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11 October (full transcript available at: 

http://www.icann.org/en/reviews/affirmation/transcript-atrt-11oct10-en.pdf) 

The Accountability and Transparency Review Team (ATRT) undertook the following: 

a) Introduction of Carlos Affonso de Souza 

Selectors of the ATRT Review Team appointed Carlos Affonso de Souza to replace Willie Currie. Carlos’ 

information may be found at: http://www.icann.org/en/reviews/affirmation/composition-1-en.htm.  

b) Outline of Berkman’s efforts and modus operandi 

The Berkman Centre provided the Review Team with an update on their current activities as well as an 

outline of their modus operandi, methodology issues encountered throughout the process, interviewing 

techniques, research undertaken on case studies, overarching questions etc. 

Berkman identified three clusters: 1. Transparency issues; 2. Public Participation issues; 3. Board 

Governance issues.  

http://www.icann.org/en/reviews/affirmation/composition-1-en.htm


The Berkman representatives emphasized the tentative nature of their recommendations and reiterated 

that they would be revisited in line with feedback provided by the Review Team.  

c) Discussion about corporate governance 

The Review Team Members and Berkman Center had a very fruitful exchange of views on corporate 

governance issues with Faculty Member and expert, John Coates and stressed the unusual nature of 

ICANN in this respect. Please refer to the transcript for an extensive review of content. Along with 

transparency, skill-sets, decision-making etc, this discussion also covered questions related to the 

validity of independent Board review mechanisms under Californian law. 

d) Discussion about the GAC 

The Berkman Center invited John Palfrey, faculty member, to present the outcome of studies on the 

GAC. (MI) reported the GAC’s level of unease and expressed her wish to reiterate that the 

recommendations would solely focus on mechanisms of improvement for Board-GAC interactions. The 

group underscored the necessity to differentiate their process from the GAC-Board Joint WG scope and 

resolved to introduce additional options for their consideration. The ATRT stressed that what constitutes 

GAC advice ought to be clearly defined. It furthermore agreed to add a recommendation in favor of 

outreach promotion. 

e) Discussion about public participation 

The Berkman Center drew conclusions on public participation based on case studies analysis, public 

comments to the ATRT as well as on the interview process. The consultants reported that key initiatives 

were currently underway at ICANN, notably the Board Public Participation Committee, the General 

Manager position of public participation and the Policy Development Process Work Team.   

The review team noted that ICANN had been given a great deal of credit for the amount of progress and 

recent improvements in terms of outreach, website structuring and information design. On the other 

hand, it observed that a number of comments focused on the ways public comments are solicited by 

ICANN and on their translation into effective and meaningful input into the decision-making process. 

Community Members expressed the wish to fact-check whether their comments have been accounted 

for or not. Language and technical specifications were also pinpointed as overarching issues to the 

extent that it prevents certain participants from communicating and interacting effectively in the public 

comment process.  

The group discussed the development of associated standards, public input requirements and ideal 

mechanisms according to the decision in question. It furthermore acknowledged the bottom up 

approach ICANN adopted. From a recommendation standpoint, the analysis and summarization of 

public comments into draft material triggered discussions on standard procedures that may be 

developed and embraced.  

 



12 October (full transcript available at: 

http://www.icann.org/en/reviews/affirmation/transcript-atrt-12oct10-en.pdf) 

With the expectation of WG4 which will present the outcome of its studies the following day, the 

respective Working groups presented their recommendations to the Review Team for consideration. In 

light of the Berkman data and recommendations, the ATRT had a fruitful and interactive debate on the 

proposed recommendations. It furthermore questioned the veracity of perceptions in this respect. Once 

the substance examined, the respective working group Chairs resolved to wordsmith the draft 

recommendations and to resubmit them to the group for final approval. 

The ATRT reiterated its intention to give credit where credit is due and to encourage persistence of 

current efforts.  

Professor Herbert Burkert provided the Review Team with an outline on cross sectional transparency 

issues. 

13 October (full transcript available at: 

http://www.icann.org/en/reviews/affirmation/transcript-atrt-13oct10-en.pdf) 

(JB) presented WG4 recommendations on behalf of (WA). This led to a productive discussion on the 

existing Board review mechanisms, their validity and efficiency.  

The ATRT furthermore focused on WG’s items for final discussion which resulted from previous debates. 

Review Team Members meticulously reviewed their recommendations so as to avoid possible 

duplications. The Chair invited the Team to examine the outcome of their work from a stylistic 

standpoint within the next hours and to submit them via email. WGs 3 and 4 are to circulate an updated 

version of their reports based on the issues that were brought up. 

Berkman will endeavor to finalize its report, which will be attached as an appendix to the ATRT’s draft 

proposed recommendations, by the 20th of October. Review Team Members are to provide feedback on 

case studies analysis. 

 


