

 Accountability & Transparency Review Team – Conference Call
Monday 12, April 2010 – 12.00 PM UTC
MINUTES
	RT Members
(PDT) Peter Dengate Thrush

(JS) Janis Karklins 
(MI) Manal Ismail

(LS) Lawrence Strickling          

(WA) Warren Adelman

(BB) Becky Burr                                                                         

(FC) Fabio Colasanti

(WC) Willie Currie

(BC) Brian Cute

(EI) Erick Iriarte

(CLO) Cheryl Langdon-Orr

(LL) Louie Lee

(OM) Olivier Muron

(XZ) Xinsheng Zhang
	 Invited by RT Members

   (MN) Michael Niebel         

   (WD) William Dee

   (FA) Fiona Alexander
Supporting Staff

  (ML) Marco Lorenzoni

  (AJ) Alice Jansen         


Recording of the meeting: http://alturl.com/ghu9, password: zave25Az (posting expires: 3 May 2010)
· Once the list of participants established, RT members agreed to record the call for future reference. Use of the recording of the Review Team’s meetings will be discussed during the F2F meeting

· (PDT): Meeting arrangements: 
1) F2F meeting 

a. Doodle poll – estimate to be made but first, work plan to be organized 

b. determine further F2F meetings and schedule

2) Conference Calls.

·  (PDT): Selectors to co-chair this first conference call with Members’ permission until election of RT election – Acceptable? {Agree}

· (FC): RT Chair should be elected during the F2F meeting – {Agree}

·  (ML): Request to announce their names when intervening so as to facilitate process of minute-taking
· (PDT): Doodle results indicate three dates:

· Monday 3-4 May

· Tuesday 4-5 May

· Wednesday 5-6 May

In consideration of the majority’s preferences and given that (JK)’s schedule clashes with the first two date suggestions, the first F2F meeting should be held on Wednesday, 5 May and Thursday, 6 May  in Marina del Rey. (XZ)’s feedback on visa issues cannot be provided for the time being. Acceptable? {Agree}

· (JK): Will join the RT on Wednesday, 5 May at 3.00 PM PST

· (FC): Will (JK) remain in the RT? Initial impression was that (MI) was to replace (JK)
· (JK): Following discussion with (PDT), we decided that both Selectors would attend the first F2F meeting. (MI) would then take on – (MI) also to participate in the first F2F meeting

· (FC): The dates of the F2F meeting imply that RT members are expected to arrive on the 4th (evening) so that the RT may have a whole day on the 5th and half a day or full day on 6th?

· (PDT): {Agree} Meeting on the 5th will start at 8.30 AM or 9.00 AM. Too early to consider future meetings and number? Would be quite convenient to be informed of intention in a timely fashion as quite an exercise to set a date convenient for all members. Also need to schedule next teleconference
·  (BB): Suggestion to meet before the ICANN meeting in Brussels starts. Should the RT reserve a space in the ICANN program for community input?
· (PDT): In consideration of the huge amount of work pre- and during the meeting, could consider meeting on the Friday or Saturday before the meeting starts. May also arrange for a report on work to date and Q&A session during the ICANN public forum or during a public session
· (BB): Even though very tight schedule for everybody, should seize the opportunity to meet since all present

· (CLO): {Support} Friday probably easiest as may be involved in GNSO WG activities on Saturday and main commitment starts on Sunday
· (PDT): Doodle poll to be set up for Thursday, Friday and Saturday so to as to provide RT Members with choices of dates. Also, staff to make a note to  obtain a two-hour slot in the ICANN Meeting program for Q&A session and activity reporting

· (MI): Despite discussion about future F2F meeting being premature, would be very helpful to obtain a plan of the meeting places as would ease the visa process which requires time. More beneficial to know in advance as may apply for multiple visas and for visas that last longer

·  (FC): In terms of F2F meeting arrangements, we cannot go much further – we have agreed that there would be a meeting in Brussels (Doodle poll), might have two or three meetings before end of year. Matter to be decided during F2F meeting  

· (PDT): {Agree} Need to set agenda for F2F meeting. Election of Chair Item - Members will want to introduce themselves and campaign during F2F meeting. A rather short period of time needed for that to go through – Does a member wish to perform this before the meeting in Mdr? {Silence}
· (JK): To consider a position of coordinator to be shouldered by a volunteer RT Member. Task would be to prepare for subsequent conference calls or F2F meetings. Extremely good if could find volunteer today 
· (PDT): In addition to (ML), (AJ) and Los Angeles ICANN staff?

· (JK): If want to achieve objectives in May, it is necessary to make use of time left before F2F meeting by preparing issues which are listed in the proposed agenda. Hence the need for a coordinator and volunteers that submit proposals on existing basis and run through RT members’ ideas so as to have material for discussion in May
· (FC): Interesting idea but not convinced that need to coordinate work stream so much. Each participant to send at least one contribution before F2F meeting. Views could be exchanged via email. No need for more structure now.  Staff could help the RT organize conference calls.
· (BB): {Agree} All RT members to provide thoughts and papers. Would be useful to have a sub-committee which would take note, coordinate, draft documents to be circulated so that the Team may have material to work with for finalizing the Charter. Very difficult to produce from white page in two days.
· (BC): {Agree} Suggestion to focus on mere coordination of calls. In terms of developing agenda, charter… consider setting up a different group for that task before May 

· (PDT): Staff may coordinate calls. Also, should be at least one call before F2F meeting. Moreover, RT will need to have weekly or fortnightly conferences at the beginning. Contributions?
· (CLO): {Support} Important for wider community to have a transparent WG agenda during interim period. In terms of teleconferencing, more convenient to schedule 20-minute weekly conference calls instead of 90-minute meetings 3 or 4 weeks apart in order to have a standard slot in schedule which would be dedicated to this activity
· (JK): In the absence of coordinators or stream leaders, contributions may not be brought to the table of the F2F meeting. Need a Member that would take initiative on methodology/timetable, another that would draft ToR, another who would start addressing IoP – To have Members who would push and keep an eye on a particular activity would allow the RT to have concrete material for meeting in L.A
· (FC): Point raised by (JK) was rightly put at the end of agenda list as this depends on the Review Team’s intention. In May, the RT should discuss the essence of the problem, in other words: give more flesh to the AoC, and also listen to ICANN staff’s feedback on what they do to contribute to transparency and to which extent it is justified to have a special review team on Accountability. On basis of this discussion we might come to a preliminary idea of what the problem might be. This should be followed by consultation with the wider community, a dialogue with ICANN on basis of consultation and issuing of recommendations. At this point rather unfeasible to start work stream on ToR or IoP as fundamental discussion on methodology is required. 
· (WC): Possible to allow discretion in May and perform tasks in the meantime. For instance, small group to start discussion on identification of methodology (discussion paper) and present material for consideration at May meeting; for example on issue of participatory evaluation (as opposed to traditional), reliance on external evaluator, community and RT work balance etc. Useful to have ToR for external evaluator before May. On the other hand, would be difficult to identify IoP now. 
· (PDT): Need for collective agreement on where the RT is heading so as to obtain a clear view of what might need to be done by May. Also need to determine series of questions on areas of activity to be asked to staff and material to be provided so as to gather useful information for the RT’s meeting. Election of RT Chair to take place during F2F meeting – Acceptable? {Agree}. Methodology and timetable?

· (FC): Suggest exchanging documents via emails so that may gain ground before May and even identify volunteer coordinator that would circulate/integrate documents. Methodology is a fundamental issue that is directly linked to the problem the RT is trying to address. Action: all participants to circulate views and a member to identify common trends after ten days and to relaunch discussion
· (OM): Important and very useful to share background material and information issued by ICANN or reports committed by ICANN before writing- 
· (PDT): {Agree} Ten days. External/internal support staff? Staff very keen to help RT and to respect independence of RT
· (BC): Highly important to have complete latitude in terms of engaging and using third parties with regards to review principle/frameworks (ToR). ICANN staff to be utilized as needed basis for group. Need for open suggestions

· (PDT): Within external support need to distinguish basic staff reports/support from independent experts’ reports/support. Selectors are empowered to appoint independent expert but shall wait for RT identification of expertise required for completion of review. This position needs to be separated out from report-writing/editing, minute taking, call organizing, researching function?

· (BB): RT Members needs to separate out report-writing from administrative tasks
· (PDT): Need for concrete positions: is the RT to use ICANN staff or shall Selectors need to appoint staff?
· (FC): This matter depends on the methodology decided in May as certain types of methodologies do not necessarily lead to an enormous amount of work. The responses to public consultation for instance, could be very demanding – writing a final report on the other hand, will not require external support 
· (BC): What are resources if we were to ask for external support (coordination of group, scribing…)?
· (PDT): No budget has been established – at a high level, should be possible to make arrangements for reasonable request
· (BC): {Stating to be volunteer}
· (LS): Offer administrative support resources
· (PDT): Offer appreciated – Use of external support is unclear at this stage as remains to be determined by Members. Also, might consider adding external expert to a different type of category

· (WC): Clarify difference between independent evaluator and independent expert on the RT
· (PDT): Selector have not appointed independent expert yet as Team will need to determine the required expertise first
· (LS): In consideration of the membership process, suggest that the RT retain the expert instead of putting the expert on the team as a Member. Moreover the AoC is the starting point of the discussion as it lays out very specific areas of review that the RT is supposed to conduct. One should start with substance of the AoC as a flow of questions may emerge from that. As Members have little time and may not have the substance-ability of expert, the use of an expert is worthy of consideration

· (PDT): {Agree} Concerned that very few Members of RT might not have the required skill-set to perform such an in-depth and high level analysis. Comment? {Silence}

· (JK): Reservations for F2F meeting made by ICANN staff?

· (PDT): Objection to ICANN staff making logistical arrangements?

· (BB): May provide you with office if needed

· (PDT): Maybe meeting offsite would be more useful as to not interfere with ICANN’s work.

· (LA): By going on sight, RT is sending ICANN and constituencies a strong signal – however share concern that the RT may not be disruptive
· (PDT): Helpful to see the scale of operations on sight
· (CLO): As interaction points with ICANN staff might be perceived as less disruptive to be on sight at that first meeting
· (PDT): {Agree} – ToR and IoP?

·  (FC): ToR and IoP cannot be resolved in the absence of methodology definition 
· (BB): Critical to have obtained input from RT and to have gathered information so as to start working

· (CLO): Suggest to use a collaborative space, such as Wiki, which can be private or read-only or transparent depending on the RT’s decision, where draft ToR could be submitted

· (PDT): {Agree} RT Members are to exchange information and share views during 10 days and see what emerges from this process. Is a Member against CoI policy?

· (CLO): In favor of formal declaration of interest statements with a continuous disclosure rule
· (PDT): Members to circulate thoughts on this matter and see if may be resolved within 10 days. ICANN currently holds 3 or 4 CoI policy (general, Board, NomCom …). Members to consult them, amendments may be made if necessary. Operating rules: publishing of recording/transcript – would be paradoxical to not publish – need some facility and compromise

·  (FC): In the EU, ministers’ meetings are public which causes real discussions to take place in corridors or during coffee breaks. Recording would not be very helpful as a result, as all the substantial debates would be held over breaks
· (PDT): We have experienced this with the public and private meetings of the GAC for instance. A process should be developed. Presumption should be that all meetings are open but Members can take discussion into Committee for private discussions

· (WC): Suggest to adopt Chatham rules

· (PDT): {Agree} Non-Anglophones should be provided with explanations. Chatham rules that work well for maintaining confidence. Operating rules need to avoid the following pattern - cannot start writing rules because haven’t worked and cannot worked as we have not written rules yet.

· (FC): In the EU, some principals send their assistants and then sign the paper at the very end of the meeting. Not against presence of assistants at meetings but should be spelled out that the work needs to be performed by Members and that no replacement of Member by his/her assistant is acceptable.
· (PDT): {Agree and support}

· (CLO): ALAC is very interested to know how confidentially the Review Team will be working. Are in camera activities going to be clearly labeled? Process of reporting and reportability on our activities?
· (XZ): As high level officials have very tight schedule, require the possibility to have assistant participate in the meeting

· (PDT) (CLO): {Agree}
· (PDT): Any issues of translations? {Silence}
· (MI): Suggest to add remote participation as an option if Members are unable to attend

· (PDT): {Agree} Necessary tools in MdR

· (CLO): {Support} Suggestion to use Adobe Room
· (PDT): {Support} Also in favor of creation of email list

· (ML): Suppose RT would like to exclude staff from email list. Need to provide name of administrator
· (PDT): Nominate (JK) for the position of email list administrator until Chair of Review Team is elected. Additional operating rule: issue within 24 hours after the call a short note and longer period to be agreed for fuller minutes. Conclusion: 

· F2F meeting date agreed for Mdr
· Discussion threads starting to emerge (methodology – ToR…)
· Follow-up conference – 2 weeks from today?

· (BB): Should provide the team with sufficient time to formulate questions to staff (set priorities) and give staff time to prepare. Suggest 21st or 22nd – in the meantime: circulate thoughts on questions to be asked
· (PDT): 1) Focus on content to ask (methodology and ToR)  2)  Evaluator/expert to analyze – see level of details

· (BB): Opportunity for staff to provide the RT with a framework and to explain how they would approach the process. This would leave them time to think about the process and formulate it/articulate it
· (PDT): Questions cannot be too detailed as lack of time and they will be addressed later on. Provide the RT with high level descriptions on processes, constituents, diagrams etc.
· (BB): Inform the RT of staff’s reference documents and methodology used. Gather their opinions on Accountability

· Next conference call to be scheduled for Monday, 26 April 2010 during which a thread of questions will need to be addressed. Even though 12.00 PM UTC is the most convenient timeslot across the zones, work practices of members need to be taken into account and rotation implemented. A doodle is to be circulated by staff.

