

the discussion. I haven’t heard from Keith Drasek on 5C one and two in terms 

of presenting ICANN and (unintelligible) obligations. So, I am hoping that we 

will hear from Keith soon. And I will follow-up with him after this call.  

 

 The (unintelligible) items are for work stream two, anyway, after the 

transition, so that’s why they are marked as on hold. So I think in terms of our 

powers, we have done quite a lot of work already and diligently on track and 

we’ve now got volunteers with Steve (unintelligible) 3A and to get that work 

all done, so I think we should have a goal. Anything that we haven’t het 

discussed as part of work stream one really ought to be the subjects of our 

next call which (unintelligible). That would mean that mild repairs and 
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removals of director as one, the issues about of any ICANN imposing 

obligations and the implementation of work stream two (unintelligible) and 

we’ll be there at the main (unintelligible) at our next call.  

 

 If you scroll further down the table, there are working party one mechanism 

templates and on that one, we do need to do some more work and one of the 

next (unintelligible) is to call some volunteers to do smaller (unintelligible) 

and sorry, Jeff, I don’t know which one that you volunteered to work on, but 

maybe you could clarify that particularly. We will need to get some more 

there. Finally, in terms of stuff that is (unintelligible) to us from 

(unintelligible) working party, I just want to make sure, yes, I’m in the right 

place on the agenda for that. I just need to find a document that (Becky) sent 

to me with those.  

 

 To cut a long story short, there are no extensive proposals here, 

(unintelligible) already have this set up in front of me. Yes, so when I had a 

conversation with (Becky), there’s stuff that she was going to transfer to us 

was basically she had also had a work item around how the (unintelligible) 

would be appointed and that was already in work, so she is now clear that that 

is in our work and we are so there’s no change there.  

 

 The second item that was going to be inbound from her working party was all 

of these mechanism suggestions so where there was a permanent 

(unintelligible) working group adding things to existing powers, the recall 

mechanisms for any board member or old board members and the community 

veto concepts that Robin and Sergey are to work on. That was it. Those were 

the only things that they consciously were to transfer to us and they were 

already on our list so it’s important to know that we’re not going to get a large 

chunk of work into our area, into our working party.  
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 Now, the ons about what she does from our working party to working party #2 

are noted on this table as well. It’s clarifying ICANN’s limited technical 

mission which Keith has done some work on. The reason that that transfers is 

because the logical place to put it is in association with the standards of 

behavior that ICANN sees and it’s kind of a clarification of an existing power, 

so the suggestions from (Becky) that her group is better likely to deal with it. 

And also that there’s breaches of that technical mission would be triggers for 

our review and (unintelligible) process stop ICANN doing it, but 

(unintelligible).  

 

 Same point with (unintelligible) been given standing to use the independent 

review panel that this would be both in review and address and that it would 

be a work stream two item so we propose to transfer that one to (Becky) as 

well. But that’s it; those are the only transfers that I propose. So, if people 

have got any issues about that, could they raise them now or Kavouss I see 

that you’ve got a hand up? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, I just wanted to confirm that, did I understand correctly that the removal 

of the whole board, removal of one or two board members, both options 

remain on the table with different criteria and with the suggesting up to Tijani 

that alternate board member could have served to key the gap in case of 

removal? Do I understand it correctly? 

 

Jordan Carter: Yes, you do understand that correctly, that is still on the table and I’ll have 

new templates about that for us to discuss next week. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Thanks. 

 

Jordan Carter: No problem. Okay, so I’m assuming that no one’s going to have issues with 

those proposed changes. Robin asked a question to chat with 5A and 5B, if I 
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wanted to, and the ICANN obligations for which (unintelligible), no not at this 

point. They will stay where we are in working party one. So, the next thing is 

that we do need to start putting some time into defining more of the 

mechanisms. We’ve got the drafts and the last that we’ve already discussed 

about a supervisory board. And Robin has volunteered on the (unintelligible) 

point and so she is going to come up with a template for that.  

 

 We need to do a better thinking that respect that she delegate some members 

under California law and the permanent CCWG and the reason we need to 

think about those is that we are going to have to have a way to implement all 

of those powers. So, what I am asking is whether there are - I’m happy to do 

some background work on it and then engage either just back with the 

working party but I would like to know if there are any members of the 

working party who would like to volunteer to specifically think about some of 

that stuff in additional to Roelof and Robin who have volunteered themselves 

by already doing some writing or agreeing to do some writing on the subject. 

And I’m not going to ask you to volunteer to do it right now, so you can. 

There will be a chance on the list where you can send me a note or a Skype or 

(unintelligible) or whatever you like, but it would be good to get one or two 

more volunteers there. Roelof, your hand is up. 

 

Roelof Meijer: Yes, thanks Jordan. I am happy to volunteer for instance for statutory 

delegates or members or both of them, because I think they are quite close to 

supervisory board structure. In fact, I think a lot around this will be similar. 

The only problem is that I’m sure that I don’t have the legal expertise to really 

come up with a design on how we get the members and how do we get the 

delegates? How do they fit into the existing structure? So, if I do work on it, 

I’ll need somebody to add content in that particular area. 
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Jordan Carter: Okay, thanks Roelof. We’ll take you up on that, so both of those 

(unintelligible) delegates and members and Edward Morris is volunteering to 

help you with statutory delegate. Would your assistance extend into members 

as well, is that viable? And I do know that this is going to be one of the 

questions where the legal advice that we are getting through the CCWG is 

going to be important, because it will help explain to us whether we have to 

go down the membership route or the delegates route in order to be able to 

implement the other mechanisms that we have been talking about it. 

 

 So (Edward), and rule out for working body one, item C in the statutory 

delegates and statutory members, that’s fantastic. I don’t know if we need to 

do specific work on (unintelligible) structure but we pledge on the permanent 

CCWG and I am happy to take that one up if no one else wants to and I am 

going to do my best at this time by the way to not have these items discussed 

on the CCWG meeting next week. I think that we need to discuss them first 

before they go up for CCWG discussion. And that completes that agenda item 

as far as I am concerned. If you want to volunteer for any other pieces of 

work, please fire an email through on the list or to me and if people are able to 

get some content ready in these templates by the end of this week, so if you 

can start looking at on the list, that will be helpful.  

 

 The next time our next meeting, I think it’s self-evident that we are going to 

need to have another meeting next week and at the time (unintelligible) where 

it doesn’t become unbearable for utilizing, there’s no reason to change 

(unintelligible) works for us today. We can come back. The second point I 

would make is whether we should try and schedule a meeting in the afternoon 

and assemble face to face and there are some reasons to do that or not and 

(unintelligible) on either of those points beginning next week and meeting in 

December and I see a couple of hands up. Kavouss, go ahead. 
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Kavouss Arasteh: There is a question before in the waiting list that any action which is 

practically the possible or even toward changes to the consensus process in the 

GAC need to be communicated to the GAC for preview so I suggest that if 

you agree (unintelligible) at that point so CCWG to some time appropriate 

guidance when the issue is more or less major before making any decisions, 

communicate that to the chair of the GAC that people (unintelligible) to the 

email of the GAC people in order to have (unintelligible). That is very 

sensitive and very important for (unintelligible). You have to be very careful 

about that. Thank you. 

 

Jordan Carter: Hi (Kavouss), thanks. We discussed this at the stars meeting. Mathieu Weill 

has already approached as one of the co-chairs (Thomas Schneider) and that’s 

why we haven’t discussed that item in substance on this call and won’t until 

we hear back from the co-chair. So, we are proceeding in line with your 

suggestion. Are there any comments, you know, people seem to have the view 

that it would be desirable to get the other and assembled for those of us who 

are there. I’m sure there will be another (unintelligible) cocktail in any case. 

But I know WB (unintelligible). If there are no thinking views on this either 

way, that’s fine. You can express views on the email. And so. 

 

Steve DelBianco: Jordan, it’s Steve DelBianco, one small. I am going to arrive Saturday night in 

Istanbul and that should be around in case there are work party meetings on 

Sunday but if you haven’t already mentioned this would you please just 

coordinate with (Becky Burr) so that those of us that are helping on both work 

parties don’t have overlapping meeting times, if it’s at all possible. 

 

Jordan Carter: Okay, Steve, I can try for that. This is the first hint I’ve had looking at the 

documentation that you may be the only person working on but personally I 

would find it quite helpful to be able to attend both as well and (unintelligible) 

as well, so actually they are probably more organized and paying attention so 
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yes, we will try and do that. That will probably make ICANN’s job easier as 

well because it means only finding one room that can be used in sequence. 

And if this advantages people in terms of having to start the meetings for the 

arrived, I apologize. We will just have to play that as it goes. 

 

 In any case, we will be having plenty of time over the following two days to 

share thoughts and get the other (unintelligible) distributors we need to. So 

thanks for the help with suggestion. (Kavouss), I see your hand up again. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, just one question. Do we have any other conference calls before Istanbul 

or that is the last one? 

 

Jordan Carter: Well, my proposal is that we are going to need one next week at least at the 

same time on the same day in order to deal with the drafting that we’ve just 

discussed. So I think we have to have another call. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Thanks. 

 

Jordan Carter: Okay, well in the absence of hands and given that it’s 2227, (unintelligible) 

and I have to finish in three minutes, I am going to thank you all for your 

contributions and to your help in the work that we’ve done. I still think we’re 

making good progress on the tasks that we’ve set up and I know the notes will 

be circulated soon. I will report back to the working party as soon as I can 

with the discussions that the (unintelligible) have with the co-chairs about 

what we need to do or the assemble meeting and will speak to you all again 

next week and thanks everyone. 

 

 

END 


