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Good morning, good afternoon, good evening. This is the NPOC charter
review. On 15th of May, 2017. On the call today we have Olevie Kouami,
Joan Kerr, Poncelet lleleji, Raoul Plommer. From staff we have Benedetta
Rossi, Ken Bour, and myself, Maryam Bakoshi. | would like to remind all
participants to please state your name before speaking for transcription

purposes.

The aim of this meeting is to review the doc - the NPOC Charter review
document that was produced by Ken. The latest version 3.0. This came about
from the comments Sam and a few of the excom members in (impeded) into
the last charter. So we're going to be discussing 3.0. We'll try to resolve any

comments and hopefully move along with the review. Over to you Ken.

Hello this is Ken. Is someone chairing the meeting?

Hi Ken. It can be Joan but we are hoping that you'll go through the charter

with us and hopefully resolve the comments that were in there together with

the excom.
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In the space of one hour there's - I don't see how we could go through all of
the provisions and all of the comments and resolve them. | - maybe you could
reconstitute for me what the general purpose of this session is? Are all the
members of the NPOC who are on the call - have they had a chance to read
this charter and are there particular issues that we have to deal with in any sort

of order or priority?

Joan, I'll hand over to you, thank you.

All right Maryam. If | - sure thing. Hi Ken, thank you for your question. So
one of the issues that we had with the charter, yes members have gone through
the charter and we're still reviewing it. But one of the outstanding issues that
one of our members -- Sam Lanfranco who's not on the call -- he had taken
the charter and created a separate document -- because he doesn't use Google
Docs -- so we had to go through those comments and agree to them and then

work on the charter.

So that's - we were going to go through and see what we agree or disagree
with those. His initial review, we'll have to probably do this again. But that
was what - instead of one document we ended up with two and now they're
fused together. So if you could go through it maybe not as intensely as we
should but go through what we can agree with and disagree and then we can

work on it again.

I think that's what happens, that was the background. And if you could just

sort of walk us through it so that we can get this done. Thanks.

Okay. This is Ken again. All right, well, we'll - do my best. So we'll start at
the top in section 1.1. Which is really just the reference to the ICANN

bylaws. Let me just see here. Yes, I'm not familiar with Google - I'm looking
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at Google Docs here. Maybe | should work with my PDF. This is not -

goodness.

Okay. 1 see a note - yes the notes are in a weird place. Okay, she's putting up
the PDF. But we're not going to have enough real estate here to - unless we
get rid of the notes or something. Let me go back here. Well | remember the
word - in 1.1 one question that | ended up making in the margin comments is |
think somebody changed the word users to organizations. It may have been

Sam, I'm not 100% sure.

And | raised a question as to whether the NPOC represents only organizations
or also users in the general sense in which we usually mean it. So an
organization would also be a user in a generic sense. Anyway, I've made that
comment so it's up to you guys to decide whether the NPOC only represents
organizations or it represents users in the general sense including

organizations.

So I don't know if we're supposed to pause here and then you guys have
discussion. Honestly I do not think that's going to work. And I didn't so -
maybe | can just point out the issues and then we can just keep moving on.
I'm really not 100% sure how you want to do this.

Hello, can you hear me? Hello? Hello? This Martin can you hear me?
Go ahead Martin.

Can you hear me?

We can hear you. Martin, please go ahead.
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Oh. Yes. I have just a quick note to Ken. If you used the generic sense of
users in that way everybody in ICANN would be users. Companies, states,
they all use internet. It's definitely organizations, if not we're going to have a
sematic problem with the non-commercial users constituency. They (inside)
the non-commercials they call the group | think there is definitely a decision

that users are not organizations.

So I think we have to use that definition regardless of what we may prefer.
Just to be very, very clear in the (tie) that you need to be - not that you need to
be definitely we represent (organizations’) concerns. So therefore you need to
get organizations to have these sort of concerns. At least that's how it was

originally defined.

I do believe that any new member should be accepted as such. But the
definition we have to make it very clear that organizations are not users. It
would be a conflict I think both politically and also with the charter of the
NCUC.

| agree as well Ken. That that is our focus. So that's all. | think everyone is
agreeing to that it is what we've always done. So yes, | think the word users is
a - way too broad. It doesn't define us. | mean we're in a situation where we

need to define ourselves. So.

This is Ken again...

...okay, so all right. So that's one change Sam made to the document that I did

not follow. And I made in the margin comment to that effect.
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Yes.

And I've heard some feedback that says you want to maintain a scope that

only includes organizations and not users in the generic sense.

Yes.

So we'll press on from there. In the mission | made the changes I believe that
he had recommended there, shown in the track changes in the document. |
took off the quotation marks around operational concerns. | added -- in 1.2.3 |
added -- the processes and policy positions that was recommended. This

whole issue of affiliates.

So, you know, | made a recommendation in this version that we avoid the use
of the term members. Because that has a - that's already been claimed by the
stakeholder group. And so NPOC is a member of the - and each individual
organization of the NPOC is a member first of the NCSG. And only then --
according to the NCSG charter -- do people then join or affiliate with a

constituency, in this case the NPOC.

So that's the term - so | asked earlier what term do you prefer? Affiliates or
associates or some other synonym? And the word affiliates was given back to
me, so that's what | chose. | don't think there was any - there might have been
a comment Sam made about well, you know, but I think he said he wasn't
going to object to it. So that comment has - is still in there. | don't think

there's anything else.

Well, in the principles area - I'm working actually right now on another

charter. This - in some of the very same things. And I actually streamlined
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what would turn out to be 1.3.3. | think there was a concern that do we need

to hammer on the expected standards of behavior?

There are some elements here like C and D -- maybe even E to that extent --
that are redundant with the expected standards of behavior. They're sort of
pulled out and just highlighted here. I'm working on - in another version of on
somebody else's charter I've redone this. | could supply that language, which
removes a lot of that redundancy. But I didn't do it in this version. 1 did it in

another one. So I'm working on it today. Let's see.

Going on to committees and structures. | don't think there were any issues
here. My problem is - let's see. Officer eligibility. | think Sam made an
observation. I'm just having trouble following where the comments line up
with the text. So 2.2.3 | see has got a highlight on it. Oh, somebody wants to
see it. Affiliate is still okay.

what section are you asking for (unintelligible)?

Yes, I'm a little all mixed up here. I'm - I guess I'm - well | saw a note that
popped up on my screen that some - that one of you has - wants to talk about
affiliates.

No, no, no. | was just asking -- this is me personally -- if we were agreeing to
it? Because it was a discussion but | like everything clear. So | just - was just

asking (unintelligible) arrangement that's all.

Yes. So that's a discussion you guys could - can have...
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Yes.

...all I have - all that has happened with this particular version is (Sam L.)'s
comments were integrated. Or if I didn't integrate them | made a comment
why. And where I'm having a little trouble is finding my comments in the
right that relate to the items in the text. In Word everything is - there are little
lines that take you right from the text right to the comment. And here | don't

see that.

So I see - like here's a note that Sam raised a concern "I'm not happy with this
section”. But there's no indication to me what section that refers to in this
document. I don't - let me go back to the Adobe room here and see if that's
any help. Well unfortunately in the Adobe room I don't have control over the

document and secondly it doesn't look like it has any of the comments in it.

So Ken what would you like to do in order to help us the most? Disregard -
and the other thing is too what are some things that you really want to point
out to us that we need to make a decision on? So that you can actually have
something to work on for us to review it again? Maybe that's the other way to

look at it.

Okay, so I'm panning down through the Google Docs thing looking for issues
that - basically | made a comment in every case where Sam had raised a
concern. And I -- like I said earlier | either changed -- for example he said
why do we use the word dues and fees throughout the document? | changed
them all to fees. And so that's now been addressed. And those have all been

done, but let me see if there's - I'm trying to find areas of significant...

Right.
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...sort of disagreement or issues where he pointed out something.

Right. That's what we need to deal with as well.

Yes. Soone area in 3.3.2 -- you have a role - a position called vice chair.
And there were really no positions - there were no duties in the original NPOC

- there were really no...

Right.

...yes. Soduties. So I created five of them. They're kind of generic. If there
are -- in particular areas -- for example if the vice chair performs the role of
managing the policy development process. Or something along those lines. |

would just need to know that in order to put that material in there.

And | made that comment. Sam made a position - made a comment - this is
an area that he said that the secretary position -- 3.3.3 -- he said this is an
excessive load for the secretary position. The bulk of the communication
tasks other than for notices of meetings and such should rest with a separate

but coordinated communications committee.

And | guess that communications committee is that three - he said 3.3.7. Yes.
There is a communications committee. So I don't know how you want to
parse out the duties between the secretary and the communications committee.
He did not do that or I would have made those changes. But, at this point

that's an issue that | think you guys may want to work on.

In the treasurer position he made a comment that it is not a good idea -- in his
opinion -- to have the treasurer in charge of fund raising. And so one of the

duties is to - that | had marked in here was seek sources of support and so
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forth like that. So there's a funding responsibility of the treasurer to make

recommendations. And | guess he didn't like that.

So that's an area that you guys will want to take a look at to see if you agree
with that and how you want to parse out - again maybe somebody else has to
have the responsibility for fund raising. | think he wanted - should be handled
by a committee on which the treasurer sits but not the chair. So I'm not sure
what committee that is and how you want to go about it. So yes, | made my

comment where...

So out...

...qo ahead.

Yes, go ahead. No, the first - your first question regarding the
communications chair | agree with you. 1 think that the communication of the
- of NPOC should go through the communications chair. So | do agree with
Sam's recommendation. Because | think that the secretary has - that's not their

role.

And we've all agreed in other conversations that it is the communications
chair that (must) communicate with the members. So that's one thing. The
second thing is we don't have a fund raising committee. And I do think that
the treasurer would be responsible for those sorts of initiatives. So I don't

know how others feel.
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| felt - 1 feel that it's necessary with that to be - let's just say we have like
everything that has to do with communications should go through the chair of

the communications...

Right.

...50 we set it down.

Yes.

And then it can (unintelligible) we choose (little bit) fundraising for the
membership committee that's chaired by the membership chair. Because - and
it's fund raising with the (membership). So I think if we separated the
(unintelligible) and then organizations like (unintelligible) would be getting

expenses is what is coming in and out of (unintelligible) the fund raising.

So I will suggest that on (the subject of) fundraising it should be led with the
membership chair in coordination with the vice chair. (Unintelligible) have
generally - what do you call it (lines for the) vice chair. So maybe the vice
chair on that one (accepts) responsibility to lead the fundraising drives in
conjunction with the membership chair. That will be my suggestion. | hope

we can support that so we move ahead on this. Thanks.

Hey Ken. So -- we'll go with Poncelet in a second -- but Ken in the past how
we've dealt with the vice chair -- and you're right, it wasn't defined before --
and I'll speak for myself anyway -- | was not very, very familiar with the last

charters (unintelligible).
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Is that the vice chair's position was to -- as Martin pointed out -- | agree with
Martin that we should leave the vice chair as an assistant to the chair.
Because what happens is the chair ends up with a lot of duties and the vice
chair is there but they can share a lot of the duties. So I really actually agree
with that. 1 don't know how everyone else feels but I think whether we can't -
the vice chair is there to help. And also to help with the administration of

what need to happen. All the actions that the excom needs to do.

So that's the first thing I think that we should agree on is what are the duties of
the vice chair. If we could just discuss that and agree to (vote) that you'll have
something to change or add to as you update this document. So everyone,

let's discuss the vice chair's duties. Again, since it has been added. Any
thoughts? So on the table right now we're talking about the way it was in the
past which was to assist the chair. This is the vice chair's position. And what

Ken has suggested is on the screen, so. Everybody's typing.

Yes, Martin here. 1 am sorry. | don't want to be negative. This is an amazing
work and a very big draft. | just feel that we have way too many positions and
definitions. 1 think it's a very complex, like chart. For an organization that's
still in its beginnings. | think we are putting way too many things in front of

this. For instance, we would be able to fill up with our active members...

Yes.

...right now the positions we are held in here. And I (disagree) that we make a
charter for the future. |1 like that. I just think that I don't know if we are even

qualified right now to decide what we would need eventually in the future.

For instance, having a vice chair, a secretary, a treasury. And then all the

chairs of the committee. These are some (unintelligible) they're their own
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vice chairs and their own participants. | think that is - the structure is just way

too (needlessly) complex for what we are actually (unintelligible).

And to say this is to basically say that there is a lot of things that | would
change in the chart. Because the charter is wrong itself. But because if |
would be the one that have to enforce the charter, the one that has to make it,
you know, real. Make it concrete. Make the things happen that the charter

says. | just personally -- as part of the NPOC leadership -- I don't think I can.

I don't think this is - the charter is amazing. | don't think we have the

manpower to actually execute the charter. And maybe | would prefer to have
this charter as a second base of success. You know, with - in five years we've
grown and we needed more positions and we need - we have more work. We

can, you know, try to have this charter.

But I just - it's too much, you know, to have (time limits and the) pressure and
to have the fundraising work and all of them together with the chair and vice
chair and the membership - it's a lot of things. Even having the membership

and the communication chair divided is creating a lot of extra work.

It just maybe and I just have the intuition that a much more dynamic and light,
flexible would be more in tune with reality of NPOC. | know we started this
charter to go (unintelligible). We never got to actually see until just one or
two months. Maybe if Klaus was on the call or | think that (Ed) also was one

of the people that helped to draft it. Or you can.

Maybe it - we can have a more understanding of what the charter is trying to
do. Because it feels somewhat overwhelming | think is the word. 1 look - |
am overwhelmed by the amount of informational structures that it should deal

with and on that | have to commend. As a (lawyer) | think the draft is perfect.
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The sense of most of the words - of the wording is okay. The - it is - it's

robust. Doesn't have (flaws). It doesn't have (lagoons).

I don't have any (unintelligible) against it. I think it's perfect. And if we
approve it I think it's going to work. And we can discuss if we have users or
organizations | agree we have to use affiliates instead of members. | can even
- | can put a fight on the front that we are trying to have a fee - a membership -
an application fee. 1 think that could create problems in the sense of how the

non-commercial (unintelligible) have been working so far.

And at all the expectations we are creating with this. And even before it's a
main race -- even if it's absolutely incorrect -- we can - | can fight against that.
But in a general sense | feel that the charter is home to the NPOC reality. |
don't know if I'm the only one needs that. Either way I just - | want you to

know my full opinion.

Of course | will approve this charter if everyone agrees on and I think it's a
great charter. So | am - is this not (actually pick) on the wording or the
drafting. Just in the general (sphere) that I feel is a - just too bulky. Too

much. It's over killing in a sort of way.

If it even overwhelms at least me, that | been in NPOC for three years.
Involved in the working group, in the GNSO Council. If | was a newcomer
I'd have to read this charter, | wouldn't know where to start with. And | think
that may be a problem. Otherwise in that | don't have any like we should

change this or that. |

I think we should discuss the fee things, the (unintelligible) fee and maybe try
to make the excom a little bit more reduced, a little bit more dynamic. Even

flexible. Just makes (a sense).
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It's (Joan) speaking. | actually 100% agree. There - you know, I'm an
entrepreneur and | run (unintelligible) as much as possible. And I think we
get really bogged down in what does the charter require, what do we have to

do?

This committee has to do this. And we end up not doing our work -- which is
to communicate with our members -- and to get them involved in the policy
process. So we've made the policy the job rather than the actual function of
the job which is to communicate. So I actually yes I'd really like to see this
cut down. It's like we're running a big organization and we're now running an

affiliate of the stakeholder group.

And | think if we can have it - | agree, really, really focused and so that we
can get some purposeful action done so that next year we can say to ourselves,
wow. You know, as a small team here's what we did, here's how we grew our

organization and this is why we did it. | absolutely agree. It's too top heavy.

It's almost like we get tired just reading it or thinking about it. Which you're
supposed to. Supposed to be - | don't like when you have to do that. So I do
think we have to take a look at it. And I also - the other thing that | do agree
with is the membership and the communications being a one committee. And
I guess we're calling affiliates now. Because it ends up that there's two sets of

communications that goes one. One is inreach and one is outreach.

Like, what's that about? So I'd way, way, way not what we need. We have a
specific focus -- which is operational concerns. We don't need to have all of
this dogma ruling us. So I don't know. | agree. So where going to go from

here it would be the question.
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This is Ken. I'll just pop in here and make a couple of comments. So you
guys had a charter that I actually was involved with. | think it was (Deborah
Hughes) and maybe some - another person that | was working with back in
those days. And indeed even at that time some of these structures were

actually in that original charter.

The - and it did take into account what ICANN had called as best - sort of best
practices for constituency charters. As you may or may not know the ICANN
board pays attention to the charters of all of its structures. And has an
approval role and oversight role with respect to how they're constructed, how

they're administered.

It doesn't require -- the board doesn't require -- that a constituency have a
finance committee, a membership committee, a policy development
committee. It doesn't prescribe any particular arrangement of how an
executive committee is organized or how many people are on it. You know, it
would be - it's more concerned about things like overall fairness and
transparency and just that the procedures that you do follow are well

documented and are consistent and so forth and so on.

So this particular charter got built by me at the request of NPOC. | guess your
chair at the time, or maybe still is your chair. What we recommended was
that we take the original charter. And as time goes on we get better and better
-- the organization collectively -- gets better and better at building charters and
putting in provisions that are good, just good sort of prudent management

structures.

And so over time we've developed more and more of that material. And we

said hey, we'd be happy to inculcate that into your charter and follow these
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sort of best practices that other constituencies in ICANN also have. And by

the way those vary between constituency.

I'm working on another constituency charter today and they don't - they're not
going to have a policy development committee. They let their chair and their
vice chair - they perform all the duties of a policy development committee but
they don't have a committee. They just have the chair and vice chair do that

work.

So it's - if you say well we don't want a policy development committee. Well,
you know, we've got boilerplate that we could give you that would show you
that - an arrangement where just the chair and or the vice chair work together
and they appoint people to draft policy positions and share them with the
members and so forth and so on. Not everyone has a finance committee, not
everyone has a membership committee. The business constituency -- well |
guess they do, they call it the credentials committee -- but they - that's - it's
somebody that has to look at when somebody comes along says | want to be a

member. Someone has to look at that membership application and decide.

What if, for example, you make a decision -- and this is an issue that Sam
raised -- | was told by Klaus to make it possible for individuals to be members
of the NPOC. Not organizations, individuals. So that would be like a
consultant maybe or something along those lines. And so I did that. But that

appears to be still a controversial issue.

If you want to remove individuals that can certainly be done. There's a lot of
elements to this that it sounds to me like you guys need to sit - get a small
group together of I don't know four or five people and decide - hammer out
sort of what structures you want and what you don't want. | asked all those

questions of Klaus and I got answers back. Yes we want a finance committee,
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yes we want to collect dues, yes we want individual members, yes we're okay

with the word affiliate.

| can already - that's why this charter looks the way it does. Now if you're - if
a different group gets together, says oh no, no, no, no, we don't want a
membership. Or we want to combine membership with the secretariat role
and we would kind of - or communications and so forth and so on. That's all -
that all can be done, but that's not the direction | was given when this
particular version was crafted. So if you want to go back to the drawing

board...

...and sort of architect the elements that you want in a charter, then we can
help you build it. I'll stop it.

Okay, and we've got Poncelet with a question. Thank you Ken. Go ahead

Poncelet.

(Unintelligible) I think the - what's established after we provide our balance.
At the beginning of NPOC when there was (unintelligible) coming up. And I
think we always (unintelligible) to have looked at absolute any organization
that was joining NPOC through our (unintelligible). What that platform is not

much.

What Martin has said and what Joan has said. Maybe you go way too much
because when I said it was me and Klaus that were involved. And I think if
you go to a - where too much at the time (unintelligible) first step there all

(unintelligible) asked them was okay where that's - Klaus how to do roles.
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We don't want this rules of this anymore. Or try to remind them. Because
most of the charters within IS - ICANN they are sort of similar. As we've
writed that is the accountability and some (unintelligible). When | see my
colleagues they look at this as too complicated, or it's too big (unintelligible).
And we look at the ICANN charters like they are like that, so it's up to us that

it's not - it's nothing. We are not rewriting any rules.

It's most of the charters that I've looked at over the years. This NPOC was
started. | remember when NPOC was started | look at the NCUC charter at
that time in 2011 or so. So | think we should go back and say within
ourselves (unintelligible) and for example it's very peculiar. | will see

everything is done by communications, fine. If you do not want - and policy.

And so like we said, you've got to then say okay, the vice chair will be doing
this, this, and that. Before say it's too complex so. When you look at the
others you will know that this is very small. So I will say continue with this
and see how best you can streamline so that we can be done with this
(unintelligible) around now I think that's the possibility and this was

(unintelligible) so. Thank you.

Joan Kerr: So Poncelet are you suggesting that we continue with this structure?

Poncelet lleleji: 1 saw we continue with this structure because (unintelligible) speaking, this
has gone for too long. If anybody wants that or to delete any of the roles and
everything this all has been done. But we - (unintelligible) staff down there,
nobody made anything. And then Sam (unintelligible) has been doing this for

long.

You know, I am about (unintelligible) to commend him. | was with Klaus and

when he shared with me all this and stuff who are the ones to work with Ken
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and Benedetta. And nobody made any comments. Then last minute you are
now saying oh it's too complex, or it's too this or too that. 1 know it's not

(unintelligible).

So either we're stop this mission now and go back and (pick it) ourselves and
say okay let us delete this, let us delete that and then come back the same.
That's what | was saying. Until (unintelligible) and so okay, let us meet our
(unintelligible) ourselves about (unintelligible) or something. I'll let

(unintelligible) comments. Thank you.

Thank you for your comments. | guess I thought that this was a
(unintelligible) discussion about where do we go from here and what does our
charter say to us on how we function. So any thoughts anyone? Martin go

ahead please. Martin you still had your hand up, was that a...

Yes, but it's also - yes, can you hear me?

Yes, we can. Yes, we can hear you. Go ahead.

| agree with Poncelet in the thought that we are very advanced in this charter.
And | definitely haven't been in the process so | am just commenting this in
the end. If you want to go ahead with this charter I have no problem, go

ahead. Let's work with it.

I think working with that charter - that wasn't even closely as good as this one
and it worked. So if you want to move ahead just change a few comments and
try to (pass this) let's go for it. If it was up to me I would go back to the draw

table and to discuss again. | think that the initial process of how we came
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with this was a very closed one, it wasn't that open. And that - this is not of
course Ken's fault, this super (strict) that | appreciate all the work he has been

doing.

And | very - if my proposal sort of brings down a lot of great work he has
been doing. But - and if you want to continue this charter will fully support it.
And help you and continue doing small specific comments we can improve.

In my general opinion I think we could use a different sort of charter. I'm

sorry they have...

Poncelet lleleji for the record again. | just want to ask Martin. | also say the
process of (unintelligible). We had a call and due to (our presence that was
there). And | remember it was about (unintelligible) and Klaus said we are

going to work on this (unintelligible) the conversation and we had that call.

So I can't remember whether he was present or we had that call. And that's
how Klaus made that process because he had more (experience and objective)
before me. And that is how all these implementations coming back. So if
want to -- it wasn't open and transparent -- what is wrong is we are taking time

(unintelligible) cuts off. Wasted so much time in doing that. |

I'll (unintelligible) ourselves. You know, because | remember most of the
time when Sam (unintelligible) I made my comments and | felt you were okay
because it was okay. But first wait now for comments or | believe connect
that reason and that (unintelligible) out people have nowhere they're supposed

to do. It's not (safe).

And take a look at the other aspect, look at the | would subject (unintelligible)

and for all NPOC to take a look at the other charters. We are not
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(unintelligible) because that's to be check and balances and that's what we

have. Thank you.

Okay, thank you both. 1 don't think that Martin was saying it wasn't
transparent but it's a good point that we discuss that anyway. So, moving
along no objections to moving along with the present charter then? Ken what
do you need from us in order to move this along? We've agreed to the
affiliates, we've agreed to the organization, was there something that needed

some clarity on?

Well let's - let me - I guess I'll just make a suggestion.

Yes.

Usually when we hold conference calls of this type they're an hour long. Just
to put this in perspective when we went through issue for issue, paragraph for

paragraph in the BC charter it took 16 months.

Right.

And they are SG, the registrars are going through that process now with
Benedetta. And I don't remember how many months it's been now but it's - | -
you know, weekly calls for an hour a piece. and I think they've been at it for

several months. And I let her comment on that.

But any event it is simply not possible to sort of go through -- as you can
already tell -- you talk about one issue and it's hard to develop consensus
when you have a group of five people unless everybody's on the same page.
And clearly in this group there is some divergence of opinion and that's to be

expected. It happens in every group I've ever worked with.
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So -- having said all that as a background or a back drop -- you have in front
of you now or in your possession a Word document that contains at least one
of your member's comments. And many of them have been inculcated or

incorporated into the actual text. And that's visible wherever I've done that.

In other cases, you have opinions and comments that say well gee, | don't like
this or this doesn't make sense to me and so forth and so on. And he -- Sam --
has - and in every case where he made a comment like that in his other
document | added a margin comment in this document -- this Word document
-- s0 that there would be a record of where that comment fits and how it

applies directly to the text to which it's related.

Now, we - | just don't think it's reasonable to go through every one of those in
a conference call. But if you guys - at least with - maybe with us unless that's
the procedure you want to follow. Meaning we want to take several months
and go week by week and start at the very top and walk through all of the

provisions, all the comments, and then get all the way to the bottom.

The reason this white document was created without all the color coding -- |
don't know if any of you saw what we affectionately call the rainbow
document -- but the whole point of us creating this version for Klaus was to
hopefully reduce the amount of time it would take NPOC to come to a final
charter. By putting all of this stuff in and giving it to you as a clean
document. Now, it's - it appears -- just listening to some of the comments --
that we've - we shot the arrow and didn't even hit the target. We, you know,

it's not even in the ball park.

And so if that's the case then I think you guys - my recommendation would be

for the small group of you (however) to get together and -- it be in person or if
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not by phone -- and try to carve out the architecture you want for how to run
the NPOC. This architecture was based on direction that | was given by Klaus
and he indicated to me that he had approval of the executive committee. Now
that - things change and I understand that. I'm a big boy, I've been around a

long time.

So if you guys want to go back and reconstruct how you want - and you don't
have to write the provisions and you don't have to draft the language. | heard
other comments that said the language is pretty good here. It's actually
workable, it's just that we don't need as many formal elements to it. So like,
you know, let's combine committees. And let's combine - like you have a
program committee. | was asked to create a program committee. That's
another one -- and by the way that's - you're the only constituency that would
have a program committee -- so we can go back and either take some of that

stuff out or combine things together.

It may not reduce the charter by an order of magnitude, but it may reduce the
number of constructs and committees for which you have to go find members
to elect people to run and to serve on and to produce documents and
deliverables and all of that sort of thing. And once you've done that -- once
you said look here's the general architecture we would like to have -- then,
you know, we could go back and give you a nice document that would match

that structure.

Let me just continue. And in the process...

| think we're...
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...yes, I'm sorry, let me just finish that. And in the process of doing that you
can read all these comments in here. And you can also decide whether you
agree with Sam or you don't agree with Sam. And collectively and in a
consensus basis say, yes, you know, we don't want the treasurer to be involved

with fund raising. Or we do.

Or, you know, we want the secretary to be head of the membership committee
or we don't. Sam says no, the secretary should not be the chair of the
membership committee. Or communication committee. Or one of those. |
can't - and so forth. And, you know, he said the executive committee should
appoint people to handle policy development issues rather than say somebody

else. There are all discussable, deliberative kinds of issues.

But they're not the kind of thing that we could do on a call like this unless we
were going to systematically do it starting at the top and take one chapter a
week until we're done. And that was not what | understood today was to be.
So that's why it's been a little bit of a mish mash. I'll stop there. (Jen) are we

still connected?

Yes, can you hear me?

Hi Martin. Yes, we can hear you. Go on please.

Yes. | think that I'm hearing some sort of at least concrete position among us.
We - | wouldn't