Accountability & Transparency Review Team – Conference Call

Monday 26, April 2010 – 11.00 AM UTC
MINUTES

Recording posted at http://alturl.com/ghu9, password: zave25Az (posting expires: 27 May 2010).
	RT Selectors and 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

  (FA) Fiona Alexander
Supporting Staff

  (ML) Marco Lorenzoni

  (AJ) Alice Jansen         


(JK): Agenda of the meeting announced. In anticipation of the F2F meeting in MdR, mailing list input should be integrated into documents {Agree}. (BB) and (BC) both submitted a paper on questions to the staff. (BC) drafted his contribution based on (BB)’s submission. First task today is to agree on questions to be sent to the ICANN staff after this call, so as to provide staff with sufficient time to prepare. List of questions very long – should bear in mind that staff is overstretched in preparing Brussels meeting. Need to agree who from staff may attend Review Team meeting: Rod alone or Rod supported by staff members? Comments?
(FC): Suggests that questions to Staff be reduced to three categories: 1) what is their understanding of the A&T issues that have led to the formation of this RT; 2) what is their opinion on the justification of these complaints; 3) what has ICANN been doing over the last 2 or 3 years to address these issues?; to which extent these complaints of lack of A&T are the result of something that maybe was justified 3 or 4 years ago but is less now. Essentially identify: a) why, according to Staff, a RT was formed; b) staff’s understanding of ICANN’s A&T obligations.
(BB): list is undeniably long – prioritization may be needed. Reluctant to put Staff in such a position from the beginning. Indeed would be interesting to understand sources of unhappiness, but by focusing on this, might obtain less open responses. Moreover, AoC is very recent and a lot been going on since. Suggest a factual approach: 1) what is in place now; 2) what is the role of staff in A&T; 3) what is being planned that RT may not know about. Regarding meeting attendance, in favor of a broader group than Rod.
(JK): So moving away from thorough list of questions – three general questions instead.
(BB): These questions fall into three top-levels and allow preparation. Approach that triggers detailed questions.

(XZ): {Agree} Suggestion to edit text of (BB) with the following remark - how does ICANN take into consideration the GAC’s positions on public policy issues. Refer to AoC paragraph 9.1.
(PDT): {Agree with (BB)} First round of questions should be limited to straightforward and factual (actions, roles, steps etc). (FC)’s open questions need to be answered by the RT. Staff willing to help – would be useful to prepare questions under general headings and then Staff can determine who is entitled to answer. Rod joined fairly recently, cannot at this point be aware of all details – Contact departmental leaders.
(LS): {Agree with (PDT)} Do not particularly want to limit to Rod, should consult with other managers as significant in terms of assessment. On opinion vs. fact issue, important to understand the staff’s interpretation of the process and to comprehend what has been performed since AoC so as to internalize the process. Their assessment of how they are perceived, their reactions and the actions planned embody important material which the RT needs to consider.
(MI): {Agree} (FC)’s questions are our ultimate goal but at this stage need to gather facts and to set opinions aside. From the facts we may then include and ask high level questions. Agree that need to extend attendance beyond Rod.
(OM): Time needs to be allocated to the staff’s working definition of Accountability so as to reach common understanding. The definition contained in the framework and principles paper (published two years ago) provides a quite complex definition with three different types of Accountability. This could be submitted to staff under general question 2.
(JK): Based on (BB)’s overarching questions – 1) where ICANN stands now in A&T; 2) what is the staff’s role in the A&T framework; 3) what is planned to improve the A&T? Under these headings, add sub-questions formulated by (BB) and (BC) and then submit to the staff.
(BB): Volunteer with (BC) to review/organize the questions accordingly so that they may be circulated one more time. {Agree}

(JK): To be invited: Rod, Doug, Denise Michelle (A&T Advisor to Rod) and other senior staff Members at the discretion of Rod. Acceptable? 
(PDT): As a protocol, better to let Rod present which individual staff he puts forward. 

(CLO): Certainly will not lose sight of (FC)’s issues - make sure we have jotted down that the RT shall have the opportunity to explore these as a fact-finding mission at the Brussels meeting, perhaps via community interaction. In favor of staff being questioned at a high level and not asking them anything that is going to require defense in relation to historical issues which may not have current context or basic reality anymore.
(BC): {Agree} Need to clarify whether two-step process for questions to the staff: 1) more high level for first interaction; 2) contemplated detailed follow-up or is the RT trying to produce a global list of questions in this exercise.
(JK): Detailed questions would come under general headings. Suggested items for MdR F2F meeting agenda would be: election of Chair, interaction with staff, adoption of review methodology and timetable, discussion of IoP, questions for ICANN community based on input presented to the RT, namely that of (FC), (LS) and (WA). Comments?
(OM): Add discussion about Chair and Vice-Chair.

(FC): {Agree} even though not sure the RT will have to discuss much on IoP. Election of Chair first task -suggestion of names: Becky and Manal.
(CLO): Intend to bring forward ALAC community’s voices to table – cannot be limited by administrative role of Chair.

(BB): Had not thought of campaigning – although flattered, would leave this open to F2F meeting so that may meet Members and put faces to the names. 
(JK): No decision to be made today – exchange of ideas only.

(MI): Thank you – easier to wait until meeting as may have volunteers who would be willing to shoulder this responsibility. 
(CLO): Suggest that the RT proceed in reverse order – first need to settle the matter whether RT to elect singular Chair role or co-Chair role as commitments might be different. Need to deal with logistics before putting names forward.
(JK): Merely an encouragement to think about it as the RT needs to determine this at an early stage of the meeting. Volunteer to try and consult with Members individually on this opinion and then put together proposals that can be discussed at the beginning of the meeting. The review methodology and timetable is a pretty forward exercise but a Member needs to prepare a document for adoption. There have been a few elements in submissions. Volunteer to keep track and prepare paper for MdR?
(BB): Volunteer

(JK): Opinion on Discussion of performance indicators/ questions for ICANN Community? (FC) to explain reservations on this.

(FC): Metrics and indicators will come as a result of methodology after discussion with ICANN staff. Collection of indicators not expected to be a major exercise.

(EI): Need to establish indicators and baseline as it is a periodical review. Moreover discussion of IoP should be separated from discussion of questions to community. Even though IoP might be determined after MdR F2F meeting, the RT still needs to discuss them.
(JK): The RT is to start discussion about indicators in MdR – Data gathering from community would come afterwards. After this discussion we would then circulate a first draft of questions which would be submitted for public comment around mid May/mid June. The RT would subsequently adopt these IoP and questions to community at the Brussels meeting while taking into account community input. Data gathering process would then be launched: IoP would be presented to staff and community. Hence the RT needs to start general discussion at the MdR meeting so as to understand boundaries of review and formulate a conceptual framework which would enable the RT to identify questions.
(BB): need to develop some methods/accounting/review parameters. The RT may want to be mindful of how IoP change over time. Although good way to be fair and transparent to the group, the RT should remain open to notion that IoP are not fixed in stone and that they may change during the process in line with flow of information.
(JK): Paragraph 9.1 defines 5 areas where review should be carried. Should this particular RT, at this given point of time, address all objectives or a number of them? This shall need to be debated so that RT may go deeper in its analysis of the issues to address and get recommendations at the end. This is an important exercise as performance matrices will embody 50% of report. Volunteers to collect input, draw synthesis on these issues and present document of discussion at MdR meeting? IoP and questions to community go hand in hand.
(CLO) – (BC): Volunteer
(OM): Disagree with IoP and questions interdependency – questions to community have a larger scope.

(JK): IoP and question are logically linked. Now have volunteers for each item of agenda. Still need to determine how the RT is going to proceed in MdR: open session with audio streaming or closed? 
(BC): First meeting/interaction with staff is critical. Important therefore to create an environment where staff feels as much at ease as possible in sharing information – their views call for a closed session. Suggest that RT also have a RT meeting dedicated to organizational discussion and then possibly an open follow-on/work session upon gathering data from staff. 

(JK): So, closed session with staff, closed working session and then open working session?
(PDT): Suggest that RT start with principle that meetings are open but that meetings can be taken into committee for good reasons. RT has to make sure that written questions and answers are published and needs to start build-up a record on the website. But discussions about questions may be closed. If RT is clear about this principle, community will not mind as mature people realize that the RT needs private conversations.
(XZ): Publishing of meeting agendas and reports.

(FC): {Support (BC)’s proposal} Interaction with staff in a closed session – work conducted among RT Members – public wrap-up session in order to communicate outcome of RT’s work to At-Large community. Second session should be substantially longer than the third one.
(CLO): At-Large community very comfortable with principle of having open session unless very good reason to close it. However, RT may wish to transcribe or record for internal use or reference. Discussion with staff should be in camera. MdR meetings may well be public in case someone is interested in the process. At-Large uses a very indefinite and informal reporting which is made public; mp3s etc should be accessible in case someone wishes to refer to something in particular. 
(OM): {Agree with (BC) and (FC) scheme} Public part important as it will prepare field for questions that community will be asked.
(MI): {Agree with (BC) and (FC)} is there a web space where the RT may post the agenda of the meeting and material like documents/presentations?

(JK): On ICANN website’s Affirmation Reviews web space. Doubts on (BC)’s proposal, especially on closed session with staff. From a conceptual point of view, this is the first data-gathering of the RT as well as of the community on issues under consideration. If the RT closes the meeting, which contains purely start information on thoughts about A&T within ICANN, the RT limits the community’s access to this information. As they are presenting their opinions to the representatives of the community, why not present to the community itself? Do not perceive it as sensitive or uncomfortable situation. However might be sensitive when RT discusses staff information or submissions but for the first meeting, no need to keep doors closed. Comments?
(LS): Will the staff open up if they know the world is listening? Highly unlikely that they will indicate weaknesses and problems in a public session. Ok with open meeting as long as it does not disturb staff from speaking honestly.
(MI): Important to create comfortable environment for staff even though do not mind having meeting open. Every single word does not have to be public.
(LL): Suggest to balance open vs. closed. Would perhaps be enough to provide minutes or reports rather than having a full transcript of every word or format where everybody could listen to the meeting. Meeting and summary ought to be enough when combined with documentation.
(WC): Understand the concern of how frank staff will be but this is an initial meeting. There well may be follow-up questions coming out of it which would not necessarily be conducted in an open meeting. RT should keep the meeting as open as possible.
(FC): Arguments on both sides. On the one hand, important factual basis on which RT will work, so set of information which should be made available to everybody. On the other hand, question of the frankness that we can expect from staff as will be speaking in front of CEO and managers… As a result not so sure the RT will obtain much information. Suggest that RT prepare a set of agreed questions that staff answers in a public format and have a closed session where staff would answer to follow-up questions.
(JK): Objections? First part of the day: open session to be conducted on basis of the published list of questions; second part of the day: closed session – engagement with staff continues; 
(PDT) {Agree} Factual questions published in advance and minutes of factual questions and answers to be published. Discussion about those will be in private.
(JK) Second day without staff – Review methodology, conceptual framework, timetable, questions to community and IoP to be discussed. Would be open meeting unless reason to close it? {Agree}
(PDT): If issue arises the RT may then go into camera. {Agree}
(FC): Dinner will be occasion to have private discussions too.
(JK): Agreement on first item of agenda. Need to decide what the timetable of the Brussels meeting will be in light of the Doodle results.

(ML): Majority’s preferences are as follows: for half-day meeting – either Friday morning/afternoon or Saturday morning; for full day meeting – Friday; for one day and a half – Friday all day and Saturday morning.
(CLO): Unclear in Doodle whether Members had a preference on the options. During email list exchange, Members made point that RT should maximize opportunity for productive work to happen whenever together. First need to establish whether RT wants to have a half, a full or a day and a half.

(FC): A day and a half {Agree}
(JK): Friday, 18 June all day and Saturday, 19 June morning. Objections?

(PDT): Obligations on Saturday morning – should take into account ICANN’s tight meeting schedule and that it will be very difficult as a result to obtain the required staff assistance on Saturday morning in terms of getting contributions from departmental leaders. 

(CLO): Board has additional work load and GNSO/ALAC start the weekend before as well, but in many cases all working on the Sunday these days and usually try to split to one half of the other. This as a result can be managed.
(PDT): Second F2F meeting in Brussels shall be on Friday full day and Saturday morning. Comments on review methodology and timetable?

(FC):  (LS) made a very precise proposal in terms of dates. Suggest that RT start running Doodles as soon as possible for the September, November and December meetings as Members all have a very busy calendar. Discussions on drafting of recommendations should start in September as it will be the ‘juicy’ part of the RT’s work – need to start early as to allow sufficient iteration.
(ML): Staff to be informed of dates.
(JK): Dates should not coincide with major international events in the field.

(WC): Trying to think of a conceptual framework the team would be adopting for A&T. Literature very interesting in the sense that distinction seem to be made between traditional Accountability (tends to review activities taken by institutions) and the new reform of Accountability which has a more undergoing process of evaluation in opposition to punctuated moments such as our RT is undertaking. Interesting to have a discussion at the F2F meeting on the concept of Accountability the RT wants to use and on how it understands it. The Global Accountability Project uses a set of conceptual frameworks where it analyses four dimensions: transparency, participation, evaluation complaints and response mechanisms. It also investigates a range of different global institutions in terms of frameworks of Accountability. What is interesting in their framework is that they include evaluation which is something the RT might need to take on board: a dynamic ongoing review process which can be punctuated. Should consider this as it might be helpful for the RT in order to sharpen its understanding of Accountability.
(JK): Goes in the direction that (OM) suggested, namely have a debate about definitions. Comments? (OM) and (WC) prepare some initial paper/definitions for discussion in MdR as definitely fall within discussion on IoP and review process. 

(BB): ICANN is unlike any other global institutions (business role, policy role and unique interactions). Should keep in mind that ICANN is one of a kind.

(WC): First need to fully understand meaning of Accountability. Framework shall not be imposed. 
(JK): The Structural Improvements Committee also drafted a concept of Accountability framework which should be included in our discussion and review process. Penholders: (BB) to draft methodology and timetable; (BB) and (BC) to circulate final version of questions so that may be submitted to staff; (BC) and (CLO) to report on IoP and questions to community (initial input); (WC) and (OM) to write on definitions; (JK) to consult with all RT Members on possible Chairs and vice-Chairs.
(MI): Volunteer to help (BB) with review methodology and timetable. {Agree}
(LS): Have not covered suggestion to have review firm on the team – will this be addressed by (BB) or does the RT need to appoint additional penholders for this matter?
(JK): Part of methodology. 

(LS): Make sure it is on the list.

(PDT): RT to gradually realize what type of expertise needed. Suggest that Selectors appoint firm when RT encounters expertise problem. Moreover methodology of review has not been decided yet.
(BB): The proposal for Management review entails a directive to analyze the structure (how it works/reports… etc) and basic management functioning as a component of Accountability within ICANN. It does not observe particular forms of Accountability but studies the baseline on how staff functions as regards Accountability.
(FC): (LS) to restate purpose of proposal?

(LS): Dealing with very unique type of organization - in terms of to whom it is accountable, ICANN does not fit in standards. Idea would be to use these tools and apply them to ICANN in terms of the quality of its decision-making and processes, then try to decide why historically people have not been happy with the quality of discussion-making. RT to consider engaging a firm entitled to reveal what it is about ICANN that leads to the concerns people have. Proposal to send firm to California and study organization over period of 4/5 weeks so as to provide RT with thorough analysis of how process works (no tick boxes). Finding a good firm should not be a problem.
(JK): Cost implications?

(LS): Will need to see offers of individual firms with idea of inviting them to present proposals in Brussels. At least several hundred thousand dollars but under a million. 

(FC): {Support}

(JK): (BB) and (MI) please contact (LS) to add this to your paper – further discussion in MdR. Also need full knowledge of financial implications since process is not budgeted. Also need to consult what is feasible from a financial point of view when RT submits its final recommendations.

(FC): Results of this particular review particularly relevant and useful for other RTs.

(CLO): Budget is raised at the right time. Deliberate with as much public community interaction as possible and as openly as possible as stakeholders are aware that ICANN is fiscally sensible and that expenditures are a great deal of concern.
(PDT): Update on visa for Xinsheng Zhang?
(XZ): In progress – USA Embassy in China.

(PDT): ICANN is very happy to help.

(FA): In contact with colleagues from China and embassy. Hoping this will not be an issue.
(PDT): Timeslot in the Brussels meeting program so as to communicate with community has not been determined yet.
(BB): Members such as (LS) are not going to be available the entire week. It is important to select a time which allows Members’ presence.
(CLO): Early part of the week is probably better.

(JK): ICANN staff has been contacted and Doug is actively looking where to put the session which is most likely to be held on Wednesday early afternoon. Work of the RT will be presented and dialogue with the community initiated. Rod and (JK) are also to present a session on status of the WHOis Policy Review and of the Security, Stability and Resiliency of the DNS Review. 
(WC): In terms of methodology, RT might need to look at more than one report and start engaging community in the evaluation process. Details to be ‘fleshed-up’ next week.
(JK): These sessions last no longer that 1 hour and 30 minutes. Need to be realistic on what can be achievable.

(WC): Might need to delegate some forms of WGs to engage with community on a more ongoing basis during the week so that stakeholders know that voices have been heard.
(JK): To undertake something on the margins of the meeting is feasible; proposal which embodies good input for (MI) and (BB)’s review methodology paper.

(PDT): Need to determine mechanism of CoI policy. Various practices used by ICANN which need to be addressed next week.
(JK): Any volunteers to prepare some documents on discussion? {No response} (PDT) to submit a request to legal staff. To conclude - questions to be provided to staff by the end of today, dates of Brussels F2F meeting agreed, Doodles to be set up for September/October/November meetings with location proposals, Meeting in MdR next week.
