WHOIS Policy Review Team

Conference Call – Thursday, 28 October 2010 – 16.00 UTC

Preliminary Report

	RT Selectors and Members 
(RB) Rod Beckstrom 

(HD) Heather Dryden

(BS) Bill Smith

(ET) Emily Taylor

 (KK) Kathy Kleiman

(KVA) Kim von Arx

(LD) Lutz Donnerhacke

(LG) Lynn Goodendorf

(OK) Omar Kaminski

(SH) Sarmad Hussain

(SL) Sharon Lemon

(SK) Susan Kawaguchi

(WW) Wilfried Woeber



	 Supporting Staff 
(AJ) Alice Jansen

(DM) Denise Michel

(LG) Liz Gasster

(ON) Olof Nordling

Apologies:

(KVA) Kim Von Arx
Parties invited by the Review Team:

Brian Cute – ATRT Chair


Transcript: To be provided
The WHOIS Policy Review Team undertook the following:

a) Reflection upon the ATRT principles and discussion about Conflict of Interest (CoI) policy 
The WHOIS Policy Review Team Members shared their views on the guiding principles adopted by the ATRT and identified valuable guidelines such as the commitment to focus on fact-based analysis.
However interesting the ATRT’s Modus Operandi may be, the WHOIS Policy Review Team reiterated its autonomy in selecting its operational model and charter documents. The RT acknowledged the absence of obligation to follow or to implement the ATRT principles word-for-word.
The WHOIS Policy Review Team noted that the ATRT had adapted the Board of Directors’ Conflict of Interest Policy. Please refer to http://icann.org/en/reviews/affirmation/coi-policy-atrt-30apr10-en.pdf and to http://www.icann.org/en/committees/coi/coi-policy-30jul09-en.htm.  The first two statements of the document – which prescribe that all work should be conducted in the interest of the global Internet community and no corporate information obtained during the ATRT exercise may be used to achieve a financial interest – triggered a fruitful RT discussion:

· The first section raised the issue of Members’ representation mandate inherent to their SO/AC endorsement. While the RT agreed that their purpose is to serve the interest of the global internet community, some Members stressed that respective SO/AC viewpoints could not be left aside and that their individual experience and background constituted resources for this process. The WHOIS Policy Review Team concluded that Statement of Interests would play a key role in this respect.
· The WHOIS RT questioned the legal value of the second clause as it appears that solely registries, registrars and registrants could be concerned. The Review Team resolved to submit this issue to ICANN’s General Counsel and to further discuss this point during the next call.

In light of this discussion, the Review Team resolved to go through each Members’ Statement of Interest during next call.
b) Lessons learned from the ATRT process & interaction with the ATRT Chair, Brian Cute
Brian Cute reiterated that the ATRT had its very own set of issues and unique dynamics and that the ATRT principles were not binding upon the WHOIS Team.
Brian stressed that one of its Review Team’s prime goals was to ensure that recommendations would be embraced by the broader community. As the Review Team was composed of ICANN insiders, the ATRT felt the need to firmly declare its objectivity by producing guiding principles, a CoI policy and publishing individual Declaration of Interests. It furthermore resolved not to adopt the proposed methodology drafted by former Director of Organizational Reviews (please refer to http://icann.org/en/reviews/affirmation/methodology-en.htm ).
Brian Cute identified two major lessons learned from the process:

· The WHOIS Policy Review Team should have its budget defined at an early stage of the process.

· Travelling did not prove to be useful despite the ATRT’s wish to engage with the regional communities.

Brian Cute stated it willingness to provide further information and to invite volunteer ATRT Members to the calls should the WHOIS Policy RT require their advice or experience. The WHOIS Team expressed its gratitude and requested that the Berkman consultants provide an outline of their outsider approach (interviews etc).
c) Working teams

The WHOIS Policy Review team resolved to establish two working teams:

1. Kathy Kleiman, Bill Smith, Emily Taylor and Susan Kawaguchi volunteered for the first working team which will focus on the drafting of principles (for the group’s review), suggestion of a Conflict of Interest Policy and refinement of the scope. 

2. Sharon Lemon, Lynn Goodendorf and Bill Smith volunteered for the second working team which will reflect upon expectations for the Chair and Vice-Chair roles and election models/systems.

Staff is to ensure that Members absent from the call are notified of these groups and invited to participate.
d) Discussion about the election of a Chair and Vice-Chair
Although the election of a Chair and Vice-Chair was listed as an agenda item, the WHOIS Policy Review Team concluded that, the scope of the review, Chair/Vice Chairs expectations and election models ought to be agreed first. It was resolved to defer this agenda item to the next call.
Current Review team Members interested in the Chair, Vice Chair positions are:

· Kathy Kleiman: nominated on the rt4 email list for the Chair role
· Emily Taylor: nominated on the rt4 email list for the Vice-Chair role
· Bill Smith: potentially interested in the Chair role
Review Team Members interested in these positions should notify supporting staff of their candidacy before the next call.

e) Selectors & their designated appointees
The Selector Rod Beckstrom announced the appointment of Michael Yakuschev as his designated nominee. The Review Team agreed to have Michael Yakuschev shadow Rod Beckstrom for the next meetings before a final hand-over.

The Selector Heather Dryden declared that she would pass on the torch to a designated nominee once this individual is identified.

f) Proposed budget announcement
Rod Beckstrom announced that the Board had agreed to an indicative budget of 200,000 US dollars for the Review Team. Staff is to provide the RT with this proposed budget.
g) Discussion about meeting arrangements

The Review Team agreed to meet in a fortnight - duration 90 minutes. In order to enable preparations for the Cartagena meeting, staff is to make a straw man proposal for the activities (timing) of the Review Team.
