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Coordinator: The recording has started. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much. So welcome everyone to the CCWG Accountability 

Meeting Number 48 on August 11, 2015. As usual we will be doing the roll 

call based on those that are present on the Adobe Connect room. And if 

there’s anyone at this point that is on the phone bridge that’s not on the Adobe 

Connect Room, could you please state your name so we can add you to the 

roll call? 

 

Greg Shatan: Hi it’s Greg Shatan. I’m not on Adobe yet, but I will. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much Greg and thank you for attending this meeting so early 

on your birthday. Today is Greg Shatan’s birthday so happy birthday Greg. 

Anyone else on the phone bridge? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Happy birthday Greg. 

 

Woman: Happy birthday. 
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Greg Shatan: Thank you all. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Anyone else from the phone bridge that’s not on the Adobe Connect room? 

Okay so as usual, I kindly remind you to fill in your statement of interest if 

you haven’t done so. And as usual staff would be of course happy to help you 

if you have any problems on filling in your statement of interest or creating 

your Wiki account. 

 

 And I kindly remind you of stating your name for the audience. This is not 

only for transcription purposes but also to identify of course who is speaking 

at any given moment. And well with no further delay I would like to turn to 

Thomas for our next agenda item. Thomas? 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you very much Leon and welcome everyone to this call. We would like 

to briefly discuss with you the next steps with respect to the public comment 

too for the first public comment period. And I’d like to have staff to give us a 

brief update on the next steps please. 

 

 So I’m not sure whether there’s an audio issue. (Alice) does have an audio 

issue so I suggest we park this for a second while I briefly present to you the 

update on the Webinars. 

 

 So what we did - as you will have noted and as I hope you have circulated 

through your own channels - is that we conducted two Webinars which we 

have held on the 4th and the 7th of August. These Webinars were well 

attended with more than 60 attendees. 

 

 And they were translated into our UN languages. It’s important to note that 

these Webinars have been recorded so the recordings in the various languages 
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are available on ICANN’s Web site. And also the Adobe Room capture is also 

available so that these Webinars can still be watched. 

 

 So I highly recommend that you take the opportunity and take a look at the 

Webinars or one of them that you distribute the message that these Webinars 

have been held and that the recordings can be listened to and the slides can be 

looked at it because it’s important that we get as much visibility with this 

report as possible and that we get as much community feedback as possible. 

 

 There is always the possibility to do another Webinar or do another public 

Q&A session towards the end of the public comment period. So please do 

bear that in mind and let your respective communities know that if they think 

that in addition to the recorded Webinars they would really like to have 

another virtual session where they can ask questions that have not previously 

been asked and answered, by all means please do let us know and we will try 

to accommodate and schedule something. 

 

 With respect to questions, we got some very interesting questions from the 

community, from participants of these calls. We’ve captured all of those 

questions and we have promised to publish the questions as well as the 

answers in a Q&A document on our Web site. 

 

 And we’re currently applying the finishing touches to this Q&A document, 

and it will be published a few hours after this call. So please watch out for 

these and certainly we’re also more than happy to answer any further 

questions that you or your communities might have and we will put the 

questions as well as the answers on the Wiki so that everybody can see what 

has been discussed. 
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 The status of the public comment period - and I will turn to Kavouss who has 

raised his hand in a moment - is that so far we have received two comments 

and we will start populating the public comment tool for the second public 

comment period as the reports are coming in. 

 

 And we will shortly be able to start our work of analyzing public comments 

even before the public comment period has ended so that the work load can be 

distributed a little bit more evenly towards the public comment periods. 

 

 So this is a quick update on where we are. Again it’s of highest importance 

that we spread the word about what we’re doing, that we get all the 

information we need to know in order to finalize our deliberations and to 

apply finishing touches to our report. 

 

 So if there are concerns we should know. But also if there are statements of 

support, these are equally appreciated because it shows that we’re moving into 

the right direction. Kavouss’s hand is up. Kavouss, please. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes hello, good day to all of you. I told in the chat to you, to Leon and 

Mathieu and others text editors and assemblers you might be very, very tired 

and I hope that you have recovered by now. This is the first point. 

 

 Second, unfortunately I missed a Webinar due to some announcement on the 

timing. The timing was announced Bangkok time. I don’t know why we are 

using Bangkok time. Usually we should announce it UTC but not Bangkok. 

The timing of the second was announced 2:00 to 4:00 p.m. Bangkok. I didn’t 

look at Bangkok. I thought that 2:00 to 4:00 pm on the UTC. I missed that but 

doesn’t matter. (Unintelligible) 
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 So the question is not this. The question is that I listened to another Webinar 

of another community and unfortunately the answer given to the questions in 

some area were either not coherent and in some other area was not completely 

applied to the question. 

 

 What I suggest Thomas in order to help the people to properly understand this 

complex issue, one to review the questions and answers and if the answers 

require further clarification, we may consider to provide that clarification to 

make the issue more understandable to the people. 

 

 And second to your question at the beginning, yes in my personal view 

because the document is bulky and complex even for those who have followed 

GAC very carefully and actively. There seems to be good to consider to 

having a third Webinar but not toward the end - at least some 15 days before 

the deadline, allowing the people to look at the entire text, look at the 

Webinars, questions and answers and then come back and raise the question in 

order to prepare them to reply. 

 

 The more familiar issue on the document, the better reply and commented 

with (speed) and we will be in a better position to finalize the situation. Thank 

you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you very much Kavouss. You made a couple of points and let me try to 

address those. First of all with respect to the announcement of the Webinars in 

Bangkok time, certainly that is not acceptable. I for one can tell that the 

invitations that I received by e-mail as well as the announcement that I saw on 

ICANN’s Web site have been in UTC. 

 

 So if you have a source of information that announced the Webinars in 

Bangkok time, please do forward that information to staff or to us co-chairs so 
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that we can analyze where this went wrong because that shouldn’t happen in 

future. 

 

 Secondly, with respect to conflicting messages sent out in other Webinars, can 

you please confirm that you were referring to the ICG Webinar? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes I refer to ICG and just one (example). When the question raised about the 

(PTI) and relation of the (PTI) the answer which was given that (PTI) is no 

longer a part - is controlled by ICANN - was not sufficient. There were 

several other areas. I just want to (criticize) everybody because live questions 

and live answers could be sometimes subject to some lack of time. 

 

 And it might happen to everybody. What I am saying that after this time we 

look at the answers that you have given. If anyone believe that there is a need 

to further clarify, clarify that. In no way I am criticizing (ICG) and the 

answers but I want to give an example of that. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Kavouss. I just wanted to make sure that we’re talking 

about the same thing - i.e. the (ICG) Webinar. We will make sure to double 

check. I know that there has been some ambiguity with respect to the (IRP) 

for example. 

 

 But we will double check whether there are areas in which we could shed 

more light on the issues that have been discussed. And we will make sure to 

reach out to the (ICG) to make sure that the community gets information that 

clarifies the issue when necessary. 

 

 So thank you very much for that. I see some support for holding an additional 

Webinar in the chat. So maybe we could use the excellent functionality in 
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Adobe for a quick show of hands because I think what we have at the moment 

are two options for conducting a Webinar. 

 

 One was more for the period towards the end of the public comment period. I 

think that suggestion had been made by Julia through to the holiday season. 

The other proposal was made by Kavouss who would rather have the Webinar 

a little bit earlier, maybe like 14 days into the - 15 days into the public 

comment period. 

 

 So can we please use the green tick and red flag functionality in the Adobe to 

do a quick straw poll whether we want a Webinar towards the middle of the 

public comment period or rather towards the end? And if you do not want us 

to hold any Webinars because you think that the information we provided is 

sufficient, then you should tick the red button on both options. 

 

 But I’m now going to ask two questions, one of which is whether you are in 

favor of having a public comment - another Webinar in the middle of the 

public comment period. The second question will be if you want it towards the 

end. 

 

 So if you want another Webinar in the middle of the public comment period, 

please tick green now. So I hope that staff has put out the results. I see 13 

individuals speaking in favor of having a - 15 in favor of having another 

Webinar towards the - in the middle of the public comment period - up to 17 

now. 

 

 So let’s clear our marks and let’s now move to the second question, whether 

we want a Webinar to be conducted towards the end of the public comment 

period. We’ll pause for another few more seconds. So there seems to be more 

traction for another Webinar in the middle of the public comment period. So 
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we take good note of that and we will come up with proposals to 

accommodate. Good. 

 

 I would suggest we now move to Alice’s quick update on where we stand with 

the public comment rule for the first public comment period. 

 

Alice Jansen: Thank you Thomas. This is Alice. I hope you can hear me now. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Yes we can hear you. 

 

Alice Jansen: Perfect, thank you. So a note was sent to the list this morning on behalf of the 

co-chairs to inform the group that rapporteurs are currently in the process of 

wrapping up a very comprehensive summary of the comments based upon the 

first draft proposal. 

 

 And the summary addressed their comments on an individual basis, includes 

summary analysis and response components. And the rapporteurs are 

currently reviewing, finalizing their sections, adjusting some of the responses 

and adding proposals too as needed. 

 

 So we’re working towards the August 19 as the posting date. And it is also 

useful to note at this stage that Jordan has sent a call for volunteers to the 

Work Party 1 (lid) today to ask us some help. So this is where we stand and 

I’m happy to answer any questions. Thank you, Thomas. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you very much Alice. Kavouss’s hand is up. Kavouss? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes thank you very much. If I understood correctly - please correct me if I’m 

wrong - we are dealing with the comments that were received under the Public 

Comment 1. Am I right? 
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Thomas Rickert: Correct. 

 

Alice Jansen: Yes. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes therefore I don’t see any reason that we put any effort now to review 

those other than for record in our archive. Most of these items should have 

been taken by the second comment proposal and some of them should have 

been taken by events. 

 

 So I don’t see any usefulness to go ahead with that one. While I fully 

appreciate the forceful mind of the people to go that but these people have 

some very good, put it on record. Perhaps we use them in this third Webinar 

when you want to clarify something on the way that we have not properly 

reflected in the public comment or second public comment with that. 

 

 Otherwise I don’t think that the very heavy duty that I end up this week if 

somewhat allowing for other - allow me I’m going to propose something, how 

will you deal with the public comments now. We’ll not use the same method 

of the first one; it’s slightly different. 

 

 So I suggest that if possible not to take in that exercise publicly - not publicly 

-- among the whole group. Maybe some people they have done. They take it 

and put it record and file it and specifically look at that one. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks Kavouss. Avri? 

 

Avri Doria: Thank you. Avri speaking. Okay. Offer a slightly different perspective on it. I 

think (unintelligible) part of the accountability process and the accountability 

of our own group is indeed this work is being to respond to each of the 
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comments. We see comments that I sometimes think are spurious. Perhaps 

sometimes they’re not from various people not directly involved in the project 

that why put in comments? 

 

 They never respond to them. They never take them into account. Now I don’t 

believe it’s true. But we really do need to record what it is that we’ve done 

and why we’ve done it. And that is a part of completing our process. So I 

think it’s as essential as the proposal itself to document each step of the way. 

 

 Now I haven’t answered Jordan’s message saying I will help with it and I 

really should and I probably will even though I’m traveling too much. But I 

do think it’s a critical part of our endeavor. And perhaps - you know, Kavouss 

has said he’d offer a different way of doing that. 

 

 Perhaps, you know, that’ll be better but this method has been evolving over 

the last couple years to try and make responses to comment periods sufficient, 

adequate, complete. Yes it is heavy lifting that mostly staff has been 

graciously doing for us, but you know I do not think we can walk away from 

that obligation. Thanks. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Avri. Avri in fact the audio has been breaking up every 

now and then during your intervention so for those that could not hear every 

single word you said, let me try to summarize just by saying that Avri is very 

much in favor of concluding this exercise, that it is an important part of our 

work to give feedback to those that commented to make sure that they know 

that they provided valuable input and that it is taken into account. 

 

 And she also said that providing feedback is almost as important or as 

important as the report itself. There is a queue forming and I think that we 

might end up arguing to a degree. So let me just briefly say that the outline of 



ICANN 

Moderator:  Brenda Brewer 

08-11-15/8:00 am CT 

Confirmation # 5014980 

Page 11  

 

the next steps that Alice kindly provided was not to discuss the if but only the 

how we go about with the public comments. 

 

 I understand that Kavouss wants to be as economic with our time and efforts 

as possible but we have gone public earlier promising to the community that 

we would publish a public comment review tool where we say exactly what 

has been done with the comments and how they have been analyzed. 

 

 And this is more or less just to give a clear path to those that are impatiently 

waiting for this publication, for them to know that it’s on its way and that we 

will have something for them to see and review very shortly. This might 

actually also have an impact on the second public comment period because I 

think people will feel more encouraged to contribute if they see what 

happened to comments that were previously made. 

 

 So let’s please not have a too-long discussion on that because we’re more or 

less just confirming what we had agreed earlier. There’s a queue forming 

which I would like to close after Kavouss but that’s here. Alan first then 

Sebastien and then Kavouss. 

 

Alan Greenberg: Thank you very much. As Avri said the processes have been evolving. It’s 

really unfortunate we didn’t focus on the responses as we were doing the work 

although I understand why we didn’t. But it’s almost infinitely harder going 

back and doing it after the fact. 

 

 But we are stuck with the reputation of ICANN largely ignoring comments for 

years. That’s not the case right now, but there are lots and lots of people out 

there who were burnt and have absolutely no reason that they want to change 

their belief that we’re still doing it. So we have to do it. Thank you. 
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Thomas Rickert: Thanks Alan. Sebastien? Sebastien has lowered his hand. Sebastien I’m not 

sure whether that was accidental. Do you want to speak? If so please give us a 

signal. So Sebastien you are welcome to get back into the queue at any time 

because I’m just not sure whether this has been a technical issue. Kavouss? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes to be clear. I am not against some volunteer putting the effort together 

and try to look at the comments to see and make and matching whether this 

comment has been replied and where has been replied. It is very difficult to do 

that mapping. If you just want to take all the comments and say these are the 

comments and we have replied them, we should mention which comments we 

have replied and how we have replied. This should be a mapping. 

 

 And then if we’re doing with these few limited people it could be a document 

reflecting the examination of these (PDQ) people but not the CCWG. It is 

very difficult to say that whether the whole comment or one comment has 

been taken completely in view of the other comments, in view for the duration 

of the comments, in view for the (unintelligible) standards and review the 

discussions. 

 

 I’m sorry it is very, very difficult exercise. But if people want to do that 

voluntarily saying that this is the way that they have done according to the 

best of their knowledge, that does not reflect in the views of the CCWG, I 

have no problem. But I think we have a lot of things to do, completely busy 

during the next 20 or 25 days. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Kavouss. And we’re going to close this topic now but let 

me just make a final remark and say that the way that I corresponded with 

subteam leaders, the comments have been taken very seriously. They have 

been taken into account. They have made their way where appropriate into the 

updated report that we recently published. 
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 So it’s not like completely going to revisit everything but just confirming the 

work that has already been done. And we do have a group of volunteers that I 

think is eager to complete that task which already has a high degree of 

completion. 

 

 And I think from my perspective I think the ethos under which this group is 

working is one of accountability itself and transparency. So let’s try to be 

transparent to the community about what we did with the comments. 

 

 Now let’s move to the next agenda item which I will only introduce and then 

hand over to Leon, and that is with respect to the human rights related work. 

And we would like to briefly recap where we stood with it. So maybe others 

can bring up the necessary - this one side that captures where in our report we 

had references to human rights. But you will remember that when we have the 

virtual meetings before we published the comments, there was a very vivid 

discussion about the human rights question. And there was some back and 

forth to actually find out and determine how the group wants to navigate 

through this topic. 

 

 And what we agreed on -- is actually to include a reference to human rights -- 

in our report, acknowledging that there's more work to be done. So I know 

that this is not the sequence in which the topic appears in our report. But what 

you find on Page Number 121 is the Chapter 11.2 on Items for Consideration, 

Work Stream Number Two. And -- if you look at the bullet point list -- you 

see that there is one bullet point speaking to the human rights issue. And that 

is defining the modalities of how I can integrate human rights impact analysis 

within its mission. 
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 So that's something that will certainly require substantial work as we move on. 

But -- for the time being -- we had agreed. And that's Page Number 23 or 24. 

Let me just check. Starting on Page Number 24 in the principal section which 

is Section Number Three where discussing the issue of elaborating an ICANN 

commitment to human rights. 

 

 You will remember that we have not been able to come up with language that 

could be supported in a fashion that could be (attached) as consensus. But 

there is consensus on some of the ideas. We provided sample language that 

was under discussion in the report. But we need to get more work done on 

that. And for that a sub-group has been established. So I know Paragraph 152 

which says "the group has achieved consensus on including human rights 

related to commitment - human rights related commitment in ICANN's 

bylaws within its defined mission. However, no particular wording currently 

proposed achieved consensus. 

 

 Reintegrating its commitment to articulate complete proposals as part of a 

mandate. The CCWG accountability is calling for comment from this 

approach and the underlying requirements. And we would like to kick off this 

discussion today primarily to ensure that this group's expectation -- in terms of 

the scope and in terms of approach as well as in terms of timing -- can be 

picked up by the sub-team and worked on. 

 

 And in order to have the discussion, I would like to hand over to Leon. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much Thomas. Well (unintelligible) we have some work on 

human rights. There has been a very (unintelligible) light discussion on the list 

already. Nigel Roberts has very kindly taken the discussion now. We have set 

up also mailing list for this very important meeting. And we have also been 

discussing whether we should be meeting for this topic in (unintelligible). 



ICANN 

Moderator:  Brenda Brewer 

08-11-15/8:00 am CT 

Confirmation # 5014980 

Page 15  

 

 

 So our aim, of course, to try to address the position is actually possible and 

some of, I think, the objectives in this call is not to actually discuss substance 

on human rights (unintelligible) of the working group update. So I guess at 

this point I would like to open the floor for any comments on what would be 

the expectations of the group? I should pick up the discussion points that some 

of the (unintelligible) or one of the many (issues) on the list. If you think 

about a very wide and inclusive language. Not ruling out any of the human 

rights that are so far officially recognized by the United Nations declaration 

on human rights. 

 

 And from there we can move forward on ( multiple ways to draft the 

language) language. And I see Kavouss’ hand as well. So Kavouss, please 

take the floor. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. Leon I hope you have read the "Great Expectations" of course. Because I 

have read that. I hope everybody has read that book (unintelligible). You're 

talking of great expectations. An expectation I don't see (that we would be) 

able to amend what we have done on Public Comment Two. However, we 

should prefer to do something in Dublin and discuss it and (unintelligible) to 

ask something for (unintelligible) and put it when we prepare our final 

proposal that you will send to the ICANN or we put it (in the Work Stream). 

There are two options. 

 

 If we take Option One, we do something between now and Dublin. And 

finalizing Dublin and put it in our final proposal to the ICANN. The issue 

remains general (somehow, once again). Human rights is very important. 

Very, very important. Nobody is against it. But it is very difficult and 

controversial subject if we go to the details. I know ICANN is not ideal. But it 

(lied) to you. We had a meetings of five department including open 
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consultation within reach. All the multi-stakeholders (unintelligible). One of 

the ICANN (unintelligible) announces in July 2014 we had the high level 

meeting in which all the multi-stakeholders attended. The end result of that 

there are two references. Human rights. They requested these and also 

declaration of human rights, Article 19 for proposal and they referred to the 

Article 19 of international (unintelligible) and political rights and so on and so 

forth. 

 

 But not going into the details. It is very, very difficult. I put all of my elements 

in the discussions. I want to. But I don't want to deceive you. I don't want to 

take your time. But some people, they want to go into a particular detail 

preferring one to the other. And I told -- in the chat and in the email -- that we 

could not elect a particular part of human rights. We should take it as a global 

(unintelligible). All together, take into account everything, conviction, (calls), 

religion, ideas, limitations and responsibilities. It's not right. We cannot go 

into details. But some of our colleagues, they are used to that. And it is time 

consuming. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much, Kavouss. I note that Nigel Roberts is on the phone 

bridge. I will put him up with you after Greg Shatan. So next in the queue I 

have Avri Doria. Avri. 

 

Avri Doria: I basically put what I'm going to say in the chat. But basically I think that the 

sub-group needs to do two essential things. The first is to come up with some 

relatively simple statements for the bylaws of ICANN (having the value) of 

respecting human rights within its mission and operation. I think we need to 

find some right wording for that. I'm generally supportive of -- you know -- 

the general kind of statements that Kavouss and other (sub) offered. I also 

understand the need for some specificity that others have. And I think 

resolving that dichotomy is one of the things that the group needs to do. 
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 I also think that we need to -- in the process -- flesh out the set of issues and 

topics that we will need to cover in Work Stream Two. And that when we find 

an issue -- that is sort of an item of discussion what -- we need to look at it 

briefly. But what need to not try and resolve those issues now. And basically 

try and find wording that doesn't offend any of the positions that people are 

taking going back to the first. But, really those two relatively discreet items 

should be what we come out with. Thanks. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much Avri. I agree with what you said we need to be very 

clear to avoid doing the work that we are willing to do. And that we should 

focus on agreeing on the language for bylaws. And next in the queue I have 

Greg Shatan.. 

 

Greg Shatan: Thank you Leon. Greg Shatan. I largely agree with Avri. But I do think that in 

this Work Stream we need to do more than just decide what's (principal) in the 

bylaws or what would go in the bylaws. And identify if you're Work Stream 

Two. I'm not sure if that's exactly - I don't want to miss characterize anybody's 

remarks. But I think we need to do enough work in Work Stream One to have 

a foundational sense of what this human rights commitment means in the 

context of ICANN. And what documents we're referring to. 

 

 What direction this is going in? Kind of a - there is a continual Work Stream 

here kind of deciding what goes into Work Stream One and what goes into 

Work Stream Two is art more than science. But -- I think, at a minimum -- we 

all have to know in common what it is we're saying when we put this 

statement into the bylaws. And control again unintended consequences and 

stress tests need to be looked at. Not exhaustively. But there needs to be 

enough. Keep in mind that generally the Board -- when it takes bylaws -- has 
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underlying documents that explains what the by law is. What it means. What 

it is intended to do? 

 

 I don't think we can get away without doing that. If we actually think we're 

going to change the bylaws in Work Stream One. Now there's a lot to be done 

in terms of implementation. In terms of further work. I'm not trying to load the 

carts to Work Stream One so that it collapses. I'm trying to clear the cart in 

Work Stream One so it gets across the finish line. And we can have an agreed 

statement of human rights. Not just agreed in terms of the wording. But in 

terms of the meaning. Thank you. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much, Greg. I have put Nigel Roberts after Greg Shatan on 

the queue. So Nigel, please take the floor. 

 

Nigel Roberts: Yes. Thank you, Sanchez. I've actually taken from Kavouss and Avri and 

Greg very constructive and very positive in different areas. I suggest perhaps 

one or two of these things that you're coming from slightly different 

directions. But actually I see this as part of one tapestry. And -- I think -- 

particularly Avri is correct in that we have the two parts of getting the bylaws 

changed. And identifying further work for Work Stream Two. 

 

 But there's actually -- in my view -- three things that need to be done. And -- 

before we can do the bylaw -- we need to have a common understanding of 

what it is we are putting in the bylaw. Because -- again it seems to me that --

there are slightly different understandings of what fundamental human rights 

mean. And a slightly different understanding of potentially what we expect of 

an explicit working mission in the ICANN process. Particularly in the ICANN 

constitution, which is our bylaws, might mean. 
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 So we need to -- before we write the bylaw and that, I think, will then take no 

more than ten minutes to write we need to -- have a common understanding of 

what fundamental human rights actually are. And -- in other words -- that we 

come to an agreement as to what that is in the context of ICANN. Not what it 

is in the general definition. But what it is in the context of ICANN. 

 

 And what that then will mean for obligations is that ICANN will have to 

participants in ICANN. People like registries, registrars, people participating 

in ICANN. And also the general public. Anybody who might come to ICANN 

asking them to do something. They might simply say, "well, no, it's not our 

job to do it." So both Kavouss and Dr. (Liser) is not on the call today, I 

believe. We're very right also Paul Twomey called to me in saying we must 

draw very clear, delineated boundaries. Greg is also absolutely correct on this. 

We need to have a common understanding of where we're going before we 

even so much as put the bylaw down for Work Stream One. 

 

 And then having done that, the work under Work Stream Two will become 

much easy, I think. That's something' been pushing this agenda for some four 

years or more. So that's where I'm at. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much for this Nigel. And since we’ve been (unintelligible) 

efforts in a very constructive way. I would suggest or kindly ask you to gather 

the different wordings that have been suggested. And maybe let us have kind 

of a first draft or paragraph that we can continue the discussion for having this 

as our baseline to continue discussing. Let's say (unintelligible) on this issue. 

That would be highly appreciated. You have a very clear view of this. And it 

would be very helpful to have this (comments) there from you if you're free. 

And next in the queue, I have Paul Twomey. Paul. 
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Paul Twomey: Thank for that. I just wanted to -- I think -- reinforce what Nigel said about 

definitions. And -- I think -- a couple of points to make clear here. I think one 

is unlike the UN family where this topic's been discussed enormously and 

with certain modes of operating there. It's become common, for instance, 

trying not to define things later. Just as people general understanding of how 

they see the conventions. We have to be aware that we're putting this in for 

the ICANN community. And the technical community and business 

community. In other words, not the diplomats and not with the (peers) with 50 

years of experience in dealing with these topics. 

 

 And -- I think -- we also need to be careful with this in that I see this 

interacting also with the "newbie" in town Independent Review Panel. And 

how it's going to operate in its modes. And who's going to have standing to 

bring things even into this new panel. And what experience this panel 

members have is something we should cover a lot about. Thinking a lot about 

this topic in this (unintelligible) and getting caught up in definitions. Or 

getting caught up in the role of being an organization that defines what is 

human rights. 

 

 I think - and a number of members on the (VP Floor) have been discussing. 

You know, that's an area I think would be very dangerous for us to get into. 

So -- I think -- I agree with Avri's sort of perspective and also with (Nigel)’s 

about being clear what we're putting forward. I think we should also be stress 

testing this thing against what could eventually come through the (IRT) and 

which people could potentially start coming to ICANN asking for discussions 

around human rights. And how that defines -- you know how that defines - 

how that fits in specifically what the organization actually does. So -- I think 

that we should make a note of that. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very for this Paul. Next in the queue, I have Kavouss. Kavouss. 
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Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. I totally agree with what everybody says. In particular Nigel. And 

(unintelligible). It was very constructive. What I am suggesting taking the 

wisdom of the Nigel from the very beginning that he opened (for his part). But 

I insist we should limit that to the ICANN mission and mandate or core value. 

Not beyond that. 

 

 Second, we should avoid any political motivation whatsoever. Put ICANN 

outside all of the (jargon in the other) environment and so on and so forth. No 

problem to put something on the first or second Work Stream One. Because 

that is a thing that requires a foundation and uses foundation. And we have to 

prove that we have not a misunderstood or cannot take into account the human 

rights. 

 

 But one remains. General on high level, but not (simple) because secretary of 

(unintelligible). I don't like (unintelligible). On Number Two without any 

political motivation. And three, limited to the ICANN mission and core value 

of ICANN mandate. But should be (preside) and decide that not going to 

visitors. If that is the case, that is good. And I'm fully supporting of that. 

Thank you. You hear me. Hello. 

 

Woman: I heard you. 

 

Man: I heard you. My chair seems to have disappeared. 

 

Thomas Rickert: This is Thomas. Leon’s call dropped and he just let me know. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Hello? Am I back? 

 

Thomas Rickert: So he's back now. Back over to you Leon. 
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Leon Sanchez: Oh, thank you. Thank you so much. I apologize for that. My line dropped. 

And yes Kavouss I definitely agree with what you said. I think we're all on the 

same page here. And next in the queue, I have Tijani. Tijani, could you please 

take the floor? 

 

Tijani Ben Jemaa: Thank you very much Leon (unintelligible). I don't recall 100% what the most 

important thing is to have a common understanding of what we mean by 

human rights in the mission of ICANN. We have to make it clear in which 

field it can be applied and where it cannot be applied to avoid any (conflict) 

any (unintelligible). So first, we have to have a common understanding of 

what we mean by human rights and the mission. Thank you. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much for this Tijani. So I see no one else on the queue. And 

at this point, I think that we are all on the same page. That we need to agree on 

a high level statement that would lead us to have the proposed text to be 

included in the bylaw with regards to human rights. And may I suggest that 

we as a sub-group working on human rights come up with this text by, let's 

say, mid-September at the most. So we can, of course,  put this in front of the 

larger group. 

 

 And there is a little bit of sound on the background by someone. So I remind 

you to please mute your mike if you're not speaking. And I will think I would 

suggest that we ask the sub-group on human rights to come with the proposed 

text by mid-September. So we can forward it to the larger group and -- have it 

discussed on the general group. And this would allow us, of course,  to 

include it in our final report. And have the views of the larger group 

considered with regards to this common text. And I see Greg's hand is up. 

And I will turn to Greg and then to Nigel. So Greg. 
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Greg Shatan: Thank you, Leon. This is Greg Shatan for the record. Just a point of 

clarification. When you're referring to the text, are you referring just to the 

potential bylaws? Are you referring to the underlying definitional work that 

has been suggested? 

 

 Before you answer I would suggest that the work needs to be the former and 

the latter both, not nearly the tip of the iceberg that would be the bylaws text. 

Otherwise it’s just a free-floating sentence. 

 

 But if you could clarify the meaning that would be helpful. Thank you. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much Greg. I think we should definitely focus on the bylaw 

text. It would be of course desirable to have the rationale and the common 

ground that led us to propose the bylaws text. 

 

 But I think that we definitely need to focus on having the bylaw text for 

everyone to agree on it after we come up to it. 

 

 So next in the queue is Nigel. 

 

Nigel Roberts: Yes thank you co-chair. I’m going to refer back to something you suggested 

earlier. And just to confirm I’d be very happy to coordinate the production of 

the wording. 

 

 And as Greg quite rightly put it this should be - include some depth and color. 

But it should also include the - a proposed bylaw text if we can reach some 

consensus on that. 

 

 So just to confirm that I’m happy to accept the task that you proposed. 
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Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much for taking on the task Nigel. And while I think we have 

pretty much covered what we wanted to discuss in this call with regards to 

setting the expectation for arguments rights discussion. 

 

 And as I said this proposed timeline would be our goal so we are able to fit 

this proposed language into our Workstream 1 work and we can than further 

dig deeper into the subject on our Workstream 2 work. 

 

 So with this I would like to turn back to Thomas for our next agenda item. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Yes. And for taking this off I have an easy task. And that is just to invite Alice 

to give us a quick update on what we plan to do with public comment period 

Number 2. 

 

Alice Jansen: Thank you Thomas and I hope I can be heard. So the plan for PC2 as we call 

it is to adopt a very similar approach in PC1 would be using the same 

extensive tool for consistency. This is the original analysis CCWG response, 

et cetera. 

 

 Staff is currently incorporating the comments as they arrive. And once we’ve 

come closer to the close date we will be and comments start pouring in we’ll 

be implementing a staff time rotation to ensure the tool is up to date as soon as 

possible. 

 

 So at this stage of the process we plan to send the tool to co-chairs and 

rapporteurs to make sure we are all on the same page. And we’ll also be 

sending some weekly summaries based on the comments received. Thank you, 

Thomas. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you very much, Alice. Kavouss has raised his hand so Kavouss please. 
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Kavouss Arasteh: Yes Thomas I wish to repeat what I proposed in the first public comment. It 

was taken into account partly but not thoroughly. 

 

 Due to the complexity and volume of the work and it’s delicacy I suggest that 

we use what we had but a little bit more extended having created little groups 

devoted to each chapter or section or whatever is possible for the first 

preparation and then discussing altogether for the second and obviously third 

for the first analysis and the second analysis. 

 

 It is difficult that everybody involved from the very beginning to everything 

be (unintelligible) particular group (unintelligible) is gathered then we discuss 

it all together. 

 

 So it should be more useful and more productive if we can do that one and 

taking into account - Thomas once you have (signed) I need to make a 

comment that even I have received a general comment about the stature of our 

report which has been at least some people they are not happy. Today it has 

been done perhaps to see whether there is a way to do something or not. 

Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks Kavouss. We will get back to that during the outreach session so 

please hold back with your question for a few minutes. 

 

 Do we have more input or comments on how to analyze the public comments 

on the second report? There don’t seem to be any. Kavouss your point is well 

noted. We will make that (unintelligible) with the rapporteurs. 
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 There seems to be at least one line that produces an awful lot of noise. So if 

you could please mute your lines when not speaking that would be much 

appreciated. 

 

 We can now move to the next agenda item which we tag outreach. What do 

we mean by that? It’s not only to encourage you again to make sure that you 

distribute what we did and try to explain through all the channels that you 

have at your fingertips but also to give you the opportunity to provide 

feedback that you got so far. 

 

 So I’m sure you’ve been discussing with your respective communities. We do 

know that people tend to send in their comments in the very last minute or in 

the last few days of a public comment period. 

 

 However if you are heard statements of support if you heard of both support 

from your respective communities I think this group should know if we get 

sort of an early warning system on both the negative as well as the positive 

things. 

 

 I guess it helps us a great deal in getting to the right mood to adjust when 

needed when we finalize our report and our recommendations. 

 

 So can I please open it up for your immediate feedback from your 

communities or from your selves about the report? So Kavouss’s hand is up. 

Kavouss please? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. I give you one example about what I have received. It s about core values 

presentation is not a content nor the substance. 
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 The representation of core values have two columns, left-hand column and 

right-hand column. It seems that the left-hand column according to this the 

news I have received should include the existing 11 core values. 

 

 And the right-hand column should include the changes to that. It seems that 

this is not the case. The left-hand side does not reflect the existing 11 core 

values. 

 

 Moreover if you look into the text if you accept the track changes in the right-

hand column you come to the no change. So accepting the track changes is no 

change. Therefore it should not have anything other than no change. 

 

 If you read 214 and 215 accept the track change you will exactly come to 214 

and 215 same thing. There is once again 215 does not reflects the existing 

core value. 

 

 If you go 216 and 217 and accept the track changes you exactly have 216 and 

215 together. The same thing is 218 and 219. So I have some doubt the way it 

has been presented. 

 

 This is number one. And number two once again some of the community I 

have talked to (unintelligible) it says that they wish to have the existing core 

value and in the words - in the second public comment the changes to the 

existing but not changes to the first public comment. 

 

 Perhaps you can make the change to the first public comment. No we should 

not. If people are not happy with that because we don’t care about the first 

public comment anymore. We are concentrating on second public comments 

supplement so we should have existing and what is proposed to compare 

whether it is okay or not. 
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 And then sometimes because we had 11 core value now we have eight what 

happens in six? Presumably this (unintelligible) has been consolidated in some 

of these into dimension under the column of existing core value to which one 

of the proposed it has been added or amended. 

 

 It is not clear and the people say that we don’t know about that process. Thank 

you. This is one example. There is a lot of examples. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Kavouss just a follow-up question. You mean this is one example of what you 

found in the - in this Section 3.2 or did you find other areas in the report that 

you think are ambiguous? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: Yes there are other areas but allow me to raise it if you have any second 

thoughts because I want to talk a bit with evidence. But don’t want just to talk 

- I want to give you exact evidence is similar to what I gave you today is 

starting from 211, 212 up to 228. 

 

 All of them they should be no change. But not I guess fast change because fast 

change you can just accept it, it is the exact thing, no change. 

 

 So that is a situation of it. I give you next four items in the mailing list or if 

you have a next public - next call I will read it in the next call. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thank you very much Kavouss. I would like to encourage you to send those 

by email so that we can check and report on an answer when we speak next 

time. 
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Kavouss Arasteh: Yes, I’m sorry just one just came to me exactly. The people observed that 

under the - if a new - if an AC wants to become a member it’s announced and 

within three months become a member. 

 

 But if it denounced that it should take one year. It should not have any 

changes of that. And then (unintelligible) that where this one year come from 

and why statute one year - and this is maybe sort of the comment is not 

presentation but they believe that what this one year means. 

 

 Three months always means something but one year it is where this one year 

come from. And if something happened very important I mean any AC 

wanted to rejoin why he should wait one year? Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Kavouss. Alan? 

 

Alan Greenberg: Thank you. The subject the Kavouss mentioned, not the last one which I think 

is substance of the report but the previous one on presentation of the bylaw 

changes I was going to raise under any other business. 

 

 When I was doing the comments the first - my personal comments on the 

report I looked at it and I did a double take saying once you accept the 

changes we’re not changing anything. What’s happening here? 

 

 And I had to go back to the first report and then I went to the titles and 

realized that we - that first of all we presented those two columns in the 

reverse of the natural order and then we had - and we also didn’t include the 

original ones. 

 

 I really think we need to put out a document very quickly adding that third 

column to the - or at least the second column showing the original bylaws and 
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what we’re proposing and maybe a red line one in-between but certainly at the 

very least a clean text before and after. 

 

 It is very confusing right now. And having to try to page through two 

documents to put the whole thing together is almost impossible. So I think we 

need staff to get very quickly point out a single revised version of that section. 

Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much Alan. Let me just confirm that... 

 

Becky Burr: Thomas it’s Becky. I’m sorry I’m not in the room so I can’t raise my hand. 

Kavouss and Alan are quite correct. The comparison in the document is from 

the first report. 

 

 I don’t think it’s problems to put together a comparison from the original 

bylaws and I will do that. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks very much. Sebastien? 

 

Sebastien Bacholett: Yes Sebastian Bacholett. Thank you Thomas. I didn’t - I was not willing 

to do that but I am trying to read again the document. And in fact there are a 

few - still few mistakes. 

 

 And as we have a PDF it’s quite difficult to honor that. But I would like that 

we as member of the working group try to read it once again and have a place 

to put all the issue we have. 

 

 I have issue with some words in English. I guess it’s maybe from some part of 

the English-speaking country and not other part and then for French people 

it’s quite difficult to understand. 
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 And I just want to take one example just to take you where I’m going. 

 

 ICANN’s fundamental compact with the community I can play a compact 

golf. I can do a lot of things with compact but I was not able to understand. 

 

 I - now I know what it means. But I think when we need to have simple 

English where is possible. and there are some mistakes still on the document. 

And I will try to send them by mail as soon as I will be able. 

 

 But if other can do the same I think it will be a - not a proofreading, very 

useful for the people who would read it from outside of our group. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks Sebastien. Before I turn to Kavouss I think we should not do a 

proofread as a group as exercise now. So I think the input that all you gave is 

very helpful. 

 

 Let’s please take these individual items that you think need updating or need 

to be presented clear off-line. Let’s take them to the list and we will deal with 

it. 

 

 This agenda item was more to provide you with an opportunity to provide 

general feedback on the idea that we presented whether they have been 

welcome, whether they are concerns, if there are concerns what the concerns 

are. 

 

 But I think we should not because it’s too time-consuming for everyone go 

through individual sentences and then try to rectify them. Kavouss? 
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Kavouss Arasteh: Yes. Another comment that I have received is that in some part of the 

document I tried to find it, I couldn’t. 

 

 We clearly mentioned that the whole process should not make any 

discriminative decisions preferring the one group to the other group which is 

correct. 

 

 But the views of the comments - the comments and views that I have received 

in this process at least one community has been disfavored against other 

community and that is GAC. 

 

 Every effort made in (unintelligible) 12, 13, 35 and 18 and a few others to put 

a GAC as the most disadvantaged position as possible. In the existing bylaws 

they never suggest ICANN will try to find a solution. They say ICANN will 

find a solution that here they put will try. 

 

 Will try in simple English section is a legal term endeavor. When you put 

endeavor before any words you weaken the activities. 

 

 These are the things that those persons (believe) that why the community is 

writing this tried to put the words that ICANN will try to find a solution 

instead of ICANN will find a solution. So what is the meaning of endeavor? 

 

 Endeavor means that okay I do my efforts. I (unintelligible) can’t do it any - 

that is another issue. And then there are the other issues they were not very 

well informed about this binding issue of the GAC advice. 

 

 I remember I discussed that. And I remember distinguished Becky agreed with 

me that the ICANN advice is not subject to the binding procedures. 
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 I think it might be somewhere but the persons - people talk to me they said 

that they couldn’t find that issue. 

 

 They said that that only and the only element of authority of GAC which is 

advice which is now under the full venue that it is subject to they tried to find 

a solution one first (weakness). 

 

 And second according to them it is subject to binding procedures that if the 

community puts a binding on that that advice could not be implemented by 

ICANN. And that has weakened the forces of GAC and the people ask why. 

 

 Is this because of particular entity pushing that put whatever pressure possible 

to the GAC or it is not? I told him that no that is not pressure but this is seems 

like that. 

 

 So I would request if Becky is on the line kindly mention where we put this 

GAC advice on the nonbinding in the clear wording and why they introduce 

the Board in some of these (unintelligible) that ICANN will try at least 

endeavor in legal form. Why we introduce that. Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Kavouss thank you for that. It is my view that we are not changing anything 

with respect to GAC advice. 

 

 We are explaining what already happens with GAC advice. So there’s no 

change and I for one have not seen any difficulty with that language. 

 

 We have made very clear on multiple occasions that there is no intention 

whatsoever to marginalize the GAC’s impact nor that - nor is there the 

intention to - can those who are not speaking please mute their lines, that this 

group tries to influence how the GAC operates. 
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 So I would like to encourage you Kavouss to actually send an email to us co-

chairs with the language that you find objectionable and we can then double 

check. 

 

 Any further feedback from your respective community? Any feedback? 

 

 Okay it looks like we will be able to end this call early and give you back 

some time of your day or evening or morning. 

 

 Let me just add to the encouragement to file a public comment that there is the 

possibility to provide comments to NTIA who also has published or given the 

opportunity to comment. 

 

 So, you know, as you would do if you were a restaurant owner you would say 

if you have good things to report let the world know. If you have criticism let 

us know. Okay? 

 

 We can’t apply that same rule here. Is there something we should fix please 

let us know and we will discuss it. And if there’s something that you really do 

like I think you would be more than welcome to share this thought with 

NTIA. 

 

 Kavouss I’m not sure whether that’s an old hand or a new hand. 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: No, it’s a new hand. Some - you don’t need me to send you emails. Please 

read the bylaw in Section 1, the Governor Advisory Committee under ICANN 

(unintelligible) ICANN board. 
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 We’ll then and then we say - we’ll then try. Why we then try? Because we 

discussed that we tried it’s not correct. We then try in good faith. Why try? 

Thank you. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Okay we will take this off-line. We will go back to that. I do not see an issue 

with that personally speaking. 

 

 But certainly Kavouss we will take a look at it and get back to you. And 

maybe staff can mark that as an action item for me to follow-up on. 

 

 So with having said that I’d like to hand back over to Leon for the final part of 

the agenda. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much for this Thomas. And I think we’ve pretty much 

covered what we want to discuss today. 

 

 And at this point are there any other business that anyone wants to raise? I 

remember that Kavouss wanted to make a comment on a certain issue. So and 

I see your hand is still up Kavouss. So would you like to raise any other 

business at this point? 

 

Kavouss Arasteh: No Leon. It has already been taken into account about how we do the work for 

the public comment we received and the small group we established. I think 

Thomas has addressed with them and we take it after have to do it in two steps 

instead of one little group for a particular subject and then bringing back to the 

whole group. That has been taken and I thank you very much. 

 

Leon Sanchez: Thank you very much Kavouss. Are there any other business that anyone 

wants to raise at this point? 
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 Okay so seeing no one raised their hand or voicing their name through this 

phone bridge we can finish our call. 

 

 Thanks everyone for attending the call and we’ll continue to move forward in 

our discussions and assess (unintelligible) all comments received. 

 

 Thank you very much and have a great rest of your day or night. Bye-bye. 

 

Thomas Rickert: Thanks, bye. 

 

 

END 

 

 

 

 


